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LECTURES ON LOGIC.

LECTURE XXIV.

PURE T.OGIC.
PART IT.—METHODOLOGY.
SECTION L—METHOD IN GENERAL.

SECTION TI.—METHOD IN SPECIAL, OR LOGICAL
METHODOLOGY,

I.—DOCTRINE OF DEFINITION.

GeENnTLEMEN,—We concluded, in our last Lecture, the wLEct.

consideration of Syllogisms, viewed as Incorrect or

False ; in other words, the doctrine of Fallacies, in so Methed:

far as the fallacy lies within a single syllogism. This,
however, you will notice, does not exhaust the consider-
ation of fallacy in general, for there are various species
of false reasoning which may affect a whole train of
syllogisms. These,—of which the Petitio Principri,
the Lgnoratio Elenchi, the Circulus, and the Saltus in
Concludendo, ave the principal—will be appropriately
considered in the sequel, when we come to treat of the
Doctrine of Probation or Demonstration. With Fal-

' lacies terminated the one Great Division of Pure Logic,
. —the Doctrine of Elements, or Stoicheiology,—and 1

VOL, IL A
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LECTURES ON LOGIC,

peor. opentheotherGreat Division,—the Doctrine of Method,

XXIV.

Par, LXXX.
Method in
general,

or Methodology,—with the following paragraph.

T LXXX. A Science is a complement of cog-
nitions, having, in point of Form, the character
of Logical Perfection ; in point of Matter, the
character of Real Truth.

The constituent actributes of Logical Perfec-
tion ave the Perspicuity, the Completeness, the
Harmony, of Knowledge. But the Perspicuity,
Completeness, and Harmony of our cognitions
ave, for the human mind, possible only through
Method.

Method in general denotes a procedure in the
treatment of an object, conducted according to
determinate rules. Method, in reference to Sei-
ence, denotes, therefore, the arrangement and ela-
boration of cognitions according to definite rules,
with the view of conferring on these a Logical
Perfection. The Methods by which we proceed
in the treatment of the objects of our knowledge
are two; or rather Method, considered in its inte-
grity, consists of two processes,—Analysis and
;\_.fyrr(ﬁesis.

[. The Analytic or Regressive ;—in which, de-
parting from the individual and the determined,
we aseend always to the more and more general,
in order finally to attain to ultimate prineciples.

II. The Synthetic or Progressive ;—in which
we depart from prineiples or universals, and from
these descend to the determined and the indi-
vidual.

m . -
Through the former we investigate and ascer-
tain the reality of the several objects of science ;
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through the latter we connect the fragments of LECT,
oy knowler_[ge into the unity of a system, 2300

In its Smicheio]ngy or Doctrine of E]

ements, Logic fxplica-
considers the conditions of possiblethought ; for thonght tf-'.’:;w;;h}. |
can only be exerted under the general laws of Identity, fd.Pec l
Contradiction, I

fection of

xcluded Middle, and Reason and Con- Troushe.

. 2 4
sequent ; and through the general forms of Concepts, |
.Tudgqnent:, and Rt‘:‘t!‘ﬁl'nniugﬁ. These, therefore, may \ ‘
]

e said to constitute the Rlements of thought. But
We may consider thought not merely as e
as existing well ;
in its pos

xisting, but 1
that is, we may econsicer it not only
sibility, but in its perfection : and this per-
fection, in so far as it is dependent on the form of
thinking, is as much the object-matter of Logic as the

SR ; B : S |
mere possibility of thinking. Now that part of Logic :
which is conversant w

ith the Perfection,—with the '
Well-being, of thought, is the Doctrine of Method,— l
Methodology.

Method in general is the regulated j
wards a certain end ;
rules which g
towards

rocedure t0- Method in :

. ; general,

that is, a progress governed by what, |

uide us by the shortest way straight

& certain point, and guard us against devi-

ous aberrations,* Now the end of thought is trutl .
i . . |

]s'l](ﬂ‘-'lé(]g‘(‘,——ﬁt‘le]l:CL‘,———t‘..-\'l'Jl't?SS](lt'l.‘F which may here be :

considered as convertible, Science may, therefore, be Scianog, — (

v . " Y - what,

regarded as the perfection of thought, and to the

3—

a [On Method, see Alex. Aphrod,,
I _Anal. Pyiop,, 1. 3b, Ald. 1520, Am-
monius, In Proomi. Lorphyrii, 1. 91,
Ald, 1546, Philoponus, fn An, Prioy,,  pler, Systema Logice, 1
E4. Indn, Post,, f. 04, Fustratius, In 716 ¢t seg.
Am; Post, .1, 530, Seealso Molingns,
Zibaralla, Nunnesius, Timpler, Dow.
nam. | [Molinmus, Logica, 1., 1., De M
thodo, p. 245 et seq.  Zabarells, Opera
Logica, De Methodiz, 1. i. ¢. 2. p-134.

Peter-John Nunnesius, Ds Constitis- ‘ 1l
fiphte Aty Dialectiom, p. 43t seq., ed.

1554, with relative commentary, Tim-

s iVe 0. WL

G. Downam, Commentaprit {
in P. Rami Lhalecticam, L. i e. 17, |
P 472 ¢l a¢g.  On the distinetion be-

tween Meathod and Order, ses Lectures
on Metaphyvies; vol, L lect. vi. p. 08,
and note.—Ep |




-+ LECTURES ON LOGIC.

pecr. accomplishment of this perfection the Methodology of
T A Logic must be accommodated and conducive. Buf
Science, that is, a system of true or certain knowledge,
Its perec.. SUPPOSES £w0 cund.it.ions. : Of these the first has a re-
mal ad ?at.mn to t%w knowing subject, il].ll:l supposes that what
is known is known clearly and distinctly, completely,
and in connection. The second has a relation to the
objects known, and supposes that what is known has
a true or real existence, The former of these consti-
tutes the Formal Perfection of science, the latter is the
Material,
Logictakes  INOW, a8 Logic is a science exclusively conversant
alythe  about the form of thought, it is evident that of these
foction o two conditions,—of these two elements, of science or
T perfect thinking, Logic can only take into account the
formal perfection, which may, therefore, be distine-
tively denominated the logical perfection of thought.
Logieal Logical Methodology will, t-'h(.-rret'ore, be the exposition
olozy,— Of the rules and ways by which we attain the formal
" o1 logical perfection of thought.
Method in But Method, considered in general,—considered in
general con 3o unrestricted universality,—econsists of two processes,

gists bl bwo

vartelutive i 1% .
andcom. COTrelative and complementary of each other. For
lementary * < . y x -
processes, - 10 proceeds either from the whole to the parts, or from
Aualysi ; 3 .

and Syn.  Dhe parts to the whole. As proceeding from the whole
thesis,

to the parts, that is, as resolving, as unloosing, a com-
plex totality into its constituent elements, it is Ana-
%ytiﬂ ; as proceeding from the parts to the whole, that
18, as recomposing constituent elements into their
complex totality, it is Synthetic. These two processes
are not, n strict propriety, two several methods, but
together constitute only a single method. Each alone
i3 imperfect ;—each is conditioned or consummated by
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the other: and, as I formerly observed,* Analysis and
Synthesis are as necessary to themselves and to the
life of science, a8 expiration and inspiration in connec-
tion are necessary to each other and to the possibility

of animal existence.

It is here proper to make you aware of the confusion
which prevails in regard to the application of the terms

Analysis and Synthesis.P

It is manifest, in general,

from the meaning of the words, that the term analysis
can only be applied to the separation of a whole into
its parts, and that the term synthesis can only be ap-

plied to the collection of parts into a whole.

So far,

no ambiguity is possible—no room is left for abuse.
But you are aware that there ave different kinds of Thes cou-
whole and parts; and that some of the wholes, like
the whole of Comprehension, (called also the Meta-
physical), and the whole of Extension, (called also
the Logical), are in the inverse ratio of each other: so

a See Lectures on Metuphysics, vol.
i p. 99.—Fn.
B Zabarells, Opera Logiva, Liber de
Regrressu, pp. 481, 489, See also, In
Anal. Poster., L. ii. text 81, pp. 1212,
1213. Molinmus, Logice, L, il Ap-
pendix, p. 241 ¢t seg., who notices
that’ both thie Analytic and Synthetic
order may proceed from the weneral
to the particular. See aldo to the
game effect Hoffbauer, her die Ana-
liusis in der Philosophie, p. 41 et
#eq., Huolle, 1810, Grssendi, Ply-
siea, Sectin i Memb., Purt, L. ix.
Opera, t. i p. 460. Vietorin, Neue
autitrlichere Davstellung der Logik, §
214, Trendelenburg, Elementa Logices
Avristotelice, p. 80, Troxler, Logik, ii.
p. 100, n.*%. Krug, Logik, § 114, p, 406,
n ** and§ 120, p. 431. Wyttenbach
mukes S}-uLln'v%ir_‘- method progreas from

particulars fo universals ; other logi-
cians  generally the reverse]—[Sce
his Pracepta Phil, Logieee, P. 111, e,
i. §3, p. 84, 1781.— Mentem suapte
natura Syntheticam Methodum sequi,
eaque ad universales ideas pervenire.
e Contrarium est iter Ani-
Tytieer Methodi, qum ab universalibus
initinm ducit et ad peenliavia pro-
preditur, dividendo Genera in suns
Formas,”" “Contra commnnem sen-
sum et verborum naturaim, .\"\-m.!lati-
cam voecant Methodum, gure dividit,
Anulyticam contra, quae componit.”
Preef, sub. fin, In the editionof the
Pracepta by Maass, Wytteubach is
mnde to say precisely the reverse of
what he lays down in the original
edition,—See Prwe, Phil, Loy., ed
Maass, p. 64.—En.]

LECT.
XXTV.

Confusion
in regard to
the al?nlic::-
tion of the
ey Arin-
Iyais and
Svnthoesis,

Lor procosses
n applied
to the coun-
ter wholes
of Compre-
Lonsion and
Extonsion,
correspond
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that what in the one is a part iz necessarily in the
other a whole. It is evident, thén, that the counter
processes of Analysis and Synthesis, as applied to these
counter wholes and parts, should fall into one or cor-
respond ; inasmuch as each in the one quantity should
be diametrically opposite to itself in the other. Thus
Analysis, as applied to Comprehension, is the reverse
process of Analysis as applied to Extension, but a
corresponding process with Synthesis ; and vice versa.
Now, should it happen that the existence and opposi-
tion of the two quantities are not considered,—that
men, viewing the whole of Extension or the whole of
Comprehension, each to the exclusion of the other,
must define Analysis and Synthesis with reference F
to that single quantity which they exclusively take

into account ;—on this supposition, I say, it is mani-

fest that, if different philosophers regard different
wholes or quantities, we may have the terms analiysis
and synthesis absolutely used by different philosophers ]
in a contrary or reverse sense. And this has actually
happened. The ancients, in general, looking alone to
the whole of Extension, use the terms analysis and
analytic simply to denote a division of the genus into "
species,—of the species into individuals ; the moderns,
on the other hand, in general, looking only at the

whole of Comprehension, employ these terms to express '
a resolution of the individual into its various attri-

. : : ] !
butes. But though the contrast in this respect A

between the ancients and moderns holds in general,
still if is exposed to sundry exceptions; for, in both
periods, there are philosophers found at the same game

of cross-purposes with their contemporaries as the

= [Sea Aristotle, Physice, L. iv.e. 1 qu 11, p. 248,]

{
|
9. Timpler, Logice Systems, T i, ¢, l
d
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ancients and moderns in general are with each other. vLrcr.
This difference, which has never, as far as 1 know, been b
fully observed and stated, is the cause of great con-
fusion and mistake. It is proper, therefore, when we

use these terms, to use them not in exclusive relation

to one whole more than to another; and at the same

time fo take carve that we guard against the misappre-
hension that might arise from the vague and one-sided

view which is now universally prevalent. So much

for the meaning of the words analytic and syathetic,
which, by the way, I may notice, are, like most of our
logical terms, taken from Geometry.”

The Synthetic Method is likewise called the Pro- The Syl
gressive; the Analytic is called the Regressive. Now i::!s];l:le;:i:c
it is plain that this application of the terms progressive Progressive,
and wegressive is altogether arbitrary. For the import :;f-{'.t-.hﬁl.i?m
of these words expresses a relation to a certain point thf’:f;:l
of departure,—a terminus a quo, and to a certain point whotly srbie
of termination,—a terminus ad quem; and if these of mwion
have only an arbitrary existence, the correlative words "2
will, consequently, only be-of an arbitrary application.

But it is manifest that the point of departure—the
point from which the Progressive process starts,—may
be either the concrete realities of our experience,—the

principiata,—the notiora nobis; or the abstract gen-
eralities of intelligence,—the principia,—the notiora
natura, Bach of these has an equal right to be re-
garded as the starting-point. The Analytic processis
chronologically first in the order of knowledge, and
we may, therefore, reasonably call it the progressive,
as starting from the primary data of our observation.

a Sea above, vol. 4. p. 279, o B— Philoponus, In 4n. Post., & 36n
Ep. [OntheAnalysis of Geometry, see  Venet, 1534.]

Plotinus, Fnnead., iv. L. ix. oo b
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[t general,
Hynthesis
lias been
designated
the Progres-
sive, nnd
Annlysis
the Kegres-
sive Pro-
ey,

Method in
epecial,

_ the order of constitution, is first in the order of nature,

& LECTURES ON LOGIC,

On the other hand the Synthetic process, as following

and we may, therefore, likewise reasonably call it the
progressive, as starting from the primary elements of
existence. The application of these terms as syno-
nyms of the analytic and synthetic processes, 1s, as
wholly arbitrary, manifestly open to confusion and
contradiction. And such has been the case. I find
that the philosophers are as much at cross-purposes i
their application of these terms to the Analytic and
Synthetic processes, as in the application of analysis
and synthesis to the different wholes.

In general, however, both in ancient and modern
times, Synthesis has been called the Progressive,
Analysis the Regressive, process; an application of
terms which has probably taken its rise from a pas-
sage in Aristotle, who says, that there are two ways
of scientific procedure,—the one from principles (dmwo
v apyav), the other to principles, (émi Tas dpyds.)
From this and from another similar passage in
Plato () the term progressive has been applied to the
process of Comprehensive Synthesis, (progrediends a
prineipiis ad principiata), the term regressive, to the
process of Comprehensive Analysis, (progrediends a
principiatis ad principic.)®

So mmeh for the general relations of Method to
thought, and the general constituents of Method itself.
It now remains to consider what are the particular

a Eth. Nie.,i. 2 (4). The refercnce 24, and Proclus, quoted in Ta, Cazau-
to Plato, whom Aristotle mentions as  bon'snote, Onthe views of Method of
making a similar distinetion, is pro- Avistotle and Plato, see Scheibler and
bably to be found by comparing two Downmam.] [Scheibler, Opera Logies,
separate passuges in the Republio, B. Pars iv., Tract, Sylloy., v. xviil,, D¢
iv. p. 435, vi. p. 604.—Ep, [Plato is: Methado, tit, 7, p. 603. Downam, Com.

#aid to have tanght Analysis to Leoda- in P, Rami Dialecticam, L. i, e 17, pe
maa the Thasian, See Laertius, I, iii, {82 —Ep.]

——
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applications of Method, by which Logic accomplishes LECT.
the Formal Perfection of thought. In doing this, it is A
evident that, if the formal perfection of thought is
made up of various virtues, Logic must accommodate

its method to the acquisition of these in detail ; and

that the various processes by which these several

virtues are acquired, will in their union constitute the

system of Logical Methodology. On this I will give

you a paragraph,

T LXXXI. The Formal Perfection of thought par.Lxxx1,

xs made up of the thlee virtues or characters:— M-
5, Of Clearness; 2°, Of Distinctness, involving Theds Parte,

Cf)mg;l(f{cws.n, and, 3", Of Harmony. The char-
acter of Clearness depends principally on the de-
termination of the Comprehension of our notions
the character of Distinctoess depends principally
on the development of the Extension of our
notions ; and the character of Harmony, on the
mutual Concatenation of our notions. The rules
by which these three conditions are fulfilled, con~
stitute the Three Parts of Logical Methodology.
Of these, the first constitutes the Doctrine of
Definition; the second, the Doctrine of Division;
and the third, the Doctrine of Probation.”

w Krug, Logik, § 1216,—Ep. [Ra-
mus was the first tn introdues Method
as a part of Logic under Syllogistic,
(see his Dialeotica, L. il ¢ 17), and
the Tort Royalists, (1662), made it a
fourth part of logic. See La Logique
ow L'Art de Penger, Prem. Dis,, 1. 26,
pp. 47, 50, Quat. Part, p. 445 et aeq.
ed, 1776, Gassendi, in his fastitidiv
Logica, has Pars iv,, De Methodo.
He died in 1655 ; hiz Logic appeared
posthumonaly in 1658, Johmn of D

mascus -spenks strongly of Method in
his Dinlectiv, ch. 08, and makes fourspe-
cial logical methods, Division, Defini-
tion, Analysis, Demonstration. Eusto-
chins treats of Method under Judg-
went, and Scheibler under Sylogistic.]
[ Bustichius, Swming Phifosophio, Lo
gica, P.ii. Tract. 2. De Methodo, p.
108, ed. Lugd: Batav., 1747, First
edition, 1609, - Scheibler, Opera Logi-
ca, Pars iv. o xviil. p. 695 ¢t g0 —
En.]
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“When we turn attention on our thoughts, and
deal with them to the end that they may be consti-
tuted into a scientific whole, we must perform a three-
fold operation. We muss, first of all, consider what
we think, that is, what is comprehended in a thought.
In the second place, we must consider how many
things we think of, that is, to how many objeets the
thought extends or reaches, that is, how many are
conceived under it. In the third place, we must con-
sider why we think so and so, and not in any other
manner ; in other words, how the thoughts are bound
together as reasons and consequents. The first con-
sideration, therefore, regards the comprehension ; the
second, the extension ; the third, the coneatenation of
our thoughts. But the comprehension is ascertained
by definitions ; the extension by divisions; and the
concatenation by probations.”® We proceed, therefore,
to consider these Three Parts of Logical Methodology
in detail ; and first, of Declaration or Definition, in
regard to which I give the following paragraph.

Par. LXXXIL T LXXXII, How to make a notion Clear, is

1. The Doe-
trine of De-
claration
and Defini-
tion,

shown by the logical doctrine of Declaration, or
Definition in its wider sense. A Declaration, (or
Definition in its wider sense), is a Categorical
Proposition, consisting of two clauses or members,
viz. of a Subject Defined, (membrum definitum),
and of the Defining Attributes of the subject, that
is, those by which it is distinguished from other
things, (membrum definiens). This latter mem-
ber really contains the Definition, and is often
itself so denominated. Simple notions, as con-

a Krug, Logik, § 1218 .—Ebp,
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taining no plurality of attributes, are incapable wicr.
of dLﬁI]JflOl’l. XXIV.

The terms declaration and definition, which are here Explics-
used as flpphca.ble to the same process, express it The tenas

Decl
however, in different aspects. The term declaration, ol Dol
(declarativ), is a word somewhat vaguely employed in fia s

FOGEsY In

English ; it is here used strictly in its proper sense fitses
of throwing light wpon, up. The term defini=""""
tion, (definitio), is employed in a more general, and in

a more special, signification.  Of the latter we are soon

to speak. At present, it is used simply in the meaning

of an enclosing within limits,—the separating o thing
Jrom others. Were the term declaration not of so vague

and vacillating a sense, it would be better to employ it
alone in the more general acceptation, and to reserve

the term definition for the special signification.

T LXXXIII. The process of Definition is ParLXXX1I,

founded on the logical relations of Subordination, e
Co-ordination, and Congruence. To this end we it
diseriminate the constituent characters of a no-

tion into the Fssential, or those which belong to

it in its unrestricted universality, and into the
Unessential, or those which belong to some only

of its species. The Essential are again diserim-
inated into Original and Derivative, a division
which coincides with that into Internal or Pro-

per, and External. In giving the sum of the
original characters constituent of a notion, con-

sists its Definition in the stricter sense. A De-
finition in the stricter sense must consequently

a Krug, Logik, § 121b.—Ep.
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LECT. afford at least two, and properly only two, ori-

e ginal characters, viz. that of the Genus Tmme-
diately superior, (genus proximum), and that of
the Difference by which it is itself marked out
from its co-ordinates as a distinct species, (notc
specialis, differentio. specifica.) «

Explica- Declarations (or definitions in the wider sense), ob-
tion. - - . . .
Variows  taln various denominations, according as the process
names of . 7 . 7e = A
Decluration. 18 performed in different manners and degrees. /
Explie-  Declaration is called an Baplication, (explicatio), when
tion. » S 3 . _
the predicate or defining member indeterminately
evolves only some of the characters helonging to the
Esposition. Subject. It is called an Eaposition, (expositio), when
the evolution of a notion is continued through several
Deseription. eXplications. It is called a Description, (deseriptio),
when the subject is made known through a nnmber of
Definition concrete characteristics, Finally, it is called a Defi-
!)TI}L'I.', . - e . \
nition Proper, when, as | have said, two of the essen-
tial and original attributes of the defined subject are
given, whereof the one is common to it with the
various species of the same genus, and the other dis-
criminates it from these.®
Defmitions, Definitions are distinguished also into Verbal or
—Nominnl,

Real, wd ~ Nominal, into Real, and into Genetic, (deftnitiones no-

Genetic,

wunales, reales, genetice), according as they are con-
versant with the meaning of a term, with the nature
of a thing, or with its rise or production.” Nominal
Definitions are, it is evident, merely explications.
They are, therefore, in general only used as prelim-
mary, in order to prepare the way for more perfect
o [CL Avistotle, Zopica,1. 8. Keck- Logik, p. 94.]
ermany, Systema Logice Minus, L. . 8 Cf. Krug, Logik, § 129 —Ep.

¢ I7. Opera, & 1 pp. 199, 656. v [Cf. Reusch, Systema Logicun, §
Scheibler, Topice, ¢, 30. Richter, 809 329.]
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declarations. In Real Definitions the thing defined is
considered as already there, as existing (dv), and the
notion, therefore, as given, precedes the definition.
They are thus merely analytic, that is, nothing is
given explicitly in the predicate or defining member,
which is not contained implicitly in the subject or
member defined. In Genetic Definitions the defined
subject is considered as in the progress to be, as be-
coming (yvywopevor) ; the notion, therefore, has to be
made, and is the result of the definition, which is con-
sequently synthetie, that is, places in the predicate or
defining member more than is given in the subject or
member defined. As examples of these three species,
the following three definitions of a circle may suffice :—
1. The Nominal Definition,—The word eirele signifies
an uniformly curved line. 2. The Real Definition,—
A circle is a line returning upon itself, of which all
the parts are equidistant from a given point. 3. The
(Genetic Definition,—A circle is formed when we draw
around, and always at the same distance from, a fixed
point, a movable point which leaves its trace, until
the termination of the movement coincides with the
commencement.s It is to be observed that only those
notions can be genetically defined, which relate to
quantities represented in time and space. Mathema-
tics are principally conversant with such notions, and
it is to be noticed that the mathematician usually de-
nominates such genetic definitions 7real definitions,
while the others he calls without distinction nominal
definitions.” B

The laws of Definition are given in the following
paragraph.

a This example is taken, with some B Kvug, Logek, § 122, Ay 3, pp.

nlteration, from Wolf, Philokaplie 448, 440 —Eb,
Rutionalis; § 191.—En,

LECT.

XXIV.
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LECT. T LXXXIV. A definition should be Adequate
: <yl (adequata), that is, the subject defined, and the
;. ;:‘;mf::;““‘ predicate defining, should be equivalent or of the
{ —its Laws, same extension. If not, the sphere of the predi-

cate is either less than that of the subject, and
the definition Too Narrow, (angustior), or greater,
and the definition Too Wide (latior).

IL. It should not define by Negative or Divi-
sive attributes, (Ne sit negans, ne fiat per dis-
Juncta).

IIL It should not be Tautological,—what is
contained in the defined, should not be repeated
in the defining clause, (Ne sit cireulus vel diallelon
wn definiendo).

IV. It should be Precise, that is, contain no-
thing unessential, nothing superfluous, (Definitio
ne sit abundans),

V. It should be Perspicuous, that is, couched
in terms intelligible, and not figurative, but
proper and compendious.“

Eoxplica- The First of these rules:—That the definition should
First Rle. be adequate, that is, that the definiens and definitum
should be of the same extension, is too manifest to
require much commentary. Is the definition too
wide?—then more is declared than ought to be
declared ; is it too narrow ?—then less is declared
than ought to be declared ;—and, in either case, the
definition does not fully accomplish the end which it
proposes. To avoid this defect in definition, we must
atbend to two conditions. In the first place, that

a Cf. Krug, Logik, § 123.—Ep. nitione, Opera, p. 648 et 2eq. Buffier,
[Victorin, Zoyik, § 223 ot seq. Sig- Veritesde( Tongequence, §45-51. Goole-
wart, Hundbcl zu Vorlesungen tiber niun, Lexicon Philosophicum, v. Defin-
die Logik, § 371. Boethivs, De Defi- {tin, P 500.]
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attribute should be given which the thing defined
has in common with others of the same class ; and, in
the second place, that attribute should be given which
not only distinguishes it in general from all other
things, but proximately from things which are in-
cluded with it under a common class. This is ex-
pressed by Logicians in the rule—Definitio constet
genere proximo et diferentic. ullima,—Let the defin-
ition consist of the nearvest genus and of the lowest
difference. But as the notion and its definition, if this
rule be obeyed, ave necessarily identical or convertible
notions, they must necessarily have the same extent;
consequently, everything to which the definition ap-
plies, and nothing to which it does not apply, is the
thing defined. Thus ;—if the definition, Man is «
rational anvmal, be adequate, we shall be able to say
—Ewvery rational anvmal s human :—nothing which
is mot arational animal ©s human. But we cannot say
this, for though this may be true of this earth, we can
conceive in other worlds rational animals which are
not human. The definition is, therefore, in this case
too wide ; to make it adequate, it will be necessary to
add ferrestrial or some such term—as, Man 1s a ra-
tional anvmal of this earth. Again, were we to define
Man,—a rationally acting animal of this ewrth,—the
definition would be too narrow ; for it would be false
to say, no animal of this earth not acting rationally s
kuman, for not only children, but many adult persons,
would be excluded by this definition, which is, there-
fore, too narrow.®

The Second Rule is,—That the definition should not
be made by negations, or disjunctions. In regard to
the former,—negations,—that we should define a thing

a Of, Krug, Logik, §128. Anm. i—Ep,

LECT,
XXIV.

Secand
Rule.
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LecT. by what it i, and not by what it is not,—the reason
XXIV. : ) ok
——— of the rule is manifest. The definition should be an
affirmative proposition, for it ought to contain the
positive, the actual, qualities of the notion defined,
that is, the qualities which belong to it, and which
must not, therefore, be excluded from or denied of it.
If there are characters which, as referred to the sub-
ject, afford purely negative judgments ;—this is a proof
that we have not a proper comprehension of the no- |
tion, and have only obtained a precursory definition |
of it, enclosing it within only negative houndaries.
For a definition which contains only negative attribu-
tions, affords merely an empty notion,—a notion which
is to be called a nothing ; for, as some think, it must
at least possess one positive character, and its defin-
ition cannot, therefore, be made up exclusively of
negative attributes. If, however, a notion stands op-
posed to another which has already been declared by
positive characters, it may be defined by negative
characters,—provided always that the genus is posi-
tively determined. Thus Cuvier and other naturalists
define a certain order of animals by the negation of a
spine or back-bone—the tmwertebrata as opposed to
the vertebrata ; and many such definitions occur in |
Natural History.

For a similar reason, the definition must not consist .
of divisive or disjunctive attributions. The end of a
definition is a clear and distinet knowledge. But to
say that a thing is this or that or the other, affords us
either no knowledge at all, or at best only a vague :
and obseure knowledge. If the disjunction be contra-
dictory, its enuneciation is, in fact, tantamount to zero;
for to say that a thing either is or is not so and so, -
1s to tell us that of which we required no assertion |
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to assure us. But a definition by disparate alterna- yrer.
tives is, though it may vaguely cireumseribe a notion, "
only to be considered as a prelusory definition, and

as the mark of an incipient and yet imperfect know-

ledge. 'We must not, however, confound definitions

by divisive attributes with propositions expressive of

a division,

The Third Rule is,—* The definition should not be Tiid Rule.
tautological ; that is, what is defined should not be !
defined by itself. This vice is called defining in a Defining in
cirele. 'This rule may be violated either immediately * ™™™
or mediately. The definition,—Law is a lawful com- I
mand,—is an example of the immediate circle. A me-
diate circle requires, at least, two correlative defin-
itions, a principal and a subsidiary. For example,—

Liaw 1s the expressed wish of a ruler, and a ruler is
one who establishes laws, The cirele, whether imme-
ciate or mediate, 18 manifest or oceult according as
the thing defined is repeated in the same terms, or
with other synonymouns words. In the previous
example it was manifest, In the following it is con-
cealed —Gratitude is a virtue of acknowledgment,—
Right is the competence to do or not to do. Such 1
declarations may, however, be allowed fo stand as pre-
lusory or nominal definitions. Concealed circular de- :
finitions are of very frequent occurrence, when they
are at the same time mediate or remote ; for we are !
very apt to allow ourselves to be deceived by the dif-
ference of expression, and fancy that we have declared
a notion when we have only changed the language.
We onght, therefore, to be strictly on our guard against ’]
this besetting vice. The ancients called the circular .
definition also by the name of Diallelon, as in this
case we declare the definitum and the definiens reci-

VOL. 11. B

R .




LECT,

XXIV.

Pourth
Rule,

18 . LECTURES ON LOGIC.

procally by each other (8¢ dA\\jlwr)® In probation
there is a similar vice which bears the same names.™?
We may, I think, call them by the homely English
appellation of the Seesaiw.—

The Fourth Rule is,—* That the definition should be
precise ; that is, contain nothing nnessential, nothing
superfluous. Unessential or contingent attributes are
not sufficiently characteristic, and as they are now
present, now absent, and may likewise be met with in
other things which are not comprehended under the
notion to be defined, they, consequently, if admitted
into a definition, render it sometimes too wide, some-
times too marrow. The well-known Platonic defini-
tion,—* Man s a two-legged animal without feathers,
—could, as containing only unessential characters, be
easily refuted, as was done by a plucked cock.” And
when a definition is not wholly made up of such attri-
butes, and when, in consequence of their intermixture
with essential characters, the definition does not abso-
lutely fail, still there is a sin committed against logical
purity or precision, in assuming into the declaration
qualities such as do not determinately designate what
is defined. On the same prineiple, all derivative cha-
racters ought to be excluded from the definition ; for
although they may necessarily belong to the thing
defined, still they overlay the declaration with super-
fluous accessories, inasmuch as such characters do not
designate the original essence of the thin g, but are a
mere consequence thereof. This fanlt is committed in
the following definition :— e Cirele is @ curved line
returning upon itself, the parts of which are at an equal

a Uompare Sextus Empivicus, Pyrrk. B Krug, Logik, § 128. Anm. 3.—
Myp.,i. 169, ii. 68. —Ep. En,

7 Diog. Laert., vi, 40 —Ebp.
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distance from the central point. Here precision is vio- LECT.
lated, thongh the definition be otherwise correct. For A
that every line returning upon itself is curved, and

that the point from which all the parts of the line are
equidistant is the central point—these are mere con-
sequences of the returning on itself, and of the equi-
distance. Derivative chtu'u,tus are thus mixed up

with the original, and the definition, therefore, is not
precise.”

The Fifth Rule is,— That the definition should be winn Rue.
perspicuous, that is, couched in terms intelligible, not
figurative, and compendious. That definitions ought
to be perspicuous, is self-evident. For why do we de-
clare or define at all ? The perspicuity of the defini-Inorderta

cr\mu:}
tion depends, in the first place, on the mtelhﬁ‘lb](smlhihuTl

tion, 1, The
character of the language, and this again depends on lmgugs

must be

the employment of words in their received of ordinary intelligible.
signification. The meaning of words, both separate
and in conjunction, is already determined by conven-
tional usage ; when, therefore, we hear or read these,
we naturally associate with them their ordinary mean-
ing. Misconceptions of every kind must, therefore,
arise from a deviation from the accustomed usage ;
and though the definition, in the sense of the definer,
may be correct, still false conceptions are almost in-
evitable for others. If such a deviation becomes neces-
sary, in consequence of the common meaning attached
to certain words not corresponding to certain notions,
there ought at least to be appended a comment or
nominal definition, by which we shall be warned that
stich words are used in an acceptation wider or more
restricted than they obtain in ordinary usage. But, in

a Krug, Lopik, § 123, Anm. 2.—Ep.

|
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rer, the second place, words ought not only to be used in
V. their usual signification,—that signification, if the de-

ﬁ;‘:‘i"ng finition be perspicuous, must not be figurative but

must be ot roper.  Tropes and fignres are logical hieroglyphics,

figurative

“bmepopes and themselves require a declaration. They do not

an

indicate the thing itself, but only something similar.
Such, for example, are the definitions we have of Lo-
gic as the Pharus Intellectus—the Lighthouse of the
Understanding,—the Cynosura Veritatis—the Ciyno-
sure of Truth—the Medicina, Mentis,—the Physic of
the Mind, &c?

“ However, many expressions, originally metapho-
rical, (such asconception, imagination, comprehension,
representation, &e, &e.), have by usage been long since
reduced from figurative to proper terms, so that we
may employ these in definitions without scruple,—
nay frequently must, as there are no others to be
found.

S.omedefl. < Tn the third place, the perspicuity of a definition
betriet.  depends upon its brevity. A long definition is not
only burthensome to the memory, but likewise to the
understanding, which ought to comprehend it at a
single jet. Brevity omght not, however, to be pur-
chased at the expense of perspicuity or completeness.””
Thooter, | The rules hitherto considered, proximately relate to
Declaration. Definitions in the stricter sense. In reference to the
other kinds of Declaration, there are certain modifica-
Dilwila. tions and exceptions admitted. These Dilucidations
pheations, - or Bxplications, as they make no pretence to logical
perfection, and are only subsidiary to the discovery of
more perfect definitions, are not to be very rigidly
dealt with. They are useful, provided they contain

e Krug, Logik, § 123. Anm,d.— 8 See above, vol. i. p. 35—FDp.
Ep, v Krug, #éid.— En.
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even a single true character, by which we are con- vLEct.
: XXIV,

ducted to the apprehension of others, They may,

therefore, be sometimes too wide, sometimes too nar-

row, A contingent and derivative character may be

also useful for the discovery of the essential and ori-

ginal, Even Circular Definitions are not here abso- Girculsr

Definitions.

lutely to be condemmned, if thereby the language is
rendered simpler and clearer. Figurative Expressions Figwative
are likewise in them less faulty than in definitions sious.
proper, inasmuch as such expressions, by the analogies

they suggest, contribute always something to the illus-
tration of the notion.

“ In regard to Descriptions, these must be adequate, Deserip-
and no circle is permitted in them. But they need "
not be so precise as to admit of no derivative or con-
tingent characters. For descriptions ought to enume-
rate the characters of a thing as fully as possible ; and,
consequently, they cannot be so brief as definitions.
They cannot, however, exceed a certain measure in
point of length.”=

a Krug, Logik, § 128. Anm. 5—Ep.
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LECTURE XXV.

METHODOLOGY.
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SECTION II.—LOGICAL METHODOLOGY.

IL.—DOCTRINE OF DIVISION.

tecr. I Now proceed to the Second Chapter of Logical
—— Methodology,—the Doctrine of Division,—the doctrine
Division.  wohich affords us the rules of that branch of Method,
by which we render our knowledge more distinet and
exhaustive. I shall preface the subject of Logical
Division by some observations on Division in general.

Divisenin  “ Under Division (divisio, Suaipeais) we understand
e general the sundering of a whole into its parts.®
The object which is divided is ealled the divided whole

(totwm diviswm), and this whole must be a connected
many,—a connected multiplicity, for otherwise no
division would be possible. The divided whole must
comprise at least one character, affording the condition

of a certain possible splitting of the object, or through

which a certain opposition of the object becomes
recognised ; and this character must be an essential
attribute of the object, if the division he not aimless

and without utility. This point of view, from which

alone the division is possible, is called the principle of

the division (principium siwe fundamentwm divisi-

@ {Un Divisionand its various kinds, £ 6%, Ald. 1548.]
see Ammoniug, De Quingue Vooibus,
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onzs) ; and the parts which, by the distraction of the et
whole, come into view, are called the divisive members ——
(membra dividentia). When a whole is divided into

its parts, these parts may, either all or some, be them-
selves still connected multiplicities ; and if these are

again divided, there results a subdivision (subdivisio),

the several parts of which ave called the subdivisive
members (membra subdividentia). One and the same
ohject may, likewise, be differently divided from dif-
ferent points of view, whereby condivisions (condivisi-

ones) arise, which, taken together, are all reciprocally
co-ordinated. Ifa division has only two members, it is

called a dichotomy (dichotomia); if three, a trichotomy
(trichotomic); if four, a tetrachotomy: if many, a
polytonay, &e.

“ Division, as a genus, is divided into two species, Divison of
according to the different kind of whole which it sun- ~“paition J
ders into parts® These parts are either contained in S
the divided whole, or they are contained under it. In
the former case the division is called a partition (par-
titio, drapifipmois),? in the latter, it is named a logical
division.Y Partition finds an application only when
the object to be divided is a whole compounded of
parts,—consequently, where the notion of the object
is a complex one; Logical Division, on the other hand,
finds its application only where the notion contains a
plurality of characters under it, and where, conse-
quently, the notion is an universal one. The simple

o [On varions kinds of Wholes, ses w subject into successive heads, finst,
Carnmuel, Rationaliz et Realis Philo- second, &e, See Hermogenes, Tiepl
sophia, L iv, sect. il disp. iv. ps 277,] {Bear. Rlatores (iraoiy i p. 104, ed.
[andl above, Lectures on Metapliysics, All—Ep.
vol, 3L p, 8403 Leetures on Logie, vol.d, 7 [See Keéckermann, Systema Logiee,
P 201 —Ep.] Li i co 3. Opera, £ L pe 607, ]‘)m‘

B "AwaplOunaes is properly a rhetori-  bisch, Newe Du:'..th'.'f{'.rf.'uy der Logik, §
cal torm, and signifies the division of 112, Krug, Logik, § 124, Anm, 2}
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notion is thus the limit of Partition ; and the indi-
vidual or singular is thus the limit of Division. Par-
tition is divided into a physical or real, when the
parts can actually be separated from each other ; and
into a metaphysical or ideal, when the parts can only
be sundered by Abstraction.* It may be applied in
order to attain to a clear knowledge of the whole, or
to a clear knowledge of the parts. In the former case,
the parts are given and the whole is sought ; in the
latter, the whole is given and the parts are sought.
If the whole be given and the parts sought out, the
object is first of all separated into its proximate, and,
thereafter, into its remoter parts, until either any
further partition is impossible, or the partition has
attained its end. To this there is, however, required
an accurate knowledge of the object, of its parts proxi-
mase and remote, and of the connection of these parts
together, as constituting the whole, We must, like-
wise, take heed whether the partition be not deter-
mined from some particular point of view, in conse-
quence of which the notions of more proximate and
more remote may be very vague and undetermined.

a By Partition, triangle may be dis- eeleg; and sealene. (The dichotomic
tinguished, 1°, Into n certain pertion  division would, however, be here more
of spreeincluded within certain bonnd- proper.) By reference to the sngles,
aries; 29, Into sides and angles ; 3°, they ave divided into the thive spécies
Into two triangles;orinto o trapezium  of rectangular, 6. triangle which has

ond & thiangle. The fivst two parti-
tions are ideal, they cannat be netually
accomplishied. The lust s veal, it may.

By Division, triangle is distinguish-
ed, 1% Into the two spesies of recti-
linear and curvilinear. 2° Poth of
these are again subdivided (A) by
reference to the sides, (B) by refer-
ence to the angles. By reference to
the sides, triangles ave divided iito
the thres species of equilateral, isos-

one of its angles right; into ambly-
gon, or triangle which has one of its
angles obtuse ; and into oxygon, . &
trinngle which huy its three angles
acute,

By Definition, triangle is distin-
guished into figure of three sides,
equal fo triangular figure ; that is,
into figure, the proximate genus, and
trilateral or. fhrep-sided, the differen-
tial quality,
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If the parts be given, and from them the whole sought
out, this is accomplished when we have discovered the
order,—the arrangement, of the parts; and this again
is discovered when the principle of division is dis-
covered ; and of this we must obtain a knowledge,
either from the general nature of the thing, or from
the particular end we have in view, If, for example,
a multitude of books of every various kind are arranged
into the whole of a well-ordered library ;—in this case
the greater or lesser similarity of subject will afford,
either exclusively or mainly, the principle of division.
It bappens, however, not unfrequently, that the parts
are ordered or arranged according to different rules,
and by them connected into a whole; and, in this
case, as the different rules of the arrangement
cannot together and at once accomplish this, it is
proper that the less important arrangement should
yield to the more important ; as, for example, in the
ordering of a library, when, besides the contents of
the books, we take into account their language, size,
antiquity, binding, &e.”*

I now proceed to Logical Division, on which I give
you the following paragraph :—

f LXXXYV. The Distinctness and Completeness Par, LXXXY,
O1CH
Division,

of our knowledge is obtained by that logical pro-
cess which is termed Diwision (divisio, Swaipeats).
Division supposes the knowledge of the whole to
be given through a foregone process of Definition
or Declaration; and proposes to discover the
parts of this whole which are found and deter-
mined not by the development of the Comprehen-
sion, but by the development of the Extension.

« Fuser, Logik, §§ 134, 185, p. 261-04—EDb.

LECT,
XXV,




—

LECTURES ON LOGIC.

As Logical Definition, therefore, proposes fo ren-
der the characters contained in an object, that
is, the comprehension of a rveality or notion,
Clear ; Logical Division proposes to render the
characters contained under an object, that is, the
extension of a notion, Distinct and Exhaustive.
Division is, therefore, the evolution of the exten-
sion of a notion ; and it is expressed in a dis-
junctive proposition, of whieh the notion divided
constitutes the subject, and the notions contained
under it, the predicate. It is, therefore, regu-
lated by the law which governs Disjunctive
Judgments, (the Principle of Excluded Middle),
although it is usually expressed in the form of a
Copulative Categorical Judgment. The rules by
which this process is regulated are seven :—

1°. Every Division should be governed by
some principle, (Dwisio ne careat fundamento).

2°. Eyery Division should be governed by only
a single principle.

8% The principle of Division should be an
actual and essential character of the divided
notion, and the division, therefore, neither com-
plex nor without a purpose.

4°. No dividing member of the predicate must
by itself exhaust the subject.

5° The dividing members, taken together,
must exhaust, but only exhaust, the subject.

6°. The divisive members must be reciprocall \
exclusive.

7°. The divisions must proceed continuously
from immediate to mediate differences, (Divisio
ne fiat per saltum).
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In this paragraph are contained, first, the general
Principles of Logical Division, and, secondly, the Laws
by which it is governed. I shall now illustrate these
in detail.

In the first place, it is stated that “the distinet-
ness and completeness of our knowledge is obtained
by that logical process which is termed Division
(divisio, Swalpeais). Division supposes the know-
ledge of the whole to be given through a foregone
process of definition, and proposes to discover the
parts of this whole which are found and determined
not by the development of the eomprehension, but
by the development of the extension. As logical
definition, therefore, proposes to render the characters
contained in a notion, that is, its comprehension, clear;
logical division proposes to render the characters con~
tained under an object, that is, the extension of a
notion, distinet. Division is, therefore, the evolution
of the extension of a notion, and it is expressed in a
disjunetive proposition, of which the notion divided
constitutes the subject, and the notions contained
under it, the predicate. It is, therefore, regulated by
the law which governs disjunctive judgments (the
principle of excluded middle), although it be usually
expressed in the form of a copulative categorical
judgment.”

The special virtue,—the particular element, of per-
fect thinking, which Division enables us to acquire,
is Distinctness, but, at the same time, it is evident
that it cannot accomplish this without rendering
our thinking more complete. This, however, is only
a secondary and collateral result; for the problem
which division proximately and principally proposes

LECT.
XXV.
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LEcr. to solve is—to afford us a distinct consciousness of

" the extension of a given notion, through a complete

ar exhaustive series of subordinate or co-ordinate

notions, This utility of Division, in rendering our

knowledge more complete, is, I find, stated by Aris-

totle,” though it has been overlooked by subsequent

logicians. He observes that it is only by a regular

division that we can be assured, that nothing has been
omitted in the definition of a thing.

A many “As it is by means of division that we discover

hinds of d .
Division  What are the characters contained under the notion of

T an object, it follows that there must be as many kinds
i:g};j}f‘;u{ of division po?,sible as t—herfa are cI.lara-cters contained
Divison. under the notion of an ohject, which may afford the
principle of a different division, If the characters

which afford the prineiple of a division are only ex-

ternal and contingent, there is a division in the wider

sense ; if, again, they are internal and constant, there

is a division in the stricter sense ; if, finally, they are

not only internal but also essential and original, there

Amiveral 13 g division in the strictest sense. From the very
2?1£01}1;£ejt conception of logical division, it is manifest that it
Division.  can ouly be applied where the object to be divided is
a universal notion, and that it is wholly inapplicable

to an individual ; for as the individual contains no-

thing under it, consequently it is not susceptible of

Gewrat an ulterior division. The general problem of which
ivision.  division affords the solution is—To find the subor-
dinate genera and species, the higher or generic notion

being given. The higher notion is always something
abstracted,—something generalised from the lower
notions, with which it agrees, inasmuch as it contains

all that is common to these inferior concepts, and from

& Anal, Post, L. i, ¢. 13,
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which it differs, inasmuch as they contain a greater
number of determining characters. There thus sub-
sists an internal connection between the higher and
the lower concepts, and there is thus afforded a tran-
sition from the superior notion to the subordinate,
and, consequently, an evolution of the lower notions
from the higher. In order to discover the inferior
genera and species, we have only to discover those
characters which afford the proximate determinations,
by which the sphere or extension of the higher notion
is cirecumscribed. But to find what characters are
wanted for the therough-going determination of a
higher notion, we must previously know what char-
acters the higher notion actually contains, and this
knowledge is only attainable by an analysis,—a sund-
ering of the higher notion itself. In doing this, the
several characters must be separately drawn forth and
congidered ; and in regard to each, we must ascertain
how far it must still be left undetermined, and how
far it is capable of opposite determinations, But
whether a character be still undetermined, and of
what opposite determinations it is capable—on these
points it is impossible to decide @ priori, but only
« posteriore, through a knowledge of this particular
character and its relations to other notions. And the
accomplishment of this is rendered easier by two
circumstances ;—the one, that the generic notion is
never altogether abstract, but always realised and held
fast by some concrete form of imagination ;—the
other, that, in general, we are more or less acquainted
with a greater or a smaller number of special notions,
in which the generic notion is comprehended, and
these are able to lead us either mediately or imme-
diately to other subordinate coneepts.

LECT.
XXV.
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(| tger.  “But the determinations or constituent characters
X ~ of a notion which we seek out, must not only he com-
pletely, but also precisely, opposed. Completely, in-
I asmuch as all the species subordinate to the notions
ought to be discovered ; and precisely, inasmuch as
whatever is not actually a subordinate species, ought
to be absolutely excluded from the notion of the

f genus.
). 4 “In regard to the completeness of the opposition,
g it is not, however, required that the notion should

be determined through every possible contradictory
opposition ; for those at least ought to be omitted,
concerning whose existence or non-existence the notion
itself decides. In regard to the opposition itself, it
is not required that the division should be carried
through by contradictory oppositions. The only oppo-
' sition necessary is the reciprocal exclusion of the

inferior notions into which the higher notion is

| 1 divided.” ® In a mere logical relation, indeed, as we
i know nothing of the nature of a thing more than that
a certain character either does or does not helong io
it, a strictly logical division can only consist of two
contradictory members, for example,—that angles are
either 7ight or not right—that men ave either white
or not white. But looking to the real nature of the
thing known, either a priori or a posteriori, the divi-
-. } sion may be not only dichotomous but polytomous,
as for example,—angles are right, or acute, or obluse ;
e men are white, or black, or copper-colowred, or olive-
coloured, &e.
: }f:;.“: of We now come, in the second place, to the rules
pivison. - dictated for Logical Division.
These Rules spring either, 1°, From the Principle of

o Hsser, Lok, § 136.—Ep.

L. R ——
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Division ; or, 2°, From the Relations of the Dividing
Members to the Divided Whole ; or, 3°, From the
Relations of the several Dividing Members to each
other; or, 4°, From the relations of the Divisions to
the Subdivisions.

LECT.

XXV,

The first of these heads,—the Principle of Division, mhese

—comprehends the three first rules. Of these the
first is self-evident,—There must be some principle,
some reason, for every division ; for otherwise there
would be no division determined, no division carried
into effect.

springing,
1. Fram the
Principle of
Division.,

First Rule.

In regard to the second rule—That every division Seooud.

should have only a single principle—the propriety of
this is likewise sufficiently apparent. In every divi-
sion we should depart from a definite thought, which
has reference either to the notion as a unity, or to some
single character. On the contrary, if we do not do
this, but carry on the process by different principles,
the series of notions in which the division is realised,
is not orderly and homogeneous, but heterogeneous
and perplexed.

The third rule—That the principle of division should Third.

be an actual and essential character of the divided
notion,—is not less manifest. “As the ground of divi-
sion is that which principally regulates the correctness
of the whole process, that is, the completeness and
opposition of the division,—it follows that this ground
must he of notoriety and importance, and accommo-
dated to the end for the sake of which the division is
instituted. Those characters of an object are best
adapted for a division, whose own determinations
exert the greatest influence on the determinations of
other characters, and, consequently, on those of the
notion itself ; but such are manifestly not the external
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and contingent, but the internal and essential, cha-
racters, and, of these, those have the pre-eminence
through whose determination the greater number of
others arve determined, or, what is the same thing,
from which, as fundamental and original attributes,
the greater number of the others are derived. The
choice of character is, however, for the most part, regu-
lated by some particular end ; so that, under certain
cireumstances, external and contingent characters may
obtain a preponderant importance. Such ends cannot,
however, be enumerated. The character affording the
principle of division must likewise be capable of being
clearly and definitely brought out ; for unless this be
possible, we can have no distinet consciousness of the
completeness and contrast of the determination of
which it is susceptible. We onght, therefore, always
to select those characters for principles of division,
which are capable of a clear and distinct recogni-
tion.”*

The second part of the rule,—That the division be
not, therefore, too complex, and without a purpose,—is
a corollary of the first. * In dividing, we may go on
to infinity. For while, as was formerly shown, there
is, in the series of higher and lower notions, no one
which can be conceived as absolutely the lowest ;
so in subdividing, there is no necessary limit to the
process. In like manner, the co-ordinations may be
extended ad infinitum. For it is impossible to exhaust
all the possible relations of notions, and each of these
may be employed as the principle of a new division.
Thus we can divide men by relation to their age, to
their sex, to their colour, to their stature, to their
knowledge, to their riches, to their rank, to their man-

a Esser, Logik, § 187.—Ep.
t \ /L
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ner of life, to their education, to their costume, &e. &e.
It would, however, be ridiculous, and render the divi-
sions wholly useless, if we multiplied them in this
fashion without end. 'We, therefore, intentionally
restrict them, that is, we make them comparatively
limited, inasmuch as we only give them that complete-
ness which is conducive to a certain end. In this
manner, divisions become relatively nseful, or acquire
the virtue of adaptation. In the selection of a prin-
ciple of division, we must take heed whether it be
fertile and pertinent. A ground of division is fertile,
when it affords a division out of which again other
important consequences may be drawn ; it is pertinent,
when these consequences have a proximate relation to
the end, on account of which we were originally in-
duced to develop the extension of a concept. A prin-
ciple of division may, therefore, be useful with one
intent, and useless with another. Soldiers, for example,
may be conveniently divided into cavalry and wmfantry,
as this distinction hag an important influence on their
determination as soldiers. But in considering man in
general and his relations, it would be Indicrous to
divide men into foot and horsemen ; while, on the
contrary, their division would be here appropriate
according to principles which in the former case would
have been absurd, Seneca ® says well,—* Quicquid in
majus crevit facilius agnoscitur, si discessit in partes;
quas innumerabiles esse et parvas non oportet. Idem
enim yitii habet nimia, quod nulla divisio. Simile
confuso est, quicquid usque in pulverem sectum est.””?

Under the second head, that is, as springing from

LECT.
XXV,

IT. From
the rela-

the relations of the Dividing Members to the Divided tions of the

Dividing

Wholes, there are included the fourth and fifth laws, Members to

o Epist, 90, B Krug, Logik, § 126, Anm, +—Eb,
VoL, IT. 9
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; wEer. “ As the notion and the motions into which it is di-
f nezholg vided, stand to each other in the relation of whole and
N the Divided parts, and as the whole is greater than the part, the

Fourth.  fourth rule is manifestly necessary, viz. That no divid-

i ing member of the predicate must by itself exhaust
the subject. When this oceurs, the division is vicious,
or, more properly, there is mo division. Thus the
division of man into rational aenimals and wnculti-
vated nations, would be a violation of this law.

Fifth, “On the other hand, as the notions into which a
notion is divided, stand to each other in the relation of
constituting parts to a constituted whole, and as the
whole is only the sum of all the parts, the necessity
of the fifth rule is manifest,—That the dividing mem-
bers of the predicate, taken together, must exhaust the
subject. Tor if this does not take place, then the
division of the principal notion has been only partial
and imperfeet. We transgress this law, in the first
place, when we leave out one or more members of divi-
sion ; as for example,—2%e wctions of men are either
good or bad,—for to these we should have added or
indyfferent.  And in the second place, we transgress it
when we co-ordinate a subdivision with a division ; as
for example,—Phalosoply s either theoretical philo-
sophy or morel philosophy : here the proper opposition
would have been theoretical philosophy and practical
plilosophy”*  On the other hand, the dividing mem-

bers, taken together, must not do more than exhaust
the subject. The definition of the whele must apply
to every one of its parts, but this condition is not ful-
filled if there be a dividing member too much, that is,
( if there be a notion brought as a dividing member,

e

M ——— T -

which, however, does not stand in subordination to
o Hasor, Logik, § 157.—Eo.
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the divided whole. For example,—Mathematical fig- vLECT.
wres are either solids or surfuces [or lines or pounts). i
Here the two last members (lines end points) are re-
dundant and erroneous, for lines and points, though
the elements of mathematical figures, are not them-
selves figures.

Undu the third head, as springing from the rela- 111, Fyom

the rela-

tions of the several Dlvl{]mg Members to Each Other, tious of the
there is a single law,—the sixth,—which enjoins,— Dividing
Members to

That the dnqdmu members be reciprocally exclusive. Kach Other.
“ As a division does not present the same but the dif- ni

ferent determinations of a single notion, (for otherwise

one and the same determination would be presented
twice), the dividing members must be so constituted

that they are not mutually coincident, so that they

either in whole or in part contain each other. This

law is violated when, in the first place, a subdivision

is placed above a division, as,—Philosophy is either
theoretical philosophy, or moral philosoply, or prac-

tecal philosophy ; here moral philosophy falls into
practical plilosophy as a subordinate part; or when,

in the second place, the same thing is divided in dif-
ferent points of view, as,—Human aclions are either
necessary, or free, or useful, or detrimental.”*

Under the fourth and last head, as arising from the 1v. From

the rela-

relations of the Divisions to the Subdivisions, there is tons of the

Divisions to

contained one law, the seventh, which preser llﬁ_h‘ff.:ﬂ::;
That the divisions proceed continuously from imme- Seventh.
diate to mediate differences, (Divisio ne fiat per saltum
wvel hiatwm).

“ As divisions originate in the character of a notion,
capable of an opposite determination, receiving this
determination, and as the subdivisions originate in

« Esser, Logik, § 137.—Eb.

#ﬂ.
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;- Leer. these opposite determinations being themselves ngain
. XXV, ‘ : It :
ﬁ —— " capable of opposite determinations, in which gradual
{ descent we may proceed indefinitely onwards,—from

this it is evident, that the divisions should, as far as
possible, be continuous, that is, the notion must first
be divided into its proximate, and then into its re-
} moter parts, and this without overleaping any one

part ; or in other words, each part must be immedi-
# ately subordinated to its whole.”® Thus, when some
of the ancients divided philosophy into rational, and
It natural, and moral, the fivst and second members are
merely subdivisions of theoretical plilosophy, to which
moral as practical philosophy is opposed. Sometimes,

i N however, such a spring,—such a saltus,—is, for the sake
! '- of brevity, allowed ; but this only under the express
|

condition, that the omitted members are interpolated
in thought. Thus, many mathematicians say, angles
are either right, or acute, or obtuse, although, if the
- division were continuous,—without hiatus, it would
| run, angles are either right or oblique ; and the ob-
lique, again, either acute or obtuse.

o Esser, Logik, § 137.—Eb.
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LECTURE XXVI.
METHODOLOGY.
SECTION IL—LOGICAL METHODOLOGY.

IIL—DOCTRINE OF PROBATION.

WE now proceed to the Third Part of Pure Meth-
adology, that which guides us to the third character
or virtue of Perfect Thinking,—the Concatenation of
Thought ;—I mean Probation, or the Leading of Proof.
I commence with the following paragraph.

LECT.
XXVL

Probation.

T LXXXVIL When there are propositions or Par, LYXXVL
- . A AN 3 *robation,—ity
judgments which are not intuitively manifest, Naturcand Ele-

munts,

and the truth of which is not admitted, then
their validity can only be established when we
evolve it, as an inference, from one or more judg-
ments or propositions. This is called Probation,
Proving, or the Leading of Proof (probatio, ar-
qumentatio, or demonstratio in its wider sense).
A Probation is thus a series of thoughts, in which
a plurality of different judgments stand to each
other, in respect of their validity, in the depend-
ence of determining and determined, or of antece-
dents and consequents. In every Probation there
are three things to be distinguished,—1°. The
Judgment to be Proved, (thests) ; 2° The Ground
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LECT. or Principle of Proof, (argumentuin); and, 3°. The
s Cogeney of this principle to necessitate the con-
nection of antécedents and consequents, (vis de-
monstrationds or nervus probandi). From the
nature of Probation, it is evident that Probation
without inference is impossible ; and that the
Thesis to be proved and the Principles of Proof
stand to each other as conclusion and premises,
with this difference, that, in Probation, there is a
judgment (the thesis) expressly supposed, whichin
the Syllogism is not, at least necessarily, the case.”

Eplica In regard to the terms here employed, it is to be
g noticed that the term argumentation (m'g-'a.tmerm‘atir})
Aruents- i3 applied not only to a reasoning of many syllogisms,
Argment,  but likewise to a reasoning of one. The term argu-
ment (argumentwm), in like manner, is employed not
only for the ground of a consecutive reasoning, but
for the middle term of a single syllogism. But it is,
moreover, valgarly employed for the whole process of
argumentation.?
pemawstn-  The term demonstration. (demonstratio) is used in a
i looser, and in a stricter, signification. In the former
gense, it is equivalent to probation, or argumenta-
tion 7n general; in the latter, to necessary probation,
or argumentation from intuitive principles.
Leatingof  The expression leading of proof might, perhaps, be
sorts, translated by the term deduction, but then this term
must be of such a latitude as to include induction, to
which it is commonly opposed ; for Probation may be
either a process of Deduction, that is, the leading of
& Esser. Logik, § 138, CF Krug, den Geyenstand_wnd den Ungung der

Logile, § 127 —Eb. [Cf. Ril.:].l.tt'l', ;{"&c.-' L{l‘r;i',{-‘ § 82 ot 3(;.?_]
B See above, vol, i, p. 278 —KEb.
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proof out of one higher or more general proposition, LEcT.

or a process of Induction, that is, the leading of proof il

out of a plurality of lower or less general judgments.

To prove, is to evince the truth of a proposition nog Probition

in general.

admitted to be true, from other propositions the truth

of which is already established. In every probation

there are three things tobe distinguis 0~

position to be Proved,—the Thesis; 2°. The Grounds

or Prineiple of Proof—the Argument; and, 3°. The

Degree of Cogency with which the thesis is inferred

by the argumentum or argumenta,—the vis or nerwus

probandy,  All probation is thus syllogistic ; but all Howdlets

syllogizsm is not probative, The pecnliarity of proh't— A 4l

tion consists in this—that it expressly supposes a

certain given proposition, a certain thesis, to be true ;

to the establishment of this proposition the proof is

relative ; this proposition constitutes the conclusion

of the syllogism or series of syllogisins of which the

probation is made up : whereas, in the mere syllogistie

process, this supposition is not necessarily involved.

1t is also evident that the logical value of a probation Wheem

de pt'nlll- e
depenth,~ 1°. On the truth of its principles or argu- lugiol valig

menta, 2°. On their connection with each other and ‘t’tif; s
with the thesis or proposition to be proved, and, 3=
On the logical formality of the inference of the thesis
from its argumenta. No proposition can be for an-
other the principle of proof, which is not itself either
immediately or mediately certain, A proposition is
immediately certain, or evident at first hand, when,
by the very nature of thought, we cannot but think
it to be true, and when it, therefore, neither requires
nor admits of proof. A proposition is mediately cer-
tain, or evident at second hand, when it is not at
once and in itself thought as necessarily true, but
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LEc. when we are able to deduce it, with a con‘sciousness of
certainty, from a proposition which is evident at first
hand. The former of these certainties is called self~
evident, intuitive, original, primary, ultimate, &e., and
the latter, demonstrative, derivative, secondary, &e.

Growdof  According to thig distinetion, the Ground or Prin-

Ateolute e ciple of Proof is either an absolute or a relative. Ab-

Helative. o lute, when it is an intuitive: relative, when it is
a demonstrative, proposition. That every proposition
must ultimately rest on some intuitive truth,—on some
judgment at first hand, is manifest, if the fact of pro-
bation itself be admitted ; for otherwise the regress
would extend to infinity, and all probation, conse-
quently, be impossible. When, for example, in the
series of grounds H, G, F, E, D, C, B, there is no ulti-
mate or primary A, and when, consequently, every
A is only relatively, in vespect of the consequent
series, but not absolutely and in itself, first ;—in this
case, no sufficient and satisfactory probation is pos-
gible, for there always remains the question concern-
ing a still higher principle. But positively to show that
such primary judgments are actually given, is an ex-
position which, as purely metaphysical, lies beyond
the sphere of Logie.”

Distnction L0 the general form of a system of Proof belong the

ot K-soponi- following distinctions of propositions, to which I

;ﬁ:'fnﬁrrﬂ}rﬁl formerly alluded,f and which I may again recall to
ot bt ™ your remembrance. Propositions are either Zheore-
Thoawstical 47oal or Practical, Practical, when they enounce the
i way in which it is possible to effectnate or produce

something ; Theoretical, when they simply enunciate

a truth, without respect to the way in which this may

« Compare Esser, Logik, § 138.— B See abave, vol. 1. . 205, —1Lp.
iy,



LECTURER ON LOGIC. 41

be realised or produced.”* A Theoretical proposition,
if a primary or intuitive principle, is styled an dwiom.
Examples of this are given in the four Fundamental A
Laws of Logie, and in the mathematical common
notions—7Zhe whole is greater than its part,—lIf equals

be added to equals, the wholes are equal, &c. A Prac-

tical proposition, if a primary or intuitive prineiple,

is styled a Postulate. Thus Geometry postulates the Postulute,
possibility of drawing lines,—of producing them ad
inforitum, of deseribing circles, &e.

A Theoretical proposition, if mediate and demon- Theorem.
strable, is called a Zheorem. This is laid down as a
Thesis—as a judgment to be proved,—and is proved
from intuitive principles, theoretical and practical.

A Practical proposition, if mediate and demonstrable,
is called a Problem. In the probation, the Problem Problen.
itself is first enounced ; it is then shown in the solu-
tion how that which is required is to be done,—is to
be effected ; and, finally, in the proof, it is demonstrated
that through this procedure the solution of the prob-
lem is obtained. For example, in the geometrical
problem,—to deseribe an equilateral triangle on a given
straight line ;—there this problem is first stated ; the
solution then shows that, with this given line as a semi-
diameter, we are to describe from each of its points
of termination a cirele ; the two circles will intersect
each other, and we are then, from the point of inter-
section, to draw straight lines to each point of ter-
mination ; this being done, the proof finally demon-
strates that these circles must intersect each other,
that the drawn straight lines necessarily constitute a
triangle, and that this triangle is necessarily equila-
teral.

LECT,
XXVI,

o [Fries, Systews der Logik, § 73:]
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LECT.
XXVI.

Corollnries.
Empeire-

miibie,

Beholin

Lemmata,

Hypotheses,

Corollaries ov Conseclaries are propositions which,
as flowing immediately as collateral result of others,
require no separate proof. Ewmpeuremate or Empiri-
cal Judgments are propositions, the validity of which
reposes upon observation and experience. Scholia ox
Comments are propositions which serve only for illus-
tration. Lemmata ov Sumptions are propositions, bor-
rowed either from a different part of the system we
treat of, or from sciences other than that in which we
now employ them. Finally, Hypotheses are proposi-
tions of two different significations. For, in the first
place, the name is sometimes given to the arbitrary
assumption or choice of one out of various means of
accomplishing an end ; when, for example, in the
division of the periphery of the circle, we select the
division into 360 degrees, or when, in Arithmetie, we
select the decadic scheme of numeration. But, in the
second place, the name of hypothesis is more emphati-
cally given to provisory suppositions, which serve to
explain the phenomena in so far as observed, but
which are only asserted to be true, if ultimately con-
firmed by a complete induction. For example, the
supposition of the Copernican solar system in Astro-
nomy.*

Now these various kinds of propositions are mutu-
ally concatenated into system by the Leading of Proof,
—by Probation.

So much for the character of this process in general.
The paragraph, already dictated; contains a summary
of the various particular characters hy which Proba-
tions are distinguished. Before considering these in
detail, I shall offer some preparatory observations.

a [Frics, System der Logik, § 78, Krug, Logik §§ 67, 68]
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“ The differences of Probations are dependent pLecr.

: o XXVL
partly on their Matter, and partly on the Form in 2"
which they are expressed. E‘lf’,,;lf:}““
“In respect of the former ground of difference,— };:;;{’:};“'““
the Matter,—Probations are distinguished into Pureliiin...
or « priori and into Empirical or @ posteriors, accord- 5Pt
ing as they are founded on principles which we must '™
nrespect
reeogmbe as troe, as con&tltut-mrr the nepessa,ry con- r{f tﬂelrm
e . Intter, Pii-
ditions of all experience, or which we do recognise asllr;mum-:]m
Ure an

true, as P"tl‘th'LlLLI‘ results given by certain apphca.- Epipirical.
tions of experience. In respect of the latter grounds, e
of difference,—the Form,—Probations fall into various e Form,
classes according to the difference of the form itself,
which is either an External or an Internal.

“ In relation to the Internal Form, probations are s fnrela-

el . < = tion to ths
divided into Direct or Ostensive and into Indireet or Inteual
. . ﬂ'l"lll
Apagogical, according as they ave drawn from the Probations

. “ . . . are Direct
thing itself or from its opposite, in other words, ac- or Oiave
and Indircet
cording as the principles of probation are positive oror Apigo-
h[Lli

are negative,” “—Under the same relation of Internal Syatheic or
ressive
Form, they are also distinguished by reference to their i

tic ar Re-
order of procedure,—this order being either Hssential A

or Accidental. The essential order of procedure re-
gards the nature of the inference itself, as either from
the whole to the part, or from the parts to the whole.
The former constitutes Deductive Probation, the latter
Inductive. The accidental order of procedure regards
only our point of departure in considering a probation.
If, commencing with the highest principle, we descend
step by step to the conclusion, the process is Synthe-
tic or Progressive ; here the conclusion is evolved out
of the principle. If again, starting from the conclu-

w Essor, Loyik, § 141.—En.
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urer. &ion, we ascend step by step to the highest principle,

XXVE the process is Analytic or Regressive ; here the prin-
ciple is evolved ont of the conclusion.

b Exterual In respect to the External Form, Probatiou?, are

Probuions Simple or Monosyllogistie, if they consist of a single

wd o Teasoning, Composite or Polysyllogistic if they consist

PR of @ plurality of reasonings. Under the same relation

Regutar and e -
iroplar. — of external form, they arve also divided into Regular

Taperte and Irregular, into Perfect and Imperfect.
3 Awort.  Another division of Probations is by reference to
e their Cogency, or the Degree of Certainty with which
posman  their inference is drawn. But their cogency is of
B an i yarious degrees, and this either objectively considered,
Probable.  that is, as determined by the conditions of the proof
- itself, or subjectively considered, that is, by reference
to those on whom the proof is caleulated to operate
conviction. In the former or objective relation, pro-
bations are partly Apodeictic, or Demonstrative in the
stricter sense of that term,—when the certainty they
necessitate is absolute and complete, that is, when the
opposite alternative involves a contradiction ; partly
Probable,—when they do not produce an invincible
assurance, but when the evidence in favour of the
conclusion preponderates over that which is apposed
to it. In the latter or subjective relation, probations
Usivonally are either Unive:rs;}lly Valid, when they are caleulated
culurly to operate conviction on all reasonable minds, or Par-
ticularly Valid, when they are fitted to convinee only
certain individual minds.

P LXXXVIL T LXXXVII. Probations are divided by refer-
robations, ; . .
—thheir ence to their Matter, to their Form, and to their
Divisions, {

Degree of Cogency.

In relation to their Matter, they are partly
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Purtz or a priori, partly Empirical or a poste- LECT.
PLOTL. i
As to their Form,—this is either Internal or
External. In respect to their Internal Form,
they are, 1%, By reference to the Manner of Infer-
ence, Direct or Ostensive, (Sewrical, ostensive),
and ITndirect or Apagogical (probationes apago-
gic@, reductiones ad absurdum) ; 2°, By rvefer-
ence to their Essential or Internal Order of Pro-
cedure, they are either Deductive or Inductive ;
3°, By reference to their Accidental or Exter-
nal Order of Procedure, they are partly Synthetic
or Progressive, partly Analytic or Regressive.
In respect to their External Form, they are,
1°, Simple or Monosyllogistic, and Composite or
Polysyllogistic; 2°, Perfect and Imperfect ; 3°,
Reqular and Irregulor.
In respect to their Degree of Cogency, they
are, 1°, As objectively cmnnlcud either A podeic-
tie or Demonstrative in the stricter signification
of the term, (dmddeers, defrwmh(r!wnes stricte
dicte), or Probable, ( probationes sensu latiort) ;
2°, As subjectively considered, they are either
Universally Valid, (kar” akyfelav, secundun veri-
tatem), or Particulorly Valid (ker’ avBpwmor,
ad homanem).”

To speak now of these distinctions in detail. In the Esplica
first place, “ Probations,” we have said, “in relation to prosations,

1. Inrespect
their matter, are divided into Pure or a priori, and eru.c.r

« Niptloer, nre
mio Empirical or o posteriori. Pure or « ?mmzvnn and

Empirical.
proofs are those that rest on principles which, although ™™

a Of. Krog Logik, §§ 128,129,130, [Cf Degerando, Des Sighes, b iv.ch, T,
181,132, Baser, Zogik, § 180—En, p. 204.]
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Lot rising into consciousness only on occasion of some
external or internal observation,—of some act of expe-
rience, are still native, are still original, contributions
of the mind itself, and a contribution without which no
act of experience becomes possible. Proofs again are
called Empirical or a posteriori, if they rest on prin-

" ciples which are exclusively formed from experience or |
observation, and whose validity is cognisable in no |
other way than that of experience or observation. |
When the principles of Probation are such as are not
contingently given by experience, but spontancously
engendered by the mind itself, these principles are
always characterised by the qualities of necessity and
universality ; consequently, a proof supported by them
is elevated altogether above the possibility of doubt.
When, on the other hand, the principles of Probation
are such as have only the gnarantee of observation
and experience for their truth,—(supposing even that
the observation be correct and the experience stable
and constant),—these principles, and, consequently,
the probation founded on them, can pretend neither
to necessity nor universality ; seeing that what pro-
duces the observation or experience, has only a rela-
tion to individual objects, and is only competent to
inform us of what now is, but not of what always is,
of what necessarily must be. Although, however,
these empirical prineiples are impressed with the cha-
racter neither of necessity nor of universality, they
play a very important part in the theatre of hwman

Thisdistine- thought.”“ This distinetion of Proofs, by reference
tion of Pro- ‘ . . E
tations not 50 the matter of our knowledge, is one, indeed, which
ﬂtﬁ;ﬁ"i’;— Logic does not take into account, Logic, in fact, con-

: siders every inference of a consequent from an antece-

w Essery Logilk, § 140.—Ep.

l
!
b



LECTURES ON LOGIC, 47

dent as an inference « priori, supposing even that the wurer.
antecedents themselves are only of an empirical cha- '
racter. Thus we may say, that, from the general rela-

tions of distance found to hold between the planets,

Kant and Olbers proved o priori that between Mars

and Jupiter a planetary body must exist, before Ceres,
Pallas, Juno, and Vesta were actually discovered.®

Here, however, the a priere principle is in reality only

an empirical rule,—only a generalisation from expe-
rience. But with the manner in which these empi-

rical rules,—(Bacon would call them aazioms)—are
themselves discovered or evolved,—with this Pure

Logic has no concern. This will fall to be considered

in Modified Logic, when we treat of the concrete
Doctrine of Induction and Analogy.

I the second place; “in respect of their Form, and 2. m respect
that the Internal, Probations ave, as we said, first of ?rtrlﬁf"_
all, divided into Divect or Ostensive, and into Indirvect ::@l.l1)'1rﬁf‘
or Apagogical, A proof is Direct or Ostensive, when S
it evinces the truth of a thesis through positive prinei-
ples, that is, immediately ; it is Indirect or Apagogical,
when it evinees the truth of a thesis through the false-
hood of its opposite, that is, mediately. The indirect
is specially called the apagogical, (argumentatio apa-
gogica sive deductio ad mmpossibile), because it shows
that something cannot be admitted, since, if admitted,
consequences would necessarily follow impossible or
absurd. The Indivect or Apagogical mode of proof is Principle
established on the principle, that that must be con- P
ceded to be true whose contradictory opposite con-
tains within itself a contradiction, This principle
manifestly rests on the Law of Contradiction and on

@ See Kunut's Vorlesungen diber vi, p. 440.—Fo.
Physische Geographie, 18023 Werke,

Y e’ ' -

e i

e~




et .

i P ey o R

48 LECTURES ON LOGIC.

ﬁt{}; the Law of Bxelnded Middle ; for what involves a

* contradiction it is impossible for us to think, and if a

character must be denied of an (ﬂ)ject_.——mn_nl that it

must be so denied the probation has to ghow,—then

the contradictory opposite of that character is of

The Divect

mode of probation has undoubtedly this advantage

over the Indirect,—that it not only furnishes the

sought-for truth, but also clearly develops its neces-

sary connection with its ultimate prinqiples; whereas

the Indirect demonstrates only the repugnance of some

111‘01)05'1&011 with certain truths, without, however,

positively evincing the truth of its opposite, and

therehy obtaining for it a full and satisfactory recog:

nition, It is, therefore usually employed only to

constrain a troublesome opponent to silence, by a dis-

play of the absurdities which are implied in, and

which would flow out of, his assertions. Nevertheless

the indirect probation establishes the proposition to

be proved not less certainly than the direct ; nay, it

still more precisely excludes the supposition of the

opposite alternative, and, consequently, affords an

intenser consciousness of necessity. We ought, how-

ever, to be on our gnard against the paralogisms to

which it is peculiarly exposed, by taking care—1°

That the opposifes are contradictory and not con-

trary ; and 9°, That an absurdity rveally is, and not

Differences Merely appears to be. The differences of Apagogieal
of Indirect 7 e E =

or Ayngogt- P‘rf}batwns.correspond to 1}1‘18 different kinds of propo-

onl Prolit= tions which may be indirectly demonstrated ; and

these are, in their widest generality, either (‘ategorical,

or Hypothetical, or Disjunctive. 1s the thesis a cate-

gorical proposition * Tts contradictory opposite 18

supposed, and from this counter proposition conclu-

necessity to be affirmed of that object.

_ , |

T
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sions are deduced, until we obtain oné of so absurd a
character, that we are able to argue back to the false-
hood of the original proposition itself. Again, is the
thesis an hypothetical judgment? The contradictory
opposite of the consequent is assumed, and the same
process to the same end is performed as in the ease of
a categorical proposition. Finally, is the thesis a dis-
junctive proposition? In that case, if its membra
disjuncta are contradictorily opposed, we cannot, either
directly or indirectly, prove it false as a whole : all that
we can do being to show that one of these disjunet
members cannot be affirmed of the subject, from which
it necessarily follows that the other must.” ®

Under the Internal Form, Probations are, in the
second place, in respect of their Essential or Internal
Order of procedure, either Deductive or Inductive,
according as the thesis is proved by a process of rea-
soning descending from generals to particulars and
individuals, or by a process of reasoning ascending
from individuals and particulars to generals, On this
subject it is not necess:

ry to say anything, as the
rules which govern the formal inference in these pro-
cesses have been already stated in the Doctrine of
Syllogisms ; and the consideration of Induction, as
modified by the general conditions of the matter to
which it is applied, can only be treated of wlen, in
the sequel, we come to Modified or Concrete Method-
ology.

“ Under the Internal Form, Probations are, low-
ever, in the third place, in vespect of their External
or Accidental Order of procedure, Synthetic or Pro-
gressive, and Analytic or Regressive, A probation

a Esser, Loyik, § 142 —Ep,

YOL. II D

LECT,
XXVIL

b. Detie-
tive and
Inductive.

o. Syntliotic
anid Aualy-
tic.
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LECT. is called synthetic or progressive, when the conelusion

is evolved out of the prineiples,—analytic ox regress e
when the prineiples are evolved out of the conelusion.
In the former case, the probation goes from the sub-
ject to the predicate; in the latter case, from the
predicate to the subject. Where the probation is com-
plex,—if synthetic, the conclusion of the preceding syl-
logism is the subsumption of that following ; if analy-
tic, the conclusion of the preceding syllogism is the
sumption of that following. In respect of certainty,
hoth procedures are equal, and each has its peculiar
advantages ; in consequence of wh ich the combination
of these two modes of proof is highly expedient. But
the Analytic Procedure is often competent where
the Synthetic is not; whereas the Synthetic is never
possible where the Analytic is not, and this is
never possible where we have not a requisite stock of
propositions already verified. When the Probation is
partly analytic, partly synthetie, 1t is called Mized.””

EEERENL. ¢ LXXXVIIL The Formal Legitimacy of a
} OTTIE , o
Laogiieacy Probation is determined by the following rules.
1§ roba- %

e 1°, Nothing is to be beaaed, borrowed, or stolen ;
LTS, < ot o | !

that is, nothing is to be presupposed as proved,

which itself requires a demonstration. The vio-

lation of this rule affords the vice called the

Petitio prancipit, or Fallacia quesiti medi (10 év
apxq alreiglol).?

27 No pl‘O}JI'_l:fit'.iL'll‘l iz to be vlllpha}’t'd as a 1_'rl‘ill-

ciple of proof, the truth of which is only to be

a Teser, Logik, § 142—En, & i apxfl,y id est, in prineipio; |

B [On error of this term, see Tai dv apxy wpokeéroy, id sty EJus

Pacius, Contmentaritus in Org.  [In problematis, quod initio fult proposi-

Anal. Prioy il 16, “Non est pa- tum et In disquisitionem yoeutum,”

titio iz dpxis, id est, prineipii, vel Ibid, ii. 24.—En.]
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evinced as a consequence of the proposition
which it is employed to prove. The violation of
this rule is the vice called VOTEPOY TPOTEPOY,

3°, No circular probation is to be made ; that
is, the proposition which we propese to prove
must not be used as a principle for its own pro-
bation, The violation of this rule is called the
Orbis vel eireulus in ffc‘mu.ar..\'t‘r‘tr.ii:.](),——th'c-!Hf:-f‘e{.x,—
6 8¢ aANjhaw TPOTOS."

47, No leap, no hiatus, must be made ; that is,
the syllogisms of which the probation is made up,
must stand in immediate or continuous connec-
tion. From the transgression of this rule results
the vice called the Saltus vel Hiwtus th demon-
strando.

5°, The scope of the probation is not to be
changed ; that is, nothing is to be proved other
than what it was proposed to prove. The violation
of this rule gives the Heterozetesis, Ignoratio vel
Mutatio elenchi, and the Transitus in alivd
genus vel @ genere ad: genus,—perdBaos els a\\o
vévos.P

In this paragraph, I have given, as different rules,
those canons which are opposed to vices mot abso-
lutely identical, and which have obtained different
denominations. But you must observe, that the first
three rules are all manifestly only various modifications
—only special cases,—of one general law. To this law,
likewise, the fourth rule may with perfect propriety
be veduced, for the saltus or hiatus in probando is, in

e Ses Sextus Empirions, Pyrrh. £ [See Reinhold, e Sogik oder die

Hyp., i. 169, ii. 68, Lacrtius, L. ix.  allyemeine Denlformenlehire, § 150, p.

8% 85, 89, [Cf. Tuccioluti, Acroasis, 407, Jena, 1827.] [Cf. Krug, Loyik,

Vo P U9 et p ._,.."! § 108, Esser, Logil, §1 4.—En]
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i | LEcr. faf.ct, no less _thc -assumptim\ .of a‘pmpn'sit-iou ag a prin-
ciple of probation which itself requires proof, than

| & either the petitio principi, the hysteron proteron, or
' | the cireulus in probando. These five laws, therefore,
and the correspondent vices, may all be reduced to

two ; the one of which regards the means,—the

principles of proof; the other the end,—the propo-

_ sition to be proved. The former of these laws pre-
> scribes,—That no proposition be employed as a prin-
ciple of probation, which stands itself in want of
proof ; the latter,—That nothing else be proved than
the proposition for whose proof the probation was mn-
il | stituted. You may, therefore, add to the last para-

\ graph the following supplement :—

. Par LXXXIX. ¥ LXXXIX. These rules of the logicians may,
el however, all be reduced to two.

s 1%, That no proposition be employed as a Prin-
ciple of Probation, which stands itself in need of
proof.

! ' 22, That nothing else be proved than the Pro-
position for whose proof the Probation was in-
stituted.

tl Esplica- Of these two, the former cqmprehends the first four |

) rules of the logicians,—the latter the fifth. I shall

_ '.t now, therefore, proceed to illustrate the five rules in

I detail.

J 'T Ft R, Lhe First Rule—Nothing is to be begged, borrowed,
o Il or stolen ; that is, nothing is to be presupposed as
| l . proved, which itself requires a demonstration,—is, in

- fact, an enunciation of the first general rule I gave

h you, and to this, therefore, as we shall see, the second,
third, and fourth are to be reduced as special appli-
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cations. DBut, in considering this law in its univer- wnrcm

WO : : XXVI,
sality, it is not to be understood as if every probation
were ab once to be rejected as worthless, in which Limiéen

anything is presupposed and not proved. Were this bRt v

stood,

its sense, it would be necessary in every probation to
ascend to the highest principles of human kmowledge,
and these themselves, as immediate and, consequently,
incapable of proof, might be rejected as unproved
assumptions. Were this the meaning of the law,
there could be no probation whatever. But it is not
to be understood in this extreme rigour. That pro-
bation alone is a violation of this law, and, conse-
quently, alone is vicious, in which a proposition is
assumed as a principle of proof, which may be doubted
on the ground on which the thesis itself is doubted,
and where, therefore, we prove the uncertain by the
equally uncertain, The probation must, therefore,
depatt from such principles as are either immediately
given as ultimate, or mediately admit of a proof from
other sources than the proposition itself in question.
When, for example, it was argued that the Newtonian
theory is false, which holds colours to be the result
of a diversity of parts in light, on the ground, ad-
mitted by the ancients, that the celestial bodies, and,
consequently, their emanations, consist of homoge-
neous elements ;—this reasoning was inept,” for the
principle of proof was not admitted by modern
philosophers. Thus, when Avristotle defends the in-
stitution of slavery as a natural law, on the ground
that the barbarians, as of inferior intellects, are the
born bondsmen of the Greeks, and the Greeks, as of
superior intellect, the born masters of the barbarians,®

« Polit,, i. 2—Fp.
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—(an argument which has, likewise, been employed
in modern times in the British Parliament, with the
substitution of negroes for barbarians, and whites
. for Greeks),—this argument is invalid, as assuming
what is not admitted by the opponents of slavery.
It would be a petitio principii to prove to the Mo-
hammedan the divinity of Christ from texts in the
New Testament, for he does not admit the authority
of the Bible; but it would be a valid argumentwm
ad. hominem to prove to him from the Koran the pro-
phetic mission of Jesus, for the authority of the Koran
he acknowledges.
Socond The Second Rule, That no proposition is to be em-
T ployed as a principle of proof, the truth of which is
only to be evinced as a consequence of the proposi-
tion which it is employed to prove—is only a special
case of the preceding. For example, if we were o
argue that man is a free agent, on the ground that
he is morally responsible for his actions, or that his
actions can be imputed to him, or on the ground
that vice and virtue are absolutely different,—in these
cases, the hysteron proteron is committed ; for only
on the ground that the human will is free, can man
be viewed as a morally responsible agent, and his ac-
tions be imputed to him, or can the discrimination of
vice and virtue, as more than a merely accidental rela-
tion, be maintained. But we must pause before we
! reject a reasoning on the ground of hysteron proteron;
for the reasoning may still be valid, though this logi-
cal fault be committed. Nay, it is frequently neces-
sary for us to reason by such a regress. In the very
example given, if we be unable to prove directly that
the will of man is free, but are able to prove that he
is a moral agent, responsible for his actions, as sub-
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jected to the voluntary but wunconditioned Law of wror.
Duty, and if the fact of this law of duty and ifs un- 22
qualified obligation involve, as a postulate, an eman-
cipation from necessity,—in that case, no competent
objection ean be taken to this process of reasoning,
This, in fact, is Kant’s argument. From what he calls
the categorical imperative, that is, from the fact of
the unconditioned law of duty as obligatory on man,
he postulates, as conditions, the liberty of the human
will, and the existence of a God, as the moral gover-
nor of a moral universe.”

The Third Law,—That no circular probation is to Third Rule.
be made, that is, the proposition which we propose to
prove must not be used as a principle for its own pro-
bation,—this, in like manner, is only a particular case
of the first. “To the Circle there are required properly
two probations, which are so reciproecally related that
the antecedent in the one is proved by its own conse-
quent in the other. The proposition A is true be-
cause the proposition B is true ; and the proposition
B is true because the proposition A is true, A circle
g0 palpable as this would indeed be committed by no
one, The vice is usually concealed by the interpola-
tion of intermediate propositions, or by a change in
the expression,”? Thus Plato, in his Phedo,” demon-
strates the immortality of the soul from its simplicity ; L
and, in the Republic,® he demonstrates its simplicity |
from its immortality.

In relation to the Hysteron Proteron and the Circle, Rogresivo
I must observe that these present some peculiar diffi- gessivo

r F - Proofs not
culties for the systematic arrangement of our know= to be con-

!

a Kritik der peivien Vernunft, Me- A Krug, Loyik, § 188, Anm, 5.—
thodenlehre, Hauptst,, ii. Abschn,, 2. Ep.
Kvitik der praktischen Vernunft, p v P. 78.—EDp.
274, ed. Rogenkranz—LED, 5 B.x p. 611,.—Ep,
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ledge. Through the Circle, (the vesult of which is only
thie proof of an assertion),—through the circle by itself,
nothing whatever is gained for the logical develop-
ment of our knowledge. But we must take care not
to confound the connection of Regressive and Pro-
gressive Proofs with the tautological Circle. When,
in the treatment of a science out of the observed
facts, we wish to generalise universal laws, we lead,
in the first place, an inductive probation, that (o7t
certain laws there are. Having assured ourselves of
the existence of these laws by this regressive process,
we then place them in theory at the head of a pro-
gressive or synthetic probation, in which the facts
again recur, reversed and illustrated from the laws,
which, in the antecedent process, they had been em-
ployed to establish ; that is, it is now shown why
(8fote) these facts exist.

The Fourth Rule,—No leap, no gap, must be made,
that is, the syllogisms of which the probation is made
up must stand in immediate or continuous connection,
—may be, likewise, reduced to the first. For here
the only vice is that, by an ellipsis of an intermediate
link in the syllogistic chain, we use a proposition which
is actually without its preof, and it is ouly because
this proposition is as yet unproved, that its employ-
ment 1s illegitimate. The Sealtus is, therefore, only a
special case of the Petitio.

The Saltus is committed when the middle term of
one of the syllogisms in a probation is not stated.
If the middle term be too manifest to require state-
ment, then is the saltus not to be blamed, for it is
committed only in the expression and not in the
thought. If the middle term be not easy of dis-
covery, then the saltus is a fault; but if there be




LECTURES ON LOGIC, - BT

no middle term to be found, then the saltus is a vice 1ror.
which invalidates the whole remainder of the proba-
tion. The proper saltus,—the real violation of this
law, is, therefore, when we make a transition from one
proposition to another, the two not being connected
together as reason and consequent.* The (vulgar)
Enthymeme and the Sorites do not, therefore, it is
evident, involve violations of this law, 1

The Fifth Rule,—The scope of the probation is not rifh Rete.
to be changed, that is, nothing is to be proved other
than what was proposed to be proved,—corresponds
to the second of the two rules which I gave, and of
which it is only aless explicit statement. 1t evidently Aduits of
admits of three kinds or degrees. In the first case, tglrl:;:.'lu' |
the proposition to be proved is changed by the
change of its subject or predicate into different no-
tions. Again, the proposition may substantially re-
main the same, but may be changed into one either of
a wider or of a narrower extension,—the second and
third cases.

The first of these cases is the Mutatio Elenchi, or First
Transitus ad aliud genus, properly so called. “ When il
a probation does not demonstrate what it ought to "
demonstrate, it may, if considered absolutely or in
itself, be valid ; but if considered relatively to the pro-
position which it behoves us to prove, it is of no value.
We commute by this procedure the whole scope or pur-
port of the probation ; we desert the proper object of
inquiry,—the point in question. If a person would
prove the existence of ghosts, and to this end prove
by witness the fact of unusual noises and appear-
ances during the night, he would prove something
very different from what he proposed to establish ;

a Ci. Krug, Zogik, § 183, Aum.4—Eb,
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for this would be admitted without difficulty by those
who still denied the apparition of ghosts : it, therefore,
behoved him to show that the unusual phenomena
were those of a spirit good or bad.”®

The two other cases,—when the proposition actually
proved is either of a smaller or of a greater extension
than the proposition which ought to have been proved,
—are not necessarily, like the preceding, altogether
irrelevant. They are, however, compared together, of
various degrees of relevancy. In the former case,
where too little is proved,—here the end proposed is,
to a certain extent at least, changed, and the proba-
tion results in something different from what it was
intended to accomplish. For example, if we propose
to prove that Sempronius is a virtuous character,
and only prove the legality of his actions, we here
prove something less than, something different from,
what we professed to do: for we proposed to prove
the internal morality, and not merely the external law=-
fulness, of his conduct., Sueh a proof is not absolutely
invalid ; it is not even relatively null, for the exter-
nal legality is always a concomitant of internal mor-
ality. But the existence of the latter is not evinced
by that of the former, for Sempronius may conform
his actions to the law from expediency and not from
duty.?

In the other case, in which there is proved too much,
the probation is lawful, and only not adequate and
precise.  For example, if we propose to prove that the
soul does not perish with the body, and actually prove
that its dissolution is absolutely impossible,—here
the proof is only superabundant. The logical rule,—

e Krug, Logik, § 135. Anm. 2.— B Cf. Krug, Logik, § 133. Anm. 5.
¥, —Eb.
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Qui nimiwm probat, nihil probat, is, therefore, in its
universal or unqualified expression, incorrect. The
proving too much is, however, often the sign of a
saltus having been committed. For example,—when
a religious enthusiast argues from the strength of his
persuasion, that he is, therefore, actuated by the Holy
Spirit, and his views of religion consequently true,—
there is here too much proved, for there is implied
the antecedent, omitted by a saltus, that whoever is
strongly persuaded of his inspiration is really inspired,
—a propogition too manifestly absurd to bear an ex-
plicit enouncement. In this case, the apparent too
much is in reality a too much which, when closely
examined, resolves itself into a nothing.®

We have thus terminated the consideration of Pure
or Abstract Logic, in both its Parts, and now enter on
the Doctrine of Modified or Concrete Logic.

a [Cf, Bigwart, Handbuch zu Vorlesungen ither die Logik, § 407, p. 262.]
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LECTURE XXVIL
MODIFIED LOGIC.

PART I—MODIFIED STOICHEIOLOGY.
SECTION IL.—DOCTRINE OF TRUTH AND ERROR.
TRUTH.—ITS CHARACTER AND KINDS.

Having now terminated the Doctrine of Pure or Ab-
stract Logic, we proceed to that of Modified or Con-
crete Logic. In entering on this subject, I have to
recall to your memory what has formerly been stated
in regard to the object which Modified Logic pro-
poses for consideration. Pure Logic takes into ac-
count only the necessary conditions of thought, as
founded on the nature of the thinking process itself.
Modified Logic, on the contrary, considers the condi-
tions to which thought is subject, arising from the
empirical circumstances, external and internal, under
which exclusively it is the will of our Creator that
man should manifest his faculty of thinking. Pure
Logic is thus exclusively conversant with the form ;
Modified Logie is, likewise, occupied with the matter,
of thought. And as their objects are different, so,
likewise, must be their ends. The end of Pure Logic
is formal truth, — the harmony of thought with
thought ; the end of Modified Logie is the harmony
of thonght with existence. Of these ends, that which
Pure Logic proposes is less ambitious, but it is fully
and certainly accomplished ; the end which Modified
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Logic proposes is higher, but it is far less perfectly LEcr.
attained. The problems which Modified Logic has to — —
solve may be reduced to three: 1°, What is Truth papab
and its contradictory opposite,—Error? 2%, What fhiodd o
are the Caunses of Errorand the Impediments to Truth,
by which man is beset in the employment of his facul-
ties, and what are the Means of their Removal? And,
3°, What are the Subsidiaries by which Human
Thought may be strengthened and gunided in the
exercise of its functions ?

From this statement it is evident that Concrete Aud distri-

buted he-

Logic might, like Pure Logic, have been divided intom-uv-; its
[ ! L= : Stoicheio-

a Stoicheiology and a Methodology,—the former com- logy and it
Method-

prising the first two heads,—the latter the third. For ulog.
if to Modified Stoicheiology we refer the considera-
tion of the nature of conerete truth and error, and of
the conditions of a merely not erroneous employment
of thought,—this will be exhausted in the First and
Second Chapters ; whereas if we refer to Methodology
a consideration of the means of employing thought
not merely without error but with a certain positive
perfection,—this is what the Third Chapter professes
to expound.

I commence the First Chapter, which proposes to
answer the question,—What is Truth ? with its cor-
relatives,—by the dictation of the following paragraph.

¥ XC. The end which all our scientific efforts par. xc.

. E v Trith and
are exerted to accomplish, is Zruth and Clenr- {:f-r:..‘a:?v‘.
taantiy. ;

—what,

Truth is the correspondence or agree-
ment of a cognition with its object ; its Criterion
13 the necessity determined by the laws which
govern our facnlties of knowledge ;: and Certainty
is the consciousness of this necessity.« Uurt:xiut\v‘,

& CE Twesten, Die Logik, tabesondere die A nalytik, § 306.—Ep
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or the conscious necessity of knowledge, abso-
lutely excludes the admission of any opposite
supposition.  Where such appears admissible,
doubt and uncertainty arise. If we consider
truth by relation to the degree and kind of Cler-
tainty, we have to distinguish Knowledge, Belicf,
and Opinion. Knowledge and Belief differ not
only in degree but in kind. Knowledge is a
certainty founded upon insight ; Belief is a cer-
tainty founded upon feeling. The one is per-
spicuous and objective ; the other is obseure and
subjective, HBach, however, supposes the other ;
and an assurance is said to be a knowledge or
a belief, according as the one element or the other
preponderates.  Opinion is the admission of
something as true, where, however, neither in-
sight nor feeling is so intense as to necessitate a
perfect certainty. What prevents the admission
of a proposition as certain is called Doult. The
approximation of the imperfect certainty of
opinion to the perfect certainty of knowledge or
belief is called Probability.

If we consider Truth with reference to Know-
ledge, and to the way in which this knowledge
arises, we must distinguish Empirical or @ pos-
teriont, from Pure or a priori Truth. The former
has reference to cognitions which have their
gource in the presentations of Perception, Ex-
ternal and Internal, and which obtain their form
by the elaboration of the Understanding or Fa-
culty of Relations (Swdvowr.) The latter is con-
tained in the necessary and universal cognitions
afforded by the Regulative Faculty,—Intellect
Proper,—or Common Sense, (vods.)
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This paragraph, after stating that Truth and Cer- rror.
tainty constitute the end of all our endeavours after -
knowledge, for only in the attainment of truth and Fxplics
certainty can we possibly attain to knowledge or
science :—1I say, after the statement of this manifest
proposition,—it proceeds to define what is meant by
the two terms 7ruth and Certainty; and, to com-
mence with the former,—Truth is defined, the corre-
spondence or agreement of a cognition or cognitive act
of thought with its object.

The question—\What is Truth ? is an old and eele-Truth,—
brated problem. It was proposed by the Roman 8
Governor,—by Pontius Pilate,—to our Saviour; and it
is a question which still recurs, and is still keenly agi-
tated in the most recent schools of Philosophy. In one Definition.
respect, all are nearly agreed in regard to the defini- :
tion of the term, for all admit that by truth is under-
stood a harmony,—an agreement,—a correspondence
between our thought and that which we think about.

This definition of truth we owe to the schoolmen,

“ Veritas intellectus,” says Aquinas, “est adeequatio in-
tellectus et rei, secundum quod intellectus dicit esse,

guod est, vel non esse, quod non est.”“ From the
schoolmen, this definition had been handed down to
modern philosophers, by whom it is currently em-
ployed, without, in general, a suspicion of its origin.

It is not, therefore, in regard to the meaning of the

term ¢ruth, that there is any difference of opinion
among philosophers, The questions which have pro- uesions
voked discussion, and which remain, as heretofore, if:i.[;t:?:a;
without a definitive solution, are not whether truth be s

a [Contra Gentilea, 1ib. L.o. 59. See  Ruiz, Comment. de Scientia, de Idois,
Binnde, Uber Wahrheit in Erkennen, do Veritate, &e. Disp, ITxxxv,, p. 871
p. 1L On Truth in general, see et seq.]
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et the harmony of thought zu'ni reality, but whether this

—— harmony, or truth, be attainable, and whether we pos-
gess any criterion by which we can be assured of its
attainment. Considering, however, at present only the
meaning of the term, philosophers have divided Truth,
(or the harmony of thought and its object), into differ-
ent species, to which they have given diverse names ;
but they are at one, neither in the division norin the
nomenclature.

For man It is plain that for man theve can only be conceived fl

only two

kintsof  twokinds of Trath, because there are for human thought |

kil only two species of object. For that about which we '
think, must either be a thought, or something which a
thought contains. On this is founded the distinction
of Formal Knowledge and Real Knowledge,—of For-
mal Truth and Real Truth. Of these in their order.

L Femat L In regard to the former, a thought abstracted

R from what it contains, that ig, from its matbter or what
it is conversant about, is the mere form of thought.
The knowledge of the form of thought is a formal
knowledge, and the harmony of thought with the form

Formal  of thought i, consequently, Formal Truth. Now Formal

Truth of

i‘}‘:;‘?i? Knowledge is of two kinds ; for it regards either the
and Matke- conditions of the Elaborative Faculty,—the Faculty
of Thought Proper,—or the conditions of our Presen-

tations or Representations of external things, that is

the intuitions of Space and Time. The former of these

S} sciences is Pure Logic,—the science which considers
| the laws to which the Understanding is astricted in its
) elaborative operations, without inquiring what is the
object,—what is the matter, to which these operations

| are applied. The latter of these sciences is Mathema-
tics, or the science of Qunantity, which considers the re-
lations of Time and Space, without inquiring whether ]l
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there be any actual reality in space or time. Formal rgor.
truth will, therefore, be of two kinds,—Logical and X'
Mathematical. Logical truth is the harmony or agree- Logical |
ment of our thoughts with themselves as thoughts, Ty |
other words, the correspondence of thought with the "
universal laws of thinking. These laws are the object
of Pure or General Logic, and in these it places the eri-
terionof truth. This criterion is, however, only the nega-
tive condition—only the conditio sine qua non, of trath.
Logical truth is supposed in supposing the possibility
of thought ; for all thought presents a combination, the
elements of which are repugnant or congruent, but
which cannot be repugnant and congruent at the same
time. Logic might be true, although we possessed no
truth beyond its fundamental laws; although we knew
nothing of any real existence beyond the formal hypo-
thesis of its possibility.

But were the Laws of Logie purely subjective, that
is, were they true only for our thought alone, and
without any objective validity, all human sciences,
(and Mathematics among the rest), would be purely
subjective likewise ; for we are cognisant of objects
only under the forms and rules of which Logic is the
scientific development. If the true character of ob-
jeetive validity be universality, the laws of Logic are
really of that character, for these laws constrain us,
by their own authority, to regard them as the univer-
sal laws not only of human thought, but of universal
reason.

The case is the same with the other formal science, Matenati-
the science of Quantity, or Mathematics. Without bl
inquiring into the reality of existences, and without
borrowing from or attributing to them anything,
Arithmetie, the seience of Discrete Quantity, creates

VOL. TI. I
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its numbers, and Geometry, the science of Continuous
Quantity, creates its fignves ; and both operate upon
these their objects in absolute independence of all
external actuality. The two mathematical sciences
are dependent for their several objects only on the
notion of time and the notion of space,—notions under
which alone matter can be conceived as possible, for
all matter supposes space, and all matter is moved in
space and in time. But to the notions of space and time
the existence or non-existence of matter is indifferent ;
indifferent, consequently, to Geometry and Arithmetic,
so long at least as they vemain in the lofty regions of
pure speculation, and do not descend to the practical
application of their principles. If matter had no exist-
ence, nay, if space and time existed only in our minds,
mathematics would still be true; but their truth would
be of a purely formal and ideal character,~—would fur-
uish us with no knowledge of ohjective realities.

So much for Formal Truth, under its two species of
Logical and Mathematical.

The other genus of truth,—(the end which the Real
Sciences propose),—is the harmony between a thought
and its matter. The Real Sciences are those which
have a determinate veality for their object, and which
are conversant about existences otheér than the forms
of thought. The Formal Sciences have a superior
certainty to the real ; for they are simply ideal com-
binations, and they construet their objects without
inquiring about their objective reality. The real sci-
ences are sciences of fact, for the point from which
they depart is always a fact,—always a presentation.
Some of these rest on the presentations of Self-con-

«/Cf. Nsser, Logik, § 172.—Bo. [Fries, Lagik, § 124.]

A .
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sciousness, or the facts of mind ; others on the pre- LEct,
gentations of Sensitive ‘I“E?‘l?ﬂl'lf'.if}n, or the facts of = A2
nature. The former are the Mental Sciences, the gorgie
latter the Material. The facts of mind are given fuded the
partly as contingent, partly as necessary; the latter,— ﬂﬁiﬁ:ﬂ-ﬂmt
the necessary facts,—are universal virtually and in
themselves: the former—the contingent facts,—only

obtain a fictitious universality by a process of gener-
alisation. The facts of nature, however necessary in
themselves, are given to us only as contingent and
isolated phmnomena; they have, therefore, only that
conditional, that empirical, generality, which we bestow

on them by classification.

Real truth is, thevefore, the correspondence of our How e we
thoughts with the existences which constitute their b
Iguen-s. But hLere a difficulty arises ;—How can we EJZT?ZK““J
know that there is, that there can be, such a corre- tn;::ﬁ:h'i’:uu
sponclence? All that we know of the objects is throngh " M
the presentations of our faculties; but whether these
present the objects as they are in themselves, we can
never ascertain, for to do this it would be requisite to
out of our faculties,—to obtain a

go oub of ourselves.
knowledge of the objects by other faculties, and thus
to compare our old presentations with our new. But
all this, even were the supposition possible, would be
incompetent to afford us the certainty required. For
were it possible to leave our old, and to obtain a new,
set of faculties, by which to test the old, still the
veracity of these new faculties would be equally ob-
noxious to doubt as the veracity of the old. For
what guarantee conld we obtain for the credibility in
the one case, which we do not already possess in the
other ? The new faculties could only assert their own
gruth ;s but this is done by the old; and it is impos-
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recr. sible to imagine any presentations of the non-ego by
| s any finite intelligence, to which a doubt might not be
l raised, whether these presentations were not merely
subjective modifications of the conscious ego itself.
All that could be said in answer to such a doubt is,

that if such were true, onr whole nature is a lie,—a
supposition which is not, without the strongest evi-
dence, to be admitted ; and the argnment is as com-
petent against the sceptic in our present condition, as
it would be were we endowed with any other con-
ceivable form of Acquisitive and Cognitive Faculties,
Jut I am here trenching on what ought to be re-
served for an explanation of the Criterion of Truth.
Real Such, as it appears to me, is the only rational divi-
Z.l;?:.lﬂt.in-a. sion of Truth, according to the different character of
" the objects to which thought is relative,—into Formal
and into Real Truth. Formal Truth, as we have seen,
is subdivided into Logical and into Mathematical.
Real Truth might likewise be subdivided, were this
Metaphysi- Lequisite, into various species. For example, Meta-
el physical Truth might denote the harmony of thought
Peychologi- With the necessary facts of mind ; Psychological
o Truth, the harmony of thought with the contingent
Physicl.  facts of mind ; and Physical Truth, the harmony of
thought with the phenomena of external experience.
Ut It now .1'en'u1,i.us to say & word in regard to the con-
the e fusion which has been introduced into this subject, by
~ the groundless distinctions and contradictions of philo-
sophers. Some have absurdly given the name of truth

to the mere reality of existence, altogether abstracted
from any conception or judgment relative to it, in any
intelligence human or divine, In this sense physical
truth has been used to denote the actual existence of
a thing. Some have given the name of metaphysical




LECTURES ON LOGIC, 69

truth to the congruence of the thing with its idea in
the mind of the Creator. Others again have hestowed
the name of metaphysical truth on the mere Jogical
possibility of being thought ; while they have deno-
minated by logical truth the metaphysical or physical
correspondence of thought with its objects. Finally,
the term moral or ethical truth has been given to
veracity, or the correspondence of thought with its
expression. In this last case, truth is not, as in the
others, employed in relation to thought and its olject,
but to thought and its enouncement. 8o much for the
notion, and the principal distinetions of Truth.

But returning to the paragraph, I take the next
clause, which is,— The Criterion of truth is the neces-
sity determined by the laws which govern our faculties
of knowledge; and the consciousness of this necessity is
certainty.” That the necessity of a cognition, that
is, the impossibility of thinking it other than as it
is presented,—that this necessity, as founded on the
laws of thought, 15 the criterion of truth, is shown
by the circumstance, that where such necessity is
found, all doubt in regard to the corregpondence of
the cognitive thought and its object must vanish ;
for to donbt whether what we necessarily think in a
certain manner, actually exists as we conceive it, is
nothing less than an endeavour to think the necessary
as the not necessary or the impossible, which is con-
tradictory.

What has just been said also illustrates the truth of
the next sentence of the paragraph,—viz. *Certainty or
the conscious necessity of a cognition absolutely ex-
cludes the admission of any opposite supposition.
When such is found to he admissible, doubt and un-
certainty arise.” This sentence requiring no explan-
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ation, T proceed to the next—viz, ‘If we consider
truth by relation to the degree and kind of Certainty,
we have to distinguish Knowledge, Belief, and O pinion.
Knowledge and Belief differ not only in degree but
in kind. Knowledge is a certainty founded on intui-
tion. Belief is a certainty founded upon feeling. The
one is perspicuons and objective, the other is obscure
and subjective. Each, however, supposes the other,
and an assurance is said to be a knowledge or a helief,
according as the one element or the other prepon-
derates.’

In reference to this passage, it is necessary to say
something in regard to the difference of Knowledge
and Belief. In common langnage the word Belief is
often nsed to denote an inferior degree of certainty.
We may, however, be equally certain of what we he-
lieve as of what we know, and it has, not without
ground, been maintained by many philosophers, both
in ancient and in modern times, that the certainty of
all knowledge is, in its ultimate analysis, resolved into
a certainty of belief. ““All things,” says Luther, stand
in a belief, in a faith, which we can neither see nor
comprehend. The man who would make these visible,
manifest and comprehensible, has vexation and heart-
grief for his reward. May the Lord increase Belief in
you and in others.” *  But you may perhaps think that
the saying of Luther is to be taken theologically, and
that, philosophically considered, all belief ought to be
founded on knowledge, not all knowledge in belief.
But the same doctrine is held even by those philo-
sophers who are the least disposed to mysticism or
blind faith. Among these Aristotle stands distin-

& Weisheit, Th. iil. Abth, 2 Works, p. 778.—ED.
Guoted by Sir W. Hamilton, Reid's
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guished, He defines science, strictly so called, or the
knowledge of indubitable truths, merely by the inten-
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sity of our conviction or subjective assurance;* and -

on a primary and incomprehensible belief he hangs
the whole chain of our comprehensible or mediate
knowledge. The doctrine which has been called 7%e
Philosophy of Common Sense, is the doctrine which
founds all our knowledge on belief ; and, though this
has not been signalised, the doctrine of Common Sense
is perbaps better stated by the Stagirite than by
any succeeding thinker, «What,” he says, “appears
to all men, that we affiom to be, and he who rejects
this belief (wiores) will assuredly advance nothing
better worthy of credit.” This passage is from his
Nicomachean Ethies.f But, in his Physical Treatises,
he founds in belief the knowledge we have of the re-
ality of motion, and by this, as a souree of knowledge
paramount to the Understanding, he supersedes the
contradictions which are involved in our conception
of motion, and which had so acutely been evolved by
the Bleatic Zeno, in order to show that motion was
impossible.” In like manner,in his Logical Treatises,
Aristotle shows that the primary or ultimate prinei-
ples of knowledge must be incomprehensible ; for if
comprehensible, they must be comprehended in some
higher notion; and this again, if not itself incompre-
hensible, must be again comprehended in a still higher,
and so on in a progress ad infinitum, which is absurd.?
Jut what is given as an ultimate and incomprehen-
sible principle of knowledge, is given as a fact; the exist-

& Variows passages from Aristotle v B. viii, ¢, 8. Bea Reid's Works,
b0 thix afféctare cited by the Author, p. 773.—Eb,
Reid's Works, p T71.—Eb. & Metuphys., iii. (iv.) & Ci Adnals
BB, x. ¢ 2. —Kb, Poxt., i 2, 8.—En.
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Lecr. ence of which wemust admit, but the reasons of whose
existence we cannot know,—we cannot understand,
But such an admission, as it is not a knowledge, must
be a belief ; and thus it is that, according to Aristotle,
i all our knowledgeis in its root a blind, a passive faith,
| i 1 in other words, a feeling. The same doctrine was

The Platon- anicient times, more especially among the Platonists ;
M procs,. and of these Proclus is perhaps the philosopher in
F [‘ whose works the doctrine is turned to the best account.”
' In modern times we may trace it in silent operation,
thongh not explicitly proclaimed, or placed as the
foundation of a system. It is found spontaneously
l recognised even by those who might be supposed the
W ‘ least likely to acknowledge it without compulsion.
| Huwe, Hume, for example, against whose philosophy the
l M doctrine of Common Sense was systematically ar-
rayed, himself pointed out the weapons by which his
adversaries subsequently assailed his scepticism ; for
| J he himself was possessed of too much philosophical
| acuteness not to perceive that the root of knowledge
| is belief. Thus, in his Inguiry, he says—*1t seems
. evident that men are carried by a natural instinct
' or prepossession to repose faith in their senses: and
that, without any reasoning, or even almost hefore the
use of reason, we always suppose an external universe
which depends not on our preception, but wonld exist
though we and every sensible creature were absent or
' annihilated, Even the animal creation are governed
1 by a like opinion, and preserve this belief,—the belief

H of external objects, in all their thoughts, designs, and
'J actions . . . . This very table, which we gee

:I a In Platoniy Theologiwin, i, e 25,  Quoted in Reid's Works, p. 778.— L,

subsequently held by many of the acutest thinkers of
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white, and which we feel hard, is believed to exist m;r.;r
independent of our perception, and to be something i
external to ourmind which perceives it.”

But, on the other hand, the manifestation of this The mai.
helief necessarily involves knowledge ; for we cannot ﬁt??i‘f“:.“‘
believe without some consciousness or knowledge of Knowleli,
the belief, and, eonsequently, without some conscious-
ness or knowledge of the object of the belief. Now,
the immediate consciousness of an objec is called an Intuidos, -
intuilion,—an insight. It is thus impossible to separ-
ate belief and knowledge,—feeling and intuition.

They each suppose the other.
The consideration, however, of the relation of Belief The gues-

tion ns (o

and Knowledge does not properly belong to Logie, the relution

? of Beliof

except in so far as it is necessary. to explain the nature auid EF::-
of Truth and Error. It is altogether a metaphysical perly mota-
phyzical,

discussion ; and one of the most difficult problems of "
which Metaphysics attempts the solution.

The remainder of the paragraph contains the state-
ment of certain distinetions and the definition of cer-
tain terms, which it was necessary to signalise, bub
which do not require any commentary for their illus-
tration. The only part that might have required an
explanation is the distinction of Truth into Pure, or
a priori, and into Empirical, or « posteriort. The
explanation of this division has been already given
more than once in the course of the Lectures? but the
following may now be added.

Experience presents to us only individual objects, Pure aad

Empirical

and as these individual ohjects might or might not Tru.

@ Inquiry concerning the Human physics, vol. il p. 104 et gog. Cf,
Unielerstanding, sect. 19, Philosophi- Esser, Logik, §8 4, 171.—ED. [Fries,
cal Works, iv. p. 177—Ep. Logik, § 124.]

B See above; Leatwres on Melt-
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opposed to truth; and Error arises, 1%, From the
commutation of what is subjective with what is ob-
jective in thought ; 2°, From the contradiction of a
supposed knowledge with its laws; or, 3°, From a
want of adequate activity in our cognitive faculties.’
Eeor,— “In the first place, we have seen that Truth is the
agreement of a thought with its object. Now, as
Erroris the opposite of truth,—Error must necessarily
consist in a want of this agreement. In the second
place, it has been shown, that the criterion or stand-
ard of truth is the necessity founded on the laws of
our cognitive faculties ; and from this it follows that
the essential character of error must be, either that it
is not founded on these lass, or that it is repugnant to
them, But these two alternatives may be viewed as
only one ; for inasmuch as, in the former case, the
judgment remains undecided, and can make no pre-
tence to certainty, it may be thrown out of ac-
count no less than in the latter, where, as positively
contradictory of the laws of knowledge, it is neces-
AsMuerinl. sarily false. Of these statements the first, that is, the
non-agreement of a notion with its object, is error
viewed on its material side; and as a notion is the
common product,—the joint result, afforded by the
reciprocal action of object and subject, it is evident
that whatever the notion contains not correspondent
to the object, must be a contribution by the thinking
subject alone, and we are thus warranted in saying
that Material Frror consists in the commuting of
what is subjective with what is objective in thought ;
in other words, in mistaking an ideal illusion for a
As Pormal. Teal representation. The second of these statements
that is, the incongruence of the supposed coguition
with the laws of knowledge, is error viewed on its
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formal side. Now here the question at once presents wLEcT.
itself,—How can an act of cognition contradict its e
own laws ? The answer is Lhat- it cannot ; and error, Arisefrom
when more closely serutinised, is found not so much i
to consist in the contradictory activity of our cogni- ?ﬁi“(*ﬁf-
tive faculties as in their want of activity. And thln:::f v
may be in consequence of one or other of two causes.

For it may arise from some other mental power,—the

will, for example, superseding,—taking the place of,

the defective cognition, or, by its intensér force, turn-

ing it aside and leading it to a false result ; orit may

arise from some want of relative perfection in the ob-

jeet, so that the cognitive faculty is not determined by

it to the requisite degree of action.

“What is actually thought, cannot but be correctly
thought. Error first commences when thinking is re-
mitted, and can in fact only gain admission in virtue
of the truth which it contains ;—every error is a per-
verted truth, Hence Des Cartes® is justified in the
establishment of the principle,—that we would never
admit the false for the true, if we would only give
assent to what we clearly and distinctly apprehend.—
“Nihil nos unquam falsum pro vero admissuros, si
tantum iis assensum preebeamus, quse clare ef dis-
tincte percipimus.’”#  In this view the saying of the
Roman poet :—

“ Nam neque decipitue ratio, nee decipit unguam,”y

—is no longer a paradox ; for the condition of error
is not the activity of intelligence, but its inactivity.
So much for the first Ilzn't of the paragraph. The Eror dis-

criminated

second is—* Error is to be diseriminated from Ignor- from fpor-

a Principia Philosophie, 1. 43 Cf, B Twosten, Logik, § 308, —En.
Med iy, De Tera of Falzo, g Manilins, fi. 181.—En.
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ance and from Illusion, which, however, along with
Arbitrary Assumption, afford the usual occasions of
Kirror.

“Ignorance is a mere negation,—a mere not-know-
ledge ; whereas in error there lies a positive pretence
to knowledge. Hence a representation, be it imper-
foct, be it even withont any correspondent objective
reality, is not in itself an error. The imagination of
a hippogriff is not in itself false ; the Orlando Furioso
is not a tissue of errors. Ervor only arises when we
attribute to the creations of our minds some real
object, by an assertory judgment; we do not err and
deceive either ourselves or others, when we hold and
enounce a subjective or problematic supposition only
for what it is. Ignorance,—nat-knowledge,—however,
leads to eérror, when we either regard the unknown as
non-existent, or when we falsely fill it up. The latter
is, however, as much the result of Will, of arbitrary
assumption, as of ignorance; and, frequently, it is the
result of both together. In general, the will has no
inconsiderable share in the activity by which know-
ledge is vealised. The will has not immediately an
influence on our judgment, but mediately it has.
Attention is an act of volition, and attention fur-
nishes to the Understanding the elements of its deci-
sion. The will determines whether we shall carry on
our investigations, ov break them off, content with the
first appavent probability ; and whether we shall apply
our observations to all, or, only partially, to certain,
momenta of determination.

“The occasions of Error which lie in those qualities
of Presentation, Representation, and Thought arising
from the conditions and influences of the thinking
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subject itself, are called Illusions, But the existence rmen, ;

of illusion does not necessarily imply the existence of V& {

ervor, lllusion becomes error only when we attribute i
!
|

to it objective truth ; whereas illusion is no error
when we regard the fallacious appearance as a mere

\ [
subjective affection. In the jaundice, we see every- 1 ]
thing tinged with yellow, in consequence of the suf- ]

fusion of the eye with bile. In this case, the yellow }
vision 13 illusion ; and it would become error, were
we to suppose that the objects we perceive were really I
so coloured. All the powers which co-operate to the Iissoures |
formation of our judgments, may become the sources
of illusion, and, consequently, the occasions of error. l
The Senses.* the Presentative Faeulties, External and
Internal, the Representative, the Retentive, the Repro-
ductive, and the Elaborative, Faculties, are immediate,
the Feelings and the Desives are mediate, sources of

illusion, To these must be added the Faculty of .’
Signs, in all its actual manifestations in language. .

Hence we speak of sensible, psychological, moral, and

symbolical; illusion.”# 1In all these relations the causes | '
of illusion arve partly general, partly particular ; and :
though they proximately manifest themselves in some }
one or other of these forms, they may ultimately be !
found contained in the circumstances by which the
mental character of the individual is conformed.
Taking, therefore, a general view of all the possible |

a Ln Fontaine.  Soe Magure, Conrs. nlités: de la science aunx apparences “
de Philosuplive, 1. 241,  [Toutes les {factices que nos gens nous suggdrent. !
sciences naturclles ne sont aulre Clest ce que La Fontuinea trds bien -

ehnso quinne. guerre: ouverte de ln  exprimé dins les verssulvant @
rufaon coutee les' diceptions de. Ja “ Quand eau courbe wi biton, ma 1
semaibilité, « 5 . .« oesta-dive qulelles riison le redvesse,” &o.— Eb. I
ont pour objeb do réfomia les errours B [Twesten, Logik, § 209, P 288
de now sens, et de substituer les ré- 289, COf Bigwart, Logik; §§ 484, 455
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Jeer. Source?s of Error, T think they may be reduced to the
following classes, which, as they constitute the heads
and determine the order of the ensuing discnssion, I
shall comprise in the following paragraph, with which
commences the consideration of the Second Chapter of

Buon's Bondiﬁed Logic. Before, !:mwevfer, proceeding to con-

ton of the 81 der these 5('3?'@1‘&1 classes in their order, I may ohset_*vc

wurces of i hat Bacon is the first philosopher who attempted a
systematic enume -ation of the various sonrces of error;
and his quaint classification of these, under the signi-
ficant name of idols, into the four genera of Idols of
the ''ribe (idola tribus), 1dols of the Den, (idola specus),
Idols of the Forum (idola ford), which may mean
either the marketplace, the bar, or the place of publie
assembly, and Idols of the Theatre, (idola theatri), he
thus briefly characterises.

Par. XCIL. ¢ XCII. The Causes and Occasions of Errvor
— are comprehended in one or other of the four

following classes. For they are found either,

1¢ In the General Circumstances which modify |
11 the intellectual character of the individual ; oz,
‘IJ 9° TIn the Constitution, Habits, and Reciprocal
Relations of his powers of Cognition, Feeling,
and Desire : or, 3°, In the Language which he
employs, as an Instrument of Thought and a
iy Medium of Communication; or, 4%, In the nature
T of the Objects themselves, about whieh his know-
| ledge is conversant.

W Par. XCI1L. ¢ XCOIII. Under the General Circumstances
» CTEMETRY . . . . - s
' | sireumstas. which modify the character of the individnal, are
e Wi
\

a Novum: Orgamui, 1. Aph: xxxix—ED.
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comprehended 1°. The particnlar degree of Culti- rrcr.
vation to which his nation has attained ; for jts 2 "
rudeness, the partiality of its eivilisation, and its medfy the
over-refinement are all manifold occasions of o thendi-
error ; and this cultivation is expressed not
merely in the state of the arts and sciences; but

in the degree of its religious, political, and social
advancement; 2°. The Stricter Associations, in 8o

far as these tend to limit the freedom of thought,

and to give it a one-sided direction :*such are
Schools, Sects, Orders, Exclusive Societies, Cor-
porations, Castes, &e.—"

In the commencement of the Course, I had occasion Buplica-
to allude to the tendency there is in man to assimilate e by
in opinions and habits of thought to those with whom e, ast
he lives.# Man is by nature, not merely hy aceiden- L:-f_'iﬁ“d
tal necessity, a social being, For only in society does s fetow.
he find the conditions which his different faculties
require for their due development and application.

But society, in all its forms and degrees, from a family

to a State, is only pessible under the condition of a

certain harmony of sentiment among its members ;

and as man is by nature destined to a social existence,

he is by nature determined to that analogy of thought

and feeling which society supposes, and out of which

society springs. There is thus in every association, |

great and small, a certain gravitation of opinions |

towards a common centre. As in our natural body

every part has a necessary sympathy with every |

other, and all together form, by their harmonious

conspiration, a healthy whole ; so, in the social body,
a Bachmann, Zogik, §5 402, 08— B See Lectures on Metaphysics, vol.

En, i . 48—Ep.

VOL. IL _ F
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there is always a strong predisposition in each of its
members to act and think in unison with the rest.
This universal sympathy ov fellow-feeling is the prin-
ciple of the different spirit dominant in different ages,
countries, ranks, sexes, and periods of life. It is the
cause why fashions, why political and religious en-
thusiasm, why moral example either for good or evil,
spread so rapidly and exert so powerful an influence.
As men are naturally prone to imitate others, they,
consequently, regard as important or insignificant, as
honourable or disgraceful, as true or false, as good or
bad, what those around them consider in the same
light.*

Of the various testimonies I formerly quoted, ot
the strong assimilating influence of man on man, and
of the power of custom to make that appear true,
natural, and necessary, which in reality is false, un-
natural, and only accidentally suitable, I shall only
adduce that of Pascal. “In the just and the unjust,”
says he, “we find hardly anything which does not
change its character in changing its climate. Three
degrees of an elevation of the pole reverses the whole of
jurisprudence. A meridian is decisive of truth, and a
few years, of possession. Fundamental laws change.
Right has its epochs. A pleasant justice which a river
or a mountain limits! Truth on this side the Pyre-
nees, error on the other ! ”# Tt is the remark of an in-
genious philosopher, “that if we take a survey of the
universe, all nations will be found admiring only the
reflection of their own qualities, and contemning in

a [Meiners, Untersuchungen diher die  (vol. i, ‘p. 126, ed. Faugere.) Com-
Lhonblrdfte und  Willonskrafte des pave Lectures on Metaphysics, vol. i
Menschen, ii. 522.] p. 86.—Ep,

B Pensées, partie i, art, vi, § &,

e . .
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others whatever is contrary to what they are aceus- wurcr.
tomed to meet with among themselves. Here is the 20
Englishman accusing the French of frivolity ; and
here the Frenchman reproaching the Englishman with
selfishness and brutality. Here isthe Arab persuaded
of the infallibility of his Caliph, and deriding the
Tartar who believes in the immortality of the Grand
Lama. In every nation we find the same congratula-
tion of their own wisdom, and the same contempt of
that of their neighbours.

“ Were there asage sent down to earth from heaven,
who regulated his conduet by the dictates of pure rea-
son alone, this sage would be universally regarded as
a fool. He would be, as Socrates says, like a physi-
cian accused by the pastry-cooks, before a tribunal of
children, of prohibiting the eating of tarts and cheese-
cakes ; a crime undoubtedly of the highest magnitude
in the eyes of his judges. In vain would this sage
support his opinions by the clearest argnments,—the
most irrefragable demonstrations; the whole world
would be for him like the nation of hunchbacks,
among whom, as the Indian fabulists relate, there
once upon a time appeared a god, young, beautiful,
and of consummate symmetry. This god, they add,
entered the ecapital ; he was there forthwith sur-
rounded by a crowd of natives ; his figure appeared
to them extraordinary ; laughter, hooting, and taunts
manifested their astonishment, and they were about
to carry their outrages still further ; had not one of
the inhabitants (who had undoubtedly seen other
men), in order to snatch him from the danger, sud-
denly cried out—* My friends! my friends! What
are we going to do? Let us not insult this miserable
monstrosity. If heaven has bestowed on us the gene-
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1eer. ral gift of beauty,—if it has adorned our backs with

SXVEL 4 mount of flesh, let us with pious gratitude repair to
the temple and render our acknowledgment to the
immortal gods.” This fable is the history of human
vanity,. Every nation admires its own defects,
and contemns the opposite qualities in its neighbours.
To succeed in a country one must be a bearer of
the national hump of the people among whom he
sojourns,

Theartof  Lhere are few philosophers who undertake to make

doubti ! Eas
well . their countrymen aware of the ridiculous figure they

S tolom. cut in the eye of reason ; and still fewer the nations
who are able to profit by the advice. All are so pune-
tiliously attached to the interests of their vanity, that
none obtain in any country the name of wise, except
those who are fools of the common folly. There is no
opinion too absurd not to find nations ready to believe
it, and individuals prompt to be its executioners orits
martyrs. Hence if is that the philosopher declared,
that if he held all truths shut up within his hand, he
would take especial care not to show them to his
fellow-men.  In fact, if the discovery of a single
truth dragged Galileo to the prison, to what punish-
ment would he not be doomed who should discover
all? Among those who now ridicule the folly of the
human intellect, and are indignant at the persecution
of Galileo, there are few who would not, in the age of
that philosopher, have clamoured for his death. They
would then have been imbued with different opinions;
and opinions not more passively adopted than those
which they at present vaunt as liberal and enlight-
ened. To learn to doubt of our opinions, it is suffi-
cient to examine the powers of the human intellect,
to survey the circumstances by which it is affected,
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and to study the history of human follies. Yet in wreer.
modern Europe six centuries elapsed from the foun- 25 -
dation of Universities until the appearance of that
extraordinary man,—I mean Descartes,—whom his
age first persecuted, and then almost worshipped as a
demi-god, for initiating men in the art of doubting,—
of doubting well,—a lesson at which, however, both
their scepticism and credulity show that, after two
centuries, they are still but awkward scholars. Socrates
was wont to say—* All that I know is that I know
nothing” * In our age it would seem that men know
everything exeept what Socrates knew. Our errors
would not be so frequent were we less ignorant ; and
our ignorance more curable, did we not believe our-
selves to be all-wise.
Thus it 18 that the inflnence of Society, both in
its general form of a State or Nation, and in its par-
ticular forms of Schools, Sects, &c., determines a
multitude of opinions in its members, which, as they
are passively received, so they are often altogether
erroneous. ' |
Among the more general and influential of these Two ganernl ¥
there are two, which, though apparently contrary, are, a.?_.ﬁ'f.’;',.".f.,‘.‘,'? '
however, both, in reality, founded on the same in- :x;::ﬂfm
capacity of independent thought,—on the same influ- {3/t
ence of example,—I mean the excessive admiration of
the Old, and the excessive admiration of the New.
The former of these prejudices,”—under which may be

reduced the prejudice in favour of Authority,—was at

a Plato, 4 pol., p. 28.—Ep. Brreurs et des Préjugds répandus dans

B [On Prejudice in general see the [a Socjer#, Paris, 1810-1813, 3 vols.
following works :—Dumarsais, £ssai 8vo. J, L. Castillon, Essai ner led
sur lex Préjugés, new od., Paris, 1822, Errewrs of lex superstitions Anciennes
Examen de U'Essai sur les Préjugés, o Moderies, Amsterdam, 1765; Paris,
Berl, 1777, Bwai sur les Prijugés, 1767. Sir Thomas Brown, Vulyer
Nenchiitel, 1796, J. B. SBulques, Des Epors,  Glanvil, Keeays]
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one time prevalent to an extent of which itis difficult
for us to form a conception. This prejudice is pre-

Prepued by Pared by the very education not only which we do,

Education,

but which we all must, receive. The child necessarily
learns everything at first on credit,—he believes upon
authority, But when the rule of authority is once
established, the habit of passive acquiescence and
belief is formed, and, onece formed, it is not again
always easily thrown off. 'When the child has grown
up to an age in which he might employ his own reason,
he has acquired a large stock of ideas; but who can
calculate the number of errors which this stock con-
tains ? and by what means is he able to discriminate
the true from the false ? His mind has been formed
to obedience and uninquiry ; he possesses no criterion
by which to judge ; if is painful to suspeet what has
been long venerated, and it is felt even as a kind of
personal mutilation to tear up what has become irra-
dicated in his intellectual and moral being. Ponere
difficile est que placuere diw. The adult does not,
therefore, often judge for himself more than the child;
and the tyranny of authority and foregone opinion
continues to exert a sway during the whole course of
his life. In our infancy and childhood the credit
accorded to our parents and instructors is implicit ;
and if what we have learned from them be confirmed
by what we hear from others, the opinions thus re-
commended become at length stamped in almost in-
delible characters upon the mind. This is the cause
why men so rarely abandon the opinions which vul-
garly pass eurrent; and why what comes as new is
by so many, for its very novelty, rejected as false.
And hence it is, as already noticed, that truth is as it
were geographically and politically distributed ; what
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is truth on one side of a boundary being error and
absurdity on the other. What has now been said of
the influence of society at large, is true also of the
lesser societies which it contains, all of which impose 1
with a stronger or feebler,—a wider or more contracted, 1
authority, certain received opinions upon the faith of |
the members. Hence it is that whatever has once

obtained a recognition in any society, large or small, i
is not rejected when the reasons on which it was |
originally admitted, have been proved erroneous. It
continues, even for the reason that it is old and has v
been accepted, to be accepted still ; and the title which ' l

was originally defective, becomes valid by continu-
ance and prescription.

But opposed to this cause of error, from the preju- 2 Projudice
dice in favour of the Old, there is the other, directly the New.
the reverse,—the prejudice in favour of the New.

This prejudice may be, in part at least, the result of
sympathy and fellow-feeling. This is the cause why

new opinions, however erroneous, if they once obtain

a certain number of converts, often spread with a |
rapidity and to an extent which, after their futility |
has been ultimately shown, can only be explained on -

the principle of a kind of intellectnal contagion. But

the principal cause of the prejudice in favour of

novelty lies in the Passions, and the consideration of !
these does not belong to the class of causes with |
which we are at present occupied. '

Connected with and composed of both these preju- Projudice

rued j
dices,—that in favour of the old and that in fayour of 3 auummy } |
the new,—there is the prejudice of Learned Authority ; {1l
for this-is usnally associated with the prejudices of |

Schools and Sects. * As often as men have appeared, :
who, by the force of their genius, have opened up new |
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recr. views of seience, and thus contributed to the progress
AV of the human intellect, so often have they, likewise,
afforded the occasion of checking its advancement,
A and of turning it from the straight path of improve-
ment. Not that this result is to be imputed as a re-
| proach to them, but simply because it is of the nature \
' of man to be so affected. The views which inflnenced
these men of genius, and which, consequently, lie at
LN the foundation of their works, are rarely comprehended
;' 1} in their totality by those who have the names of these i
; authors most frequently in their mouths. The many
do not concern themselves to seize the ideal which a
! philosopher contemplated, and of which his actual
[ IR works are only the imperfect representations; they
{ | appropriate to themselves only some of his detached
|| apophthegms and propositions, and of these compound,
I as they best can, a sort of system suited to their un-
derstanding, and which they employ as a talisman in
| their controversies with others. As their reason is

e e

|
) thus a captive to authority, and, therefore, unable to
| ‘ exert its native freedom, they, consequently, catch up
the true and the false without diserimination, and
remain always at the point of progress where they
had been placed by their leaders. In their hands a I
‘ . system of living truths becomes a mere petrified or- '
ganism ; and they require that the whole science shall
become as dead and as cold as their own idol. Such
' was Plato’s doctrine in the hands of the Platonists ;
‘ such was Aristotle’s philosophy in the hands of the
|
I
|

Schoolmen ; and the history of modern systems affords
equally the same result.”®

So much for the first genus into which the Sources
| of Error are divided. |

a Bachmunn, Zogik, § 404, p. 550.—Ep. _JJ
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LECTURE XXIX.
MODIFIED STOICHEIOLOGY.

SECTION II.—ERROR—ITS CAUSES AND REMEDILS. Al

A—GENERAL CIRCUMSTANCES—SOCIETY.
B.—AS IN POWERS OF COGNITION, FEELING, AND

DESIRE.
I.—AFFECTIONS—PRECIPITANCY—SLOTH—HOPE AND H
FEAR—SELF-LOVE.
Ix our last Lecture, we entered on the consideration LECT. | *
. XXI
of the various sources of Error. These, I stated,

may be conveniently reduced to four heads, and con~ Becearitila- g
gist, 1%, In the General Circumstances which modify :
the intellectual character of the individual ; 2°, In the ': M
Constitution, Habits, and Reciprocal Relations of his !
powers of Cognition, Feeling, and Desire ; 3° In the 1
Language which he employs as an Instrument of
Thought and a Medium of Communication; and 4°. In 1
the nature of the Objects themselves about which his
knowledge is conversant. j
Of these, I then gave you a general view of the {]
nature of those oceasions of Error, which originate in i
the circumstances under the influence of which the
character and opinions of man are determined for
him as a member of society. Under this head I
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LECT. stated, that, as man is destined by his Creato? to fulfil
_ the end of his existence in society, he is wisely fur-
nished with a disposition to imitate those among
whom his lot is cast, and thus to conform himself to
whatever section of human society he may by birth
belong, or of which he may afterwards become a I
member. The education we receive, nay the very
possibility of receiving education at all, supposes to a
certain extent the passive infusion of foreign and tra- *
ditionary opinions. For as man is compelled to think
muech earlier than he is able to think for himself,—all
education necessarily imposes on him many opinions
N which, whether in themselves true or false, are, in re-
ference to the recipient, only prejudices; and it is
even only a small number of mankind, who at a later
period are able to bring these obtruded opinions to
the test of reason, and by a free exercise of their own
intelligence to reject them if found false, or to acknow-
ledge them if proved true.
But while the mass of mankind thus remain, during
their whole lives, only the creatures of the accidental
cireumstances which have concurred to form for them
their habits and beliefs; the few who arve at last able
to form opinions for themselves, are still dependent,
in a great measure, on the unreasoning judgment ,
of the many. Public opinion, hereditary custom, X
despotically impose on us the capricious laws of pro-
priety and manners. The individual may possibly, in
matters of science, emancipate himself from their ser-
vitude ; in the affaivs of life he must quietly submit
himself to the yoke. The only freedom he can here
prudently manifest, is to resign himself with a con-
sciousness that he is a slave not to reason but to con-

o R
R—
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ventional accident. And while he conforms himself LEOT.
to the usages of his own society, he will be tolerant
to those of others. In this respect his maxim will be
that of the Scythian prince :— With you such may
be the custom,~—with us it is different.”

So much for the general nature of the influence o Meass vy
which we are expomc'l from the circumstances of S0 ot
ciety; it now remains to say what are the means by i
which this influence, as a source of error, may be be soumer-
counteracted. Mk

It has been seen that, in consequence of the man- Necesary
ner in which our opinions are formed for us by the . c?.’f.tf:llw
accidents of society, our imposed and supposed know- e
ledge is a confused medley of truths and errors. i
Here it is evidently necessary to institute a critical
examination of the contents of this knowledge. Des-
cartes proposes that, in order to discriminate, among
our prejudiced opinions, the truths from the errors, we
ought to commence by doubting all.* This has ex-
posed him to much obloquy and clamour ; but most
unjustly. The doctrine of Descartes has nothing pesars,
seeptical or offensive ; for he only maintains that it g
behoves us to examine all that has been inculcated on
us from infancy, and under the masters to whose
authority we have been subjected, with the same at-
tention and circumspection which we accord to dubi-
ous questions. In fact there is nothing in the precept
of Descartes, which had not been previously enjoined
by other philosophers, Of these I formerly quoted to
you several, and among others the remarkable testi-
monies of Aristotle, St Angustin, and Lord Bacon.?

& Discowrs de ln Méthode, Purtie 8 See Lectures on Metaphysics, vol
iL.—Ep. i. p. 00 et sep.—ID,
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' LECT. But although there be nothing reprehensiblt.a ir} the
\ *_ precept of Descartes, as enounced by him, it is of
b Conditions less practical utﬂitj'r in consequence of no z}ccount
{ dify i being taken of the circumstances which condition and
T sppiestion o odify its application. For, in the fivst place, the
'I | judgments to be examined ought not to be taken at
' . vandom, but selected on a principle, and arranged in
1l | due order and dependence.. But this requires no
' ordinary ability, and the distribution of things into
their proper classes is one of the last and most diffi-
cult fruits of philosophy. In the second place, there
are among our prejudices, or pretended cognitions,
a great many hasty conclusions, the investigation of
which requires much profound thought, skill, and ac-
quired knowledge. Now, from both of these consider-
ations, it is evident that to commence philosophy by
such a review, it is necessary for a man to be a philo-
sopher before he can attempt to become one. The
precept of Descartes is, therefore, either unreasonable,
or it is too unconditionally expressed. And this latter
alternative is true.
Agndsl  What can be rationally required of the student of

and progres-

sive niroze- philosophy, is not a preliminary and absolute, but a

tion of pre - ¥ . . :

judicesall gradual and progressive abrogation, of prejudices. It

that can be 2 {:’. 0 5 ¥

:‘I‘-‘l‘“:':": of can only be required of him, that, when,in the course

1e studen . . - . v

of phile of his study of philosophy, he meets with a proposi-

sophy. : 2 o .
tion which has not been already sufficiently sifted,—
(whether it has been elaborated as a principle or ad-
mitted as a conclusion),—he should pause, discuss it
without prepossession, and lay aside for future con-
sideration all that has not been subjected to a search-
ing scrutiny. The precept of Descartes, when rightly
explained, corresponds to that of St Paul“: “If any

a1 Cor, iii. 18.
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man among you seemeth to be wise in this world, let vecr.
him become a fool, that he may be wise;” that is, let X
him not rely more on the opinions in which he has
been brought up, and in favour of which he and those
around him are prejudiced, than on so many visions
of imagination ; and let him examine them with the
same cirenmspection as if he were assured that they
contain some truth among much falsehood and many
extravaganeies.”

Proceeding now to the second class of the Sources
of Ervor, which are found in the Mind itself, I shall
commence with the following paragraph :—

« XCIV. The Sources of Error which arise Par, XCIV.

" . - . c . Source
from the Constitution, Habits, and Reciprocal of Error
+ v s « wriging from
Relations of the powers of Cognition, Feeling, the povers
T . . in . . L OFnL~
and Desire, may be subdivided into two kinds. tion, F:
. . . ing, and
The first of these consists in the undue prepon- Desite,—of
two Kinds.

derance of the Affective Elements of mind, (the
Desives and Feelings), over the Cognitive : the
second, in the weakness or inordinate strength
of some one or other of the Cognitive Faculties
themselves.

Affection is that state of mind in which the Feel- Explica
. " . 1001,
ings and Desires exert an influence not under the con-1. Prepon:

derance of

trol of reason ; in other words, a tendency by which Afletion
ovar Log-

the intellect is impeded in its endeavour to think an wition.
object as that object really is, and compelled to think

it in conformity with some view prescribed by the
passion or private interest of the subject thinking.

taken frora Crousas, Legique, t. i,

« This criticism .of the precept of '
part ii., ch. 6, p. 263 et seq.—ED,

Desoartea s, with some slight changes,
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ugcr.  The human mind, when unruffled by passion, may
T be compa,red to a calm sea. A calm sea is a clear
mirror, in which the sun and clouds, in which the
Influcnco of forms of heaven and earth, are reflected back pre-
the Mind. cisely as they are presented. But let a wind arise;
and the smooth clear surface of the water is lifted
into billows and agitated into foam. It no more re-
flects the sun and clouds, the forms of heaven and
earth, or it reflects them only as distorted and broken
images. In like manner, the tranquil mind receives
and reflects the world without as it truly is ; but let
the wind of passion blow, and every object is repre-
sented, not as it exists, but in the colours and aspects
and partial phases in which it pleases the subject to
regard it, The state of passion and its influence
Boethie  On the Cognitive Faculties are truly pictured by
(uoted, .
Boethius.*

¢ Nubibus atris

Uondita nullum Tu quoque s1 vis
Funders posgsunt Lumine claro
Sidera lnmen, Clernere yvernm,
Si mare volvens Tramite recto
Turbidus auster Carpere callem ;
Misceat sestum, Glaudia pelle,
Vitrea dudnm, Pelle timorem,
Par(ue gerenis Spemque fagato,
Unda diebus, Nec dolor adsit,
Mox rescluto Nubila mens est,
Sordida cceno, Vinctaque franis,
Visibus obstat. Hiee ubi regnant.”
Error Every error consists in this,—that we take some-

Iimited to . .
Probable  thing for non-existent, becanse we have not become
ning,

aware of its existence, and that, in place of this ex-

a De Consol, Phil., L i, Motr. 7.—ED.

e m—
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istent something, we fill up the premises of & probable LEcr.

reasoning with something else.

I have here limited the possibility of error to Pro-
bable Reasoning, for, in Intuition and Demonstration,
there is but little possibility of impertant error,
Hobbes indeed asserts that had it been contrary to the
interest of those in authority, that the three angles of
a triangle should be equal to two right angles, this
truth would have been long ago proseribed as heresy,
or as high treason® This may be an ingenious illus-
tration of the blind tendency of the passions to sub-
jugate intelligence ; but we should take it for more
than was intended by its author, were we to take it
as more than an ingenious exaggeration. Limiting,
therefore, error to probable inference, (and this consti-
tutes, with the exception of a comparatively small
department, the whole domain of human reasoning),
we have to inquire, How do the Passions influence us
to the assumption of false premises ? To estimate the
amount of probability for or against a given propo-
sition, requires a tranquil, an unbiassed, a comprehen-
sive, consideration, in order to take all the relative
elements of judgment into due account. But this
requisite state of mind is disturbed when any interest,
any wish, is allowed to interfere.

4] XCV. The disturbing Passions may be re- Par. XC
duced to four :—Precipitancy, Sloth, Hope and sious us

sonrces of

Fear, Self-love. Error,—

roduced to

1°. A restless anxiety for a decision begets four
impatience, which decides before the preliminary
inquiry is concluded. This is Precipitancy.

a Leviothan, Part 1. ch. 11.—Ep;

-—
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2. The same result is the effect of Sloth,
which dreams on in conformity to custom, with-
out subjecting its beliefs to the test of active
observation. ‘

3°, The restlessness of Hope or Fear impedes
observation, distracts attention, or forces it only
on what interests the passion ;—the sanguine
looking only on what harmonises with his hopes,
the diffident only on what accords with his
fears.

4%, Self-love perverts our estimate of proba-
bility by causing us to rate the grounds of judg-
ment, not according to their real influence on the
truth of the decision, but aceording to their
bearing on our personal iuterests therein.

In regard to Impatience or Precipitation,—“all is
the canse of this which determines our choice on one
gide rather than another. An imagination execites
pleasure, and because it excites pleasure we yield our-
selves up to it. We suppose, for example, that we
are all that we ought to be, and why ? Because this
supposition gives us pleasure. This, in some disposi-
tions, is one of the greatest obstacles to improvement ;
for he who entertains it, thinks there is no necessity to
labour in order to become what heis already. ‘I be-
lieve,’ says Seneca,” ‘ that many had it in their power
to have attained to wisdom, had they not been im-
peded by the belief that wisdom they had already
attained. Multos puto ad sapientiam potuisse per-
venire, nisi putassent se pervenisse.”’? Erasmus gives

a Dé Tranquillitate Animiy & 1.— B -Crowsay, Logique, t. iiL, par. if.
Eo. ch, 7, p. 207.—En.
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the following as the principal advice to a young wLEcr.
votary of learning in the conduct of his studies : «To 0%
read the most leamcd books, to converse with the
most learned men ; but, above all, never to conceit
that he himself was learned.”

“ From the same cause, men flatter themselves with Musten.
the hope of dying old, although few attain to longe- b
vity. The less probable the event the more certain
are they of its occurrence ; and why ? Because the im-
agination of it is agreeable. ‘Decrepiti stnes PauCO- From

Senoen,

rum annorum accessionem votis mendicant ; minores
natu seipsos esse fingunt : mendacio sibi blandiuntur:
et tam libenter fallunt, quam si fata una decipiant.’” 8
says Montaigne, “are aware that the rrom

Montaigue,

Preachers,”
emotion which arises during their sermons animates
themselves to belief, and we are conscious that when
roused to anger we apply ourselves more intently to
the defence of our thesis, and embrace it with greater
vehemence and approbation, than we did when our
mind was cool and unrufled. You simply state your
case to an advocate; he veplies with hesitation and
doubt : you are aware that it is indifferent to him
whether he undertakes the defence of the one side or of
the other ; but have you once fee’d him well to take
your case in hand ; he begins to feel an interest in it,
his will is ammated. Hls reason and his science be-
come also animated in proportion. Your case presents
itself to his understanding as a manifest and indubit-

able truth ; he now sees it

e Joannes Alexauder Drassicanus
rogavit Emsmom, gua ratione doctus
posset fieri, respondit ex tempore:
#i doetiz assidue conviveret, sl doctos
audiret non minoe submisse guam
honorifice, si doctos strovue legeret, si
doctos diligenter edisceret, denique si

VOL, TL

in a wholly different light,

s doctum nunguam putavet™ Motto
to G. J. Vossivs, Opuscnle de Studi-
orwm Ratione, See Crenius, Consilic
et Methodus, &o., p. 686, 1602.—En,
A Bensca, De Brevitate Vit 0. 11.
Oromsaz, Logique, 4, il p. il cb. 7, p.
297, ed. 1725.—Ep.
(8]
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LECT. and really believes that you have law and justice on

—— yourside.”“ It is proper to observe that Montaigne
was himself a lawyer,—he had been a counsellor of the
Parliament of Bordeaux,

Precipitate It might seem that Precipitate Dogmatism and an

and Beepui- inclination to Scepticism were opposite characters of

vism, phnses . . o

i e mind., They are, hov:'ever., f:losely ‘alollc%‘[,ﬂ-' not merely
phases of the same disposition. This is indeed con-
fessed by the sceptic Montaigne# “The most un-
easy condition for me is to be kept in suspense on
urgent oceasions, and to be agitated Detween fear
and hope, Deliberation, even in things of lightest
moment, is very troublesome to me; and I find
my mind more put to it, to undergo the various
tumbling and tossing of doubt and consultation,
than to set up its rest, and to acquiesce in whatever
shall happen, after the die is thrown. Few passions \
break my sleep ; but of deliberations, the least dis-
turbs me.”

Remiedy Precipitation is no incurable disease. There is for

oo 1t one sure and simple remedy, if properly applied.
It is only required, to speak with Confucius, manfully

to restrain the wild horse of precipitancy by the curb

of consideration,—to weigh the reasons of decision,

each and all, in the balance of cool investigation,—mnot E

to allow ourselves to decide until a clear conscious-

ness has declared these reasons to be true,—to be suffi-

cient ; and, finally, to throw out of account the suf-

frages of self-love, of prepossession, of passion, and to

admit only those of reflection, of experience, and of

evidence, This remedy is certain and effectnal. In

theory it is satisfactory, but its practical application

= Nratt——

o Hesais, T, i ch. 12, Quoted by B Kssaik, L ii. 0, 17.—Lip.

Cromsag, £ o.—EDp. & .
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requires a moral resolution, for the acquisition of reer.
which no precept can be given, ok

In the second place, “8loth is likewise a cause ofz. S,
precipitation, and it deserves the more attention as it
15 a cause of error extremely frequent, and one of
which we are ourselves less aware, and which is less
notorious to others. We feel it fatigning to continue
an investigation, therefore we do not pursue it ; but
as it is mortifying to think that we have lgboured in
vain, we easily admit the flattering illusion that we
have succeeded, By the influence of this disposition
it often happens, that, after having rejected what first
presented itself,—after having rejected a second time
and a thivd time what subsequently turned up, be-
cause not sufficiently applicable or certain, we get
tired of the investigation, and perhaps put up with
the fourth suggestion, which is not better, haply even
worse, than the preceding ; and this simply because it
has come into the mind when more exhausted and less
SEZI‘l.Il?ulOHS than it was at the copmencem'eub.” ¢ “The i
volition of that man,” says Seneca, “is often frus-
trated, who undertakes mot what is easy, but who
wishes what he undertakes to be easy. As often as
you attempt anything, compare together yourself, the
end which you propose, and the means by which it is
to be accomplished. For the repentance of an un-
finished work will make you rash. And here it is of
consequence whether a man be of a fervid or of a
cold, of an aspiring or of a hnmble, disposition.” ?

To remedy this failing it is necessary, in conform- I rmedy.
ity with this advice of Seneca, to consult our forces,
and the time we can afford, and the difficulty of the

a Crousag, Lojpique, & EHL part i, ch, B e Irie, L. il ¢. 7. Quoted by
7 p 002, —Bi Crousas, Logique, v, iii. p. 302.—En.
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wror. subjects on which we enter.  'We ought to labour only
XEIX ot intervals, to avoid the tedium and disquiet conse-
quent on unremitted application ; and to adjourn the "
consideration of any thought which may please us
vehemently at the moment, until the prepossession in I
its favour has subsided with the animation which gave
it: birth. t
3. Hope The two Causes of premature judgment,—the affec- |
wdFer tiong of Impatience and Sloth,—being considered, I pass
on to the third principle of Passion, by which the in- h
tellect is turned aside from the path of truth,—I mean
the disturbing influence of Hope and Fear. These
passions, though reciprocally contrary, determine a
similar effect upon the deliberations of the Under-
standing, and are equally unfavourable for the in-
terest of truth. In forming a just conclusion upon a
question of probable reasoning, that is, where the ‘
grounds of decision are not few, palpable, and of de-
terminate effect,—and such questions may be said to
be those alone on which differences of opinion may
arise, and are, consequently, those alone which re- ’
quire for their solution any high degree of observation '
and ingenuity,—in such questions hope and fear ‘
exert a very strong and a very unfavourable influ- .
ence. In these questions it is vequisite, in the first Q
place, to seek out the premises; and, in the second,
to draw the conclusion. Of these requisites the first |r
is the more important, and it is also by far the more !
difficult. {
HowHope ~ NOW the passions of Hope and Fear operate sever- |
and' Fear . . .
fpie o ally to prevent 't].m mte'llect from chscovermg all tl.ne
o r:itn}llni:g elemtants of decision, Whlt::]_l ought to be ‘conmderec“l[ in
“forming a correct conclusion, and cause it to take into
account those only which harmonise with that con- ﬁ
|




LECTURES ON LOGIC. 101

clusion to which the actuating passion is inclined. pger
And here the passion operates in two ways. In the X%
first place, it tends so to determine the associations of
thought, that only those media of proof are suggested
or called into consciousness, which support the conelu-
sion to which the passion tends. In the second place,
if the media of proof by which a counter conelusion is
supported, are brought before the mind, still the mind
is influenced by the passion to look on their reality
with doubt, and, if such cannot be questioned, to
undervalue their inferential importance ; whereas it is
moved to admit, without hesitation, those media of
proof, which favour the conclusion in the interest of
our hope or fear, and to exaggerate the cogency with
which they establish this result. Either passion looks
exclusively to a single end, and exclusively to the /
means by which that single end is accomplished. !
Thus the sanguine temperament, or the mind under
the habitnal predominance of hope, sees only and
magnifies all that militates in favour of the wished- |
for consummation, which alone it contemplates;
whereas the melancholic temperament, or the mind '
under the habitual predominance of fear, is wholly
occupied with the dreaded issue, views only what
tends to its fulfilment, while it exaggerates the pos-
gible into the probable, the probable into the certain.
Thus it is that whatever conclusion we greatly hope or
greatly fear, to that conclusion we are disposed to
leap ; and it has become almost proverbial, that men
lightly believe both what they wish, and what they
dread, to be true.

But the influence of Hope on our judgments, inclin-
ing us to find whatever we wish to find, in so far as
this arises from the illusion of Self-love, is compre-
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reor. hended in this,—the fourth canse of Irror,—to which
% T now proceed.

s 8dtiove.  Self-love, under which I include the dispositions of
Vanity, Pride, and, in general, all those which incline
us to attribute an undue weight to those opinions in
which we feel a personal interest, is by far the most
extensive and influential impediment in the way of
reason and truth., In virtue of this principle, what-
ever is ours,—whatever is adopted or patronised by
us, whatever belongs to those to whom we are at-
tached,—is either gratuitously clothed with a charac-
ter of truth, or its pretensions to be accounted true
are not scrutinised with the requisite rigour and im-
partiality. I am a native of this country, and, there-
fore, not only is its history to me a matter of peculiar
interest, but the actions and character of my country-
men are viewed in a very different light from that in
which they are regarded by a foreigner. I am bom
and bred a member of a religious sect, and because
they constitute my creed, I find the tenets of this
sect alone in conformity to the Word of God. I am
the partisan of a philosophical doctrine, and am,
therefore, disposed to reject whatever does not har-
monise with my adopted system.

iy It is the part of a Phﬂosophcr, says Aristotle, inas-
much as he is a philosopher, to subjugate self-love,
and to refute, if contrary to truth, not only the opin-
ions of his friends, but the doctrines which he himself
may have professed.# It is certain, however, that
philosophers,—for philosophers are men,—have been
too often found to regulate their conduct by the oppo-

Hustrations Site principle. That man pretended to the name of

of the influ- .

eucsof Seif- philosopher, wlo scrupled not to declare that he

a Eth. Nie,, i 4 (6),—Ebp,
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would rather be in the wrong with Plato than in the pzcr.

right with his opponents.s * Gisbert Voetius urged
Mersennus to refute a work of Descartes a year before
the book appeared, and before he had himself the
means of judging whether the opinions it contained
were right or wrong. A certain professor of philo-
sophy in Padua came to Galileo, and requested that he
would explain to him the meaning of the term paral-
laxis ; which he wished, he said, to refute, having
heard that it was opposed to Aristotle’s doctrine
touching the relative situation of the comets. What!
answered Galileo, you wish to controvert a word
the meaning of which you do not kmow! Redi
tells us that a sturdy Peripatetic of his acquaint-
ance would never consent to look at the heavens
through a telescope, lest he should be compelled to
admit the existence of the new stars discovered by
Galileo and others. The same Redi informs us that
he knew another Peripatetic, a staunch advocate of
the Aristotelian doctrine of equivocal generation, (a
doctrine, by the way, which now again divides the
physiologists of Europe), and who, in particular, main-
tained that the green frogs which appear upon a
shower come down with the rain, who would not be
induced himself to select and examine one of these
frogs. And why ? Because he was unwilling to be
convicted of his error, by Redi showing him the green
matter in the stomach, and its fecule in the intestines
of the animal”f The spirit of the Peripatetic
philosophy was, however, wholly misunderstood by
these mistaken followers of Aristotle; for a true

a Cicero, Tuge. Quast., 1, 17, 1760, 8 832. TFirst published in 1756,

B Reimarus, p, 380, [Die Vernunft- The above four anecdotes ure all taken
lehe, vor ISR, (Hermann Ssmuel from this work—Ip.|
Reimarus), dritte Auflage, Hamburg,

o




LECT.
XXX,

Sell-love
Yeuds us to
regned with
favour the
opinions of
qumu to
whom we
are in any
way attach-
o

Male-
branclie
adduced to

this effect,

104 LECTURES ON LOGIC,

Aristotelian is one who listens rather to the voice of
nature than to the precept of any master, and it is
well expressed in the motto of the great French anato-
mist,—Riolanus est Peripateticus ; credit ea, et ea
tantum, quae vidit. From the saine principle pro-
ceeds the abuse, and sometimes even the persecution,
which the discoverers of new truths encounter from
those whose cherished opinions these truths subvert.

In like manner, as we are disposed to maintain our
own opinion, we are inclined to regard with favour the
opinions of those to whom we are attached by love,
gratitude, and other conciliatory affections. *“We do
not limit our attachment to the persons of our friends,
—we love in a certain sort all that belongs to them ;
and as men generally manifest sufficient ardour in
support of their opinions, we are led insensibly by a
kind of sympathy to credit, to approve, and to defend
these also, and that even more passionately than our
friends themselves. We bear affection to others for
various reasons. The agreement of tempers, of inclina-
tions, of pursuits ; their appearance, their manners,
their virtue, the partiality which they have shown to
us, the services we have veceived at their hands, and
many other particular causes, determine and direct our
love.

“It is observed by the great Malebranche,” that if
any of our friends,—any even of those we are disposed
to love,—advance an opinion, we forthwith lightly
allow ourselves to be persuaded of its truth. This
opinion we accept and support, without troubling our-
selves to inquire whether it be conformable to fact,
frequently even against our conscience, in conformity
to the darkness and confusion of our intellect, to the

o Rechorche de la Vérité, L, iv. cly, 13.—Eb.
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corruption of our heart, and to the advantages which wrer.
we hope to teap from our facility and complaisance,”® 2

The influence of this prmclple is seen still more This g
manifestly when the passion changes ; for though the e i
things themselves remain unaltered, our judgments chn;::;:u.
concerning them are totally reversed. How often do
we behold persons who cannot, or will not, recognise
a single good quality in an individual from the mo-
ment he has chanced to incur their dislike, and who
are even ready to adopt opinions, merely because
opposed to others maintained by the object of their
aversion ? The celebrated Arnanld? goes 0 far even Ammid
as to assert, that men are naturally envious and jeal-mau s
ous; that it is with pain they endure the contem- ried
plation of others in the enjoyment of advantages
which they do not themselves possess ; and, as the
knowledge of truth and the power of enlightening
mankind is of one of these, that they have a secret in-
clination to deprive them of that glory. This accord-
ingly often determines them to controvert without a
ground the opinions and discoveries of others. Self-
love accordingly often argues thus:—* This is an
opinion which I have originated, this is an opinion,
therefore, which is frue;’ whereas the natural
malignity of man not less frequently suggests such
another : ‘It is another than I who has advanced this
doctrine ; this doetrine is, therefore, false.

We may distinguish, however, from malignant or The lave of
envious contradiction another passion, which, though it
more generous in its nature and not simply amode of
Self-love, tends, nevertheless, equally to divert us from
the straight road of truth,—I mean Pugnacity, or the

« Caro, Nouvelle Logique, port ii, B L'Art de Penser (Povt-Royal Lo-
¢h, viii., p. 285 —Ep, gic), p. iil, ch. 20.—Ep,
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LECT love‘ of Disputation. Under the influence of this
—— passion, we propose as our end victory, not truth.
We insensibly become accustomed to find a reason for
any opinion, and, in placing ourselves above all rea-
sons, to surrender our belief to none. Thus it is why
two disputants so rarely ever agree, and why a ques-
tion is seldom or never decided in a discussion, where
the combative dispositions of the reasoners have once
been roused into activity. In controversy it is
always easy to find wherewithal to reply ; the end
of the parties is not to avoid error, but to impose
silence ; and they ave less ashamed of continuing
wrong than of confessing that they are not right.”
Mhoss affc- These affections may be said to be the immediate
1ons the

immedinte causes of all error. Other causes there are, hut not

* causesofall . -

error, immediate. In so far as Logic detects the sources of
Preliminary v : . . :
conditions ~ our false judgments and shows their remedies, it must
redquisite v . 1 »

trthe  carefully inculcate that no precautionary precept for
of precopts particular cases can avail, unless the inmost principle
against the i

sorces of  Of the evil be discovered, and a cure applied. You
R must, therefore, as you would remain free from the
hallucination of false opinion, be convinced of the ab-
solute necessity of following out the investigation of
every question calmly and without passion. You must
learn to pursue, and to estimate, truth without distrac-
tion or bias. To this there is required, as a primary
condition, the unshackled freedom of thought, the
equal glance which can take in the whole sphere of
observation, the cool determination to pursue the
truth whithersoever it may lead ; and, what is still
more important, the disposition to feel an interest in
truth, and in truth alone. If perchance some col-
lateral interest may first prompt us to the inquiry,

w [PArt de Penser, p. iil, ch. 20, ch. 9, p. 811, Paris, 1820.—Ep.
CL Curo, Nouvelle Logique, part ii.,




LECTURES ON LOGIC. 107

in our general interest for truth we must repress—
we must forget, this interest, until the inquiry be con-
cluded. Of what account are the most venerated
opinions if they be untrue —At best they are only
venerable delusions. He who allows himself fo be
actuated in his scientific procedure by any partial in-
terest, can never obtain a comprehensive survey of the
whole he has to take into account, and always, there-
fore, remains incapable of discriminating, with accu-
racy, error from truth. The independent thinker must,
in all his inquiries, subject himself to the genius of
truth,—must be prepared to follow her footsteps
without faltering or hesitation. In the consciousness
that truth is the noblest of ends, and that he pursues
this end with honesty and devotion, he will dread no
consequences,—for he relies upon the truth. Does he
compass the truth, he congratulates himself on his
success; does he fall short of its attainment, he knows
that even his present failure will ultimately advance
him to the reward he merits. Err he may, and that
perhaps frequently, but he will never deceive himself.
We cannot, indeed, rise superior to our limitary na-
ture, we cannob, therefore, be reproached for failure ;
but we are always responsible for the calmness and
impartiality of our researches, and these alone render
us worthy of success. DBut though it be manifest,
that to attain the truth we must follow whithersoever
the truth may lead, still men in general are found to
yield not an absolute, but only a restricted, obedience
to the precept. They capitulate, and de not uncon-
ditionally surrender. I give up, but my cherished
dogma in religion must not be canvassed, says one;—
my political principles are above inquiry, and must
be exempted, says a second ;—my country is the land
of lands, this cannot be disallowed, cries a third ;—

LECT.
XXX,
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my order, my voeation, is undoubtedly the noblest,
exclaim a fourth and fifth;—only do not require that
we should confess our having erred, is the condition
which many insist on stipulating. Above all, that
resolve of mind is difficult, which is ready to sur-
render all fond convictions, and is preparved to re-
commence investigation the moment that a funda-
mental error in the former system of belief has been
detected. These are the principal grounds why,
among men, opinion is so widely separated from
opinion ; and why the clearest demonstration is so
frequently for a season frustrated of victory.

T XCVI. Against the Errors which arise from
the Affections, there may be given the three
following rules :—

1°, When the error has arisen from the influ-
ence of an active affection, the decisive judg-
ment is to be annulled ; the mind is then to be
freed, as far as possible, from passion, and the
process of inquiry to be recommenced as soon
as the requisite tranquillity has been restored.

2°. When the error has arisen from a relaxed
enthusiasm for knowledge, we must reanimate
this interest by a vivid representation of the
paramount dignity of truth and of the lofty
destination of our intellectual nature.

3° In testing the accuracy of our judgments,
we must be particularly suspicious of those
results which accord with our private inclina-
tions and predominant tendencies.

These rules require no comment.
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LECTURE XXX,
MODIFIED STOICHEIOLOGY.

SEOTION II.—BERREOR—ITS CATSES AND REMEDIES,

B—AS IN THE COGNITIONS, FEELINGS, AND DESIRES.

II.—WEAKNESS AND DISPROPORTIONED STRENGTH
OF THE TACQULTIES OF KNOWLEDGE.

I Now go on to the Second Head of the class of Errors puor,
founded on the Natural Constitution, the Acquired TRE
Habits, and the Reciprocal Relations of our Cognitive yg e

portioned

and Affective Powers, that is, to the Causes of Error Bl 74 ¢
which originate in the Weakness or Disproportioned i 5"
Strength of one or more of our Faculties of Knowledge ®oVe%
themselves,

Here, in the first place, I might consider the errors Negeo of
: ; S tho Limited
which have arisen from the Limited Nature of the Nuwureof

: . theH

Human Intellect in general,—or rather from the mis- msiect s
. i y F o of

takes that have been made by philosophers in denying eror.

or not taking this limited nature into account.# The

illustration of this subject is one which is relative to,

@ [On this subject see Crusius] menschiichen Erkenntniss, § 443, 1sb
[Ohristisn August Crusins, Weg zur ed. 1747 —Ep.]}
Gewissheit wnid  Zuverldssigheit der
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Laor. and supposes an acqlunint:.mce with, some of the ab-
— strusest speculations in Philosophy, and which belong
not to Logie, but to Metaphysics. I shall not, therefore,
do more than simply indicate at present, what it will
1 Phil-  be proper at another season fully to explain. It is
Ao e manifest, that, if the human mind e limited,—if it
only knows as it is conscious, and if it be only con- {
sclous, as it is conscious of contrast and opposition,— I
of an ego and non-ego ;—if this supposition, I say, be
correct, it is evident that those philosophers are in
error, who virtually assume that the human mind is
unlimited, that is, that the human mind is capable ot
a knowledge superior to consciousness,—a cognition
in which knowledge and existence,—the Ego and
non-Ego,—God and the creature,—are identical ; that '
18, of an act in which the mind is the Absolute, and
knows the Absolute. This philosophy, the statement
of which, as here given, it would require a long com-
mentary to make you understand, is one which has
for many years been that dominant in Germany ; it
is called the Philosophy of the Absolute, or the Phi-
losophy of Absolute Identity. This system, of which
Schelling and Hegel are the great representatives, errs
by denying the limitation of human intelligence with-
out proof, and by boldly building its edifice on this ]
gratuitous negation.* |
2. A ono- But there are other forms of philosophy, which err L

sided view §

of tho fnit. 1OY in actually postulating the infinity of mind, but
in taking only a one-sided view of its finitude. Tt is
a general fact, which seems, however, to have escaped
the observation of philosophers, that whatever we can

positively compass in thought,—whatever we can con-

a Sea Diseussions, p, 19,—En, L

T— _ E—
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ceive as possible,—in a word, the onne cogitabile, lies 1ror.

between two extremes or poles, contradictorily op- -

posed, and one of which must, consequently, be true,

but of neither of which repugnant opposites are we

able to represent to our mind the possibility.= To Dustrated
j'ml.‘ﬂ.l]l‘e

take one example out of many: we cannot construe to ha o

ontradic-
to the mind as possible the absolute commencement tarios,—the
absolite

e e e e e et e

of time ; but we are equally unable to think the pos- cmmenee
sibility of the counter alternative,—its infinite or ab- th iste

solute non-commencement, in other words, the infinite moncement,

regress of time. Now it is evident, that, if we looked "™
merely at the one of these contradictory opposites and
argued thus :—whatever is inconceivable is impos- ,' f
sible, the absolute commencement of time is incon-
ceivable, therefore the absolute commencement ot
time is impossible ; but, on the principles of Contra-
dietion and Excluded Middle, one or other of two op-
posite contradictories must be true ; therefore, as the
absolute commencement of time is impossible, the ab-
solute or infinite non-commencement of time is neces-
sary —I say, it is evident that this reasoning would
be incompetent and one-sided, because it might be
converted ; for, by the same one-sided process, the '
opposite conclusion might be drawn in favour of the
absolute commencement of time.
Now, the unilateral and mcompetent reasoning The sume

I
which I have here supposed in the case of time, is Bempiied
. T v . . . s . in the case of |
one of which the Necessitarian is guilty, in his argu- tis Neces-
- 1 e1e ! A
ment to prove the impossibility of human volitions metsmus

being free. He correctly lays down, as the founda-sie

tion of his reasoning, two propositions which must at Wi
once be allowed : 1°, That the notion of the liberty of

a See Discuasions, p. 601 et 2eq. et seq.—Ep.
Leetures on Metaphysics, vol. il p, 368
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volition involves the supposition of an absolute com-
mencement of volition, that is, of a volition which is
a cause, but is not itself, qua cause, an effect. 2°,
That the absolute commencement of volition, or of
aught else, cannot be conceived, that is, cannot be
directly or positively thought as possible. So far he is
correct ; but when he goes on to apply these princi-
ples by arguing, (and be it observed this syllogism
lies at the root of all the reasomings for mecessity),
Whatever s inconceivable s impossible ; but the sup-
position of the absolute commencement of volition s
inconceivable ; therefore, the supposition of the abso-
lute commencement of wolition (the condilion of free
will) is vmpossible,—we may here demur to the sump-
tion, and ask him,—Can he positively conceive the
opposite contradictory of the absolute commencement,
that is, an infinite series of relative non-commence-
ments 2 If he answers, as he must, that he cannot,
we may again ask him,—By what right he assumed
as a self-evident axiom for his sumption, the proposi-
tion,—that whatever is inconceivable is impossible, or
by what right he could subsume his minor premise,
when by his own confession he allows that the oppo-
site contradictory of his minor premise, that is, the
very proposition he is apagogically proving, is, like-
wise, inconceivable, and, therefore, on the principle of
his sumption, likewise impossible.

The same inconsequence would equally apply to
the Libertarian, who should attempt to prove that
free-will must be allowed, on the ground that its
contradictory opposite is impossible, because incon-
ceivable. He cannot prove his thesis by such a pro-
cess ; in fact, by all speculative reasoning from the
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conditions of thought, the two doctrines are in wquili- LECT.
brio;—hoth are equally possible,—both are equally in-
conceivable. It is only when the Libertarian descends
to arguments drawn from the fact of the Moral Law

and its conditions, that he is able to throw in reasons
which incline the balance in his favour.

On these matters I, however, at present only touch,
in order to show you under what head of Error these
reasonings would naturally fall.

Leaving, therefore, or adjourning, the consideration Weakness
of the imbecility of the human intellect in general, ;ﬁ:}:;‘.':fl

I shall now take into view, as a source of logical error, o sevee
the Weakness or Disproportioned Strength of the Sev- Funiien—
eral Cognitive Faculties. Now, as the Cognitive Fa- i
culties in man consist partly of certain Lumer Powers, Soguitive
which he possesses in common with other sensible ! s,
existences, namely, the Presentative, the Retentive, the * Mg
Representative, and the Reproductive Faculties, and
partly of certain Higher Powers, in virtue of which he
enters into the rank of intelligent existences, namely,
the Elaborative and Regulative Faculties,—it will be
proper to consider the powers of these two classes
severally in succession, in go far as they may afford the
causes or occasions of error.

Of the lower class, the first faculty in order is the I.The
Presentative or Acquisitive Faculty This, as you UD'-‘;?‘I:]‘
remember, is divided into two, viz. into the faculty snive
which presents us with the pheenomena of the outer i
world, and into the faculty which presents uswith the
phaenomena of the inner® The former is External
Perception, or External Sense ; the latter is Self-con-

sciousness, Internal Perception, or Internal Sense. 1

a See Lectures on Metaphysies, vol. il p. 28 ef seg.—ED.
VOL. 1L H
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Leer. commence, therefore, with the Faculty of External
XXX. . . . . ' - c
" Perception, in relation to which I give you the follow-
ing paragraph.

Par. XOVIT, T XCVIL. When aught is presented through the
’I‘;Ufi':;;ﬁﬁfjjf outer senses, there are two conditions necessary
ol for its adequate perception :—1°, The relative Or-
i gans must be present, and in a condition to dis-
charge their functions ; and 2° The Objects them-
selyves must bear a certain relation to these or-
gans, so that the latter shall be suitably affected,
and thereby the former suitably apprehended.
It is possible, therefore, that, partly through the
altered condition of the orgams, partly through
the altered situation of the objects, dissimilar
presentations of the same, and similar presenta-
tions of different, objects, may be the result.”
Esplica- “In the first place, without the organs specially
on,

Conditions

subservient to External Perception,—without the eye,
sieuate  The ear, &e., sensible perceptions of a precise and de-
ity o terminate character, such, for example, as colour or
Porception. gound, are not competent to man. In the second

place, to perform their functions, these organs must be
in a healthy or normal state ; for if this condition be
not fulfilled, the presentations which they furnish are
null, incomplete, or false. But, in the third place,
even if the organs of sense are sound and perfect, the
objects to be presented and perceived must stand to
these organs in a certain relation,—must bear to them
a certain proportion ; for, otherwise, the objects can-
not be presented at all, or cannot be perceived without

w Krug, Logik, §1 38.—Ep. [Cf, p, 278, Bachmanm, Zogik, § 407, p.
Caro, Nowwvelle Logigue, pavt if. ch. vi. 553.]
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illugion. The sounds, for example, which we are to LEcT.
hear, must neither be too high nor too low in quality ; —
the bodies which we are to see, must neither be £00 fimom of
near nor too distant,—must neither be too feebly nor ™ >
too intensely illuminated. In relation to the second
condition, there are given, in consequence of the al-
tered state of the organs, on the one hand, different
presentations of the same object ;—thus to a person
who has waxed purblind, his friend appears as an utter
stranger, the eye now presenting its objects with less
clearness and distinctness. On the other hand, there
are given the same, or undistinguishablysimilar, presen-
tations of different objects ;—thus to a person in the
jaundice, all things are presented yellow. In relation
to the third condition, from the altered position of
objects, there are, in like manner, determined, on the
one hand, different presentations of the same objects,
—as when the stick which appears straight in the air
appears crooked when partially immersed in water; and,
on the other hand, identical presentations of different
objects, as when a man and a horse appear in the dis-
tance to be so similar, that the one cannot be diserim-
inated from the other. In all these cases, these illu-
sions are determined,—illusions which may easily be-
come the occasions of false judgments.”s

“In regard to the detection of such illusions and Precsutions

obviating the error to which they lead, it behoves us t’;‘ﬁ::‘f;};;‘:.
to take the following precautions. We must, in the :iﬂﬂg“af‘ufg
first place, examine the state of the organ. If found f;f%?ﬂg
defective, we must endeavour to restore it to perfec-t whieh

S . . they lead.
tion, but if this cannot be done, we must ascertain
the extent and nature of the evil, in order to be upon

a Krug, Logik, § 188, Anm.—Fp,
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LECT. our guard in regard to quality and degree of the false
——— presentation.

“In the second place, we must examine the relative
situation of the object, and if this be not accommo-
dated to the organ, we must either obviate the dis-
proportion and remove the media which occasion the
illusion, or repeat the observation under different cir-
cumstances, compare these, and thus obtain the means
of making an ideal abstraction of the disturbing
causes.” @

In regard to the other Presentative Faculty,—the
Faculty of Self-consciousness,—Internal Perception,
or Internal Sense, as we know less of the material
conditions which modify its action, we are unable to
ascertain so precisely the nature of the illusions of
which it may be the source. In reference to this sub-
ject you may take the following paragraph.

Par. XCVITL T XCVIIIL The faculty of Self-consciousness, or
b, Bulf.con- S » . F

Stioniais Internal Sense, is subject to various changes,
—as 8 . . “p : 3 S
source of which either modify our apprehensions of ob-
Errur,

jeets, or influence the manner in which we judge
concerning them. In so far, therefore, as false
judgments are thus oceasioned, Self-consciousness
is a source of error.f

Explica- It is a matter of ordinary observation, that the
il - . - . v .
Seifeon-  Vivaeity with which we are conscions of the various
BCIOLENGES

wries iu  phaenomena of mind, differs not only at different times,
mtensity, - <o . - o -

* in different states of health, and in different degrees

of mental freshness and exhaustion, but, at the same

o Irug, Lok, § 1656-—Eb, B8 Krug, Logilk, § 139.—Ln,
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time, differs in regard to the different kinds of these
pheenomena themselves. According to the greater or
less intensity of this faculty, the same thoughts of
which we are conscious are, at one time, cle'u* and
distinet, at another, obscure and confused. At one
time we are almost wholly incapable of reflection, and
every act of self-attention is forced and irksome, and
differences the most marked pass unnoticed ; while,
at another, our self-consciousness is alert, all its appli-
cations pleasing, and the most faint and fugitive
pheenomena arrested and observed. On one oceasion,
self-consciousness, as a reflective cognition, is strong ;
on another, all reflection is extinguished in the inten-
sity of the direct consciousness of feeling or desire. In
one state of mind our representations are feeble; in
another, they are so lively that they are mistaken for
external realities. Our self-consciousness may thus
be the occasion of frequent error; for, according to its
various modifications, we may form the most opposite
Judgments concerning the same things,—pronouncing
them, for example, now to be agreeable, now to he
disagreeable, according as our Internal Sense is vari-
ously affected.

The next is the Retentive or Conservative Faculty,
—Memory strictly so called ; in reference to which I
give you the following paragraph.

XXX

LECT.

T XCIX. Memory, or the Conservative Faculty, 1 Par. XCIX. |

is the oceasion of Error, both when too weak J.nd

Temoty,

—s
sonrce of

when too strong, When too weak, the complement Ewor.
of cognitions “-Iuch it retains is small and indis-
tinet, and the Understanding or Elaborative
Faculty is, consequently, unable adequately to
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judge concerning the similarity and differences
of its representations and concepts. When too
strong, the Understanding is overwhelmed with
the multitude of acquired cognitions simultane-
ously forced upon it, so that it is unable calmly
and deliberately to compare and discriminate
these. «

That both these extremes,—that both the insuffi-
cient and the superfluous vigour of the Conservative
Faculty are severally the sources of error, it will not
require many observations to make apparent.

In regard to a feeble memory, it is manifest that a
multitude of false judgments must inevitably arise
from an incapacity in this faculty to preserve the
observations committed to its keeping. In conse-
quence of this incapacity, if a cognition be not whelly
lost, it is lost at least in part, and the circumstances
of time, place, persons and things confounded with
each other. For example,—I may recollect the tenor
of a passage I have read, but from defect of memory
may attribute to one author what really belongs to
another. Thus a botanist may judge two different
plants to be identical in species, having forgotten the
differential characters by which they were diserimin-
ated ; or he may hold the same plant to be two different
species, having examined it at different times and
places.?

Though nothing could bhe more erroneous than a
general and unqualified decision, that a great memory
is incompatible with a sound judgment, yet it is an
observation confirmed by the experience of all ages

« [CF. Bachmaun, Logik, § £08.] B Kwug, Loyik, § 141, Anm—Ep.

.‘3-- ——.
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and countries, not only that a great memory is no
condition of high intellectual talent, but that great
memories are very [requently found in combination
with comparatively feeble powers of thought.* The
truth seems to be, that where a vigorous memory is
conjoined with a vigorous intellect, not only does the
force of the subsidiary faculty not detract from the
strength of the principal, but, on the contrary, tends
to confer on it a still higher power ; whereas when
the inferior faculty is disproportionately strong, that
so far from nourishing and corroborating the superior,
it tends to reduce this faculty to a lower level than
that at which it would have stood, if united with a
less overpowering subsidiary. The greater the maga-
zine of various knowledge which the memory contains,
the better for the understanding, provided the un-
derstanding can reduce this various knowledge to
order and subjection “A great memory is the prin-
cipal condition of bringing before the mind many
different representations and notions at once, or in
rapid succession. This simultaneous or nearly simul-
taneous presence disturbs, however, the tranqguil com-
parison of a small number of ideas, which, if it shall
judge aright, the intellect must contemplate with a
fixed and steady attention.”? Now, where an intellect
possesses the power of concentration in a high degree,
it will not be harassed in its meditations by the offi-
cious intrusions of the subordinate faculties, however
vigorous these in themselves may be, but will eontrol
their vigour by exhausting in it own operations the

a Corapare Lecturcs on Motaphysics, Muets, quoted by Stewart, Blem, Part
voll il p- 223.—Ep, il che 1, soct. vi.  Clulleeted Woiks,
B Diderot, Lettre air Jes Soupds et vol iv, p. 249,
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whole applicable energy of mind. Whereas where
the inferior is more vigorous than the superior, it will,
in like manner, engross in its own function the dis-
posable amount of activity, and overwhelm the prin-
cipal faculty with materials, many even in proportion
as it is able to elaborate few. This appears to me the
reason, why men of strong memories are so often men
of proportionally weak judgments, and why so many
errors arise from the possession of a faculty, the per-
fection of which ought to exempt them from many
mistaken judgments.

As to the remedy for these opposite extremes. The
former,—the imbecility of Memory,—canonly be allevi-
ated by invigorating the capacity of Retention through
mnemonic exercises and methods ; the latter,—the in-
ordinate vigour of Memory,—Dby cultivating the Undexr-
standing to the neglect of the Conservative Faculty.
It will, likewise, be necessary to be upon our guard
against the errors originating in these counter sources.
In the one case distrusting the accuracy of the facts,
in the other, the accuracy of their elaboration.*

The next faculty is the Reproductive. This, when
its operation is voluntarily exerted, is called Recollec-
tion or Reminiscence ; when it energises spontane-
ously or without volition, it is called Suggestion. The
laws by which it is governed in either case, but espe-
cially in the latter, are called the Laws of Mental
Association. This Reproductive Faculty, like the
Retentive, is the cause of error, both if its vigour be
defective, or if it be too strong. T shall consider Re-
collection and Buggestion severally and apart. In
regard to the former I give you the following para-
graph.

a, OL Krug, Logik, § 156, Aunm.—Ep.
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T C. The Reproductive Faculty, in so far recr
as it is voluntarily exercised, as Reminiscence, _ >
becomes a source of Error as it is either too ™

. Reminis-

sluggish or too prompt, precisely as the Reten- ccue—u

tive Faculty, combined with which it constitutes ¥
Memory in the looser signification.

[t is necessary to say very little in special reference Explics

ton,

to Reminiscence, for what was said in regard to the Reminis
Conservative Faculty or Memory Proper in its higher it wiue
vigour, was applicable to, and in fact supposed a cor- R
responding degree of, the Reproductive. For, however

great may be the mass of cognitions retained in the
mind, that is, out of consciousness but potentially
capable of being called into consciousness, these can
never of themselves oppress the Understanding by

their simultaneous crowding or rapid succession, if

the faculty by which they are revoked into conscious-

ness be inert ; whereas, if this revocative faculty be
comparatively alert and vigorous, a smaller magazine

of retained cognitions may suffice to harass the intel-

lect with a ceaseless supply of materials too profuse

for its capacity of elaboration,

On the other hand, the inactivity of our Recollee- i insei
tion is a source of error, precisely as the weakness of ™
our Memory proper ; for it is of the same effect in
relation to our judgments, whether the cognitions re-
quisite for a decision be not retained in the mind, or
whether, being retained, they are not recalled into
consciousness by Reminiscence.

In regard to Suggestion, or the Reproductive Faculty
operating spontaneously, that is, not in subservience
to an act of Will—I shall give you the following

paragraph.

R |
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T CL As our Cognitions, Feelings, and Desires
are connected fogether by what are called the
Laws of Association, and as each link in the
chain of thought suggests or awakens into con-
sciousness some other in conformity to these
Laws,—these Laws, as they bestow a strong sub-
Jective connection on thoughts and objects of a
wholly arbitrary union, frequently occasion great
confusion and error in our judgments.

“Even in methodical thinking, we do not connect
all our thoughts intentionally and ratiomally, but
many press forward into the train, either in conse-
quence of some external impression, or in virtue of
certain Internal relations, which, however, are not of a
logical dependency. Thus, thoughts tend to suggest
each other, which have reference to things of which
we were previously cognisant as coexistent, or as im-
mediately consequent, which have heen apprehended
as bearing a resemblance to each other, or which have
stood together in reciprocal and striking contrast.
This connection, though precarious and non-logical, is
thus, however, governed by certain laws, which have
been called the Laws of Association.”* These laws,
which I have just enumerated, viz. the Law of Co-
existence or Simultaneity, the Law of Continuity or
Immediate Succession, the Law of Similarity, and the
Law of Contrast, are all only special modifications of
one general law which I would call the Zaw of Redin-
tegration P ; that is, the principle according to which
whatever has previously formed a part of one total
act of consciousness, tends, when itself recalled into

a Krug, Logilk, §144. Apm.—FEp, il p. 283 ef seg—Ebn.
B Bee Lectures on Metaplysics, vol.
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consciousness, to reproduce along with it the other pger.
parts of that original whole. But though these tend- _***:
enies be denominated laws, the influence which they
exert, though often strong and sometimes irresistible,
is only contingent ; for it frequently happens that
thoughts which have previously stood to each other in
one or other of the four relations do not suggest each
other. The Laws of Association stand, therefore, on
a very different footing from the laws of logical con-
nection. But those Laws of Association, contingent
thongh they he, exert a great and often a very perni-
cious influence upon thought, inasmuch as by the in-
voluntary intrusion of representations into the mental
chain, which are wholly irrelevant to the matter in
hand, there arises a perplexed and redundant tissue
of thought, into which false characters may easily
find admission, and in which frue characters may
easily be overlooked.® But this is not all. For, by
being once blended together in our consciousness,
things really distinet in their nature tend again natu-
rally to reassociate, and, at every repetition of this
conjunction, this tendency is fortified, and their mu-
tual suggestion rendered more certain and irresistible.

It is in virtue of this principle of Association and mfuenco
Custom, that things are elothed by us with the preca- st i
rious attributes of deformity or beauty ; and some Ttor
philosophers have gone so far as to maintain that our
principles of Taste are exclusively dependent on the
accidents of Association. But if this be an exagger-
ation, it is impossible to deny that Association en-
joys an extensive jurisdiction in the empire of taste,
and, in particular, that fashion is almost wholly sub-
ject to its control.

o Bug, Logib, § 144, Anm.—Eo.

" jc.__‘
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On this subject I may quote a few sentences from
the first volume of My Stewart’s Elements. In mat-
ters of Taste, the effects which we consider, are pro-
duced on the mind itself, and are accompanied either
with pleasure or with pain. Hence the tendeney to
casual association is much stronger than it commonly
is with respect to physical events; and when such
associations are once formed, as they do not lead to
any important inconvenience, similar to those which
result from physical mistakes, they are not so likely
to be corrected by mere experience, unassisted by
study. To this it is owing that the influence of asso-
ciation on our judgments concerning beauty and de-
formity, is still more remarkable than on our specula-
tive conclusions ; a circumstance which has led some
philosophers to suppose that association is sufficient
to account for the origin of these nofions, and that
there is no such thing as a standard of taste, founded
on the principles of the human constitution. But this
is undoubtedly pushing the theory a great deal too
far. The association of ideas can mnever account for
the origin of a new notion, or of a pleasure essentially
different from all the others which we know. It may,
indeed, enable us to conceive how a thing indifferent
in itself may become a source of pleasure, by heing
connected in the mind with something else which is
naturally agreeable ; but it presupposes, in every in-
stance, the existence of those notions and those feel-
ings which it is its province to combine : insomuch
that, I apprehend, it will be found, wherever associa-
tion produces a change in our judgments on matters
of taste, it does so by co-operating with some natural
principle of the mind, and implies the existence of
certain original sources of pleasure and uneasiness.

‘
|
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“A mode of dress, which at first appeared awk-
ward, acquires, in a few weeks or months, the appear-
ance of elegance. By being accustomed to see it
worn by those whom we consider as models of taste,
it becomes associated with the agreeable impressions
which we receive from the ease and grace and refine-
ment; of thelr manners. When it pleases by itself, the
effect is to be ascribed, not to the object actually be-
fore us, but to the impressions with which it has heen
generally connected, and which it naturally recalls to
the mind.

“This observation points out the cause of the per-
petual vicissitudes in dress, and in everything whose
chief recommendation arises from fashion. It is evi-
dent that, as far as the agreeable effect of an ornament
arises from association, the effect will continue only
while it is confined to the higher orders. When it is
adopted by the multitude, it not only ceases to be
associated with ideas of taste and refinement, but it is
associated with 1deas of affectation, absurd imitation,
and vulgarity. It is accordingly laid aside by the
higher orders, who studiously avoid every circum-~
stance in external appearance which is debased by low
and common use; and they are led to exercise their
invention in the introduction of some new peculiari-
ties, which first become fashionable, then common, and
last of all, ave abandoned as vulgar.” ¢

“ Qur moral judgments, too, may be modified, and
even perverted to a certain degree, in consequence of
the operation of the same principle. In the same
manner in which a person who is regarded as a model
of taste may introduce, by his example, an absurd or
fantastical dress; so a man of splendid virtues may

a Dfements, vol. i, Part i. chap, v. Cullected Works, ii. p. 322 et seq.
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attract some esteem also to his imperfections ; and, if
placed in a conspicuous situation, may render his vices
and follies objects of general imitation among (le
multitude.

“<In the reign of Charles IL, says Mr Smith? *a
degree of licentiousness was deemed the characteris-
tic of a liberal education. It was connected, according
to the notions of those times, with generosity, sincer-
ity, magnanimity, loyalty ; and proved that the per-
son who acted in this manner was a gentleman, and
not a puritan. Severity of manners and regularity
of conduet, on the other hand, were altogether un-
fashionable, and were connected, in the imagination of
that age, with cant, cunning, hypocrisy, and low man-
ners. To superficial minds the vices of the great seem
at all times agreeable. They connect them not only
with the splendour of fortune, but with many superior
virtues which they ascribe to their superiors ; with the
spirit of freedom and independency ; with frankness,
generosity, humanity, and politeness. The virtues of
the inferior ranks of people, on the contrary,—their
parsimonious frugality, their painful industry, and
rigid adherence to rules; seem to them mean and dis-
agreeable. They connect them both with the mean-
ness of the station to which these qualities commonly
belong, and with many great vices which they suppose
usually accompany them ; such as an abject, cowardly,
ill-natured, lying, pilfering disposition.’ ”#

“In general,” says Condillac, *the impression we
experience in the different circumstances of life, makes
us associate ideas with a force which renders them
ever after for us indissoluble. We cannot, for ex-

a Theory of Moral Sentiments, B Elements, vol. 1 ¢ v. § 8. Col-
Purt v, 6. 2.—Kp, lected Warks, vol, ii. p. 335,

—
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ample, frequent the society of our fellow-men without wurcr.
insensibly associating the notions of certain intellec- =
tual or moral qualifies with certain corporeal charae-

ters. This is the reason why persons of a decided J
physiognomy please or displease us more than others ; '
for a physiognomy is only an assemblage of characters,
with which we have associated notions which are not 4
suggested without an accompaniment of satisfaction
or disgust. It is not, therefore, to be marvelled at that
we judge men according to their physiognomy, and
that we sometimes feel towards them at first sight
aversion or inclination. In consequence of these
associations, we are often vehemently prepossessed in !
favour of certain individuals, and no less violently '
disposed against others. It is because all that strikes (i
us in our friends or in our enemies is associated with }

the agreeable or the disagrecable feeling which we
severally experience ; and because the fanlts of the
former borrow always something pleasing from their i
amiable qualities ; whereas the amiable qualities of i
the latter seem always to participate of their vices. f

Hence it is that these associations exert a powerful '
influence on our whole conduct. They foster our love
or hatred ; enhance our esteem or contempt ; excite
our gratitude or indignation ; and produce those sym-
pathies,—those antipathies, or those capricious inclin-
ations, for which we are sometimes sorely puzzled to "]
render a reason. Descartes tells us that throngh life
he had always felt a strong predilection for squint
eyes,—which he explains by the circumstance, thab |
the nursery-maid by whom he had been kindly tended, |
and to whom as a child he was, consequently, much .
attached, had this defect.”* ’S Gravesande, I think it | '

a Origine des Connoissances Humaines, sect. i cly, ix. § 80.—FEn. | ]
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1Ecr. 18, who tells us he knew a man, and a man otherwise

XX of sense, who had a severe fall from a waggon ; and

thereafter he could never enter a waggon without fear

and trembling, though he daily used, without appre-

hension, another and far more dangerous vehicle.s A

girl once and again sees her mother or maid fainting

and vociferating at the appearance of & mouse ; if she

has afterwards to escape from danger, she will rather

pass through flames than take a patent way, if ‘ob-

structed by a ridiculus mus. A remarkable example

of the false judgments arising from this principle of

association, is recorded by Herodotus and Justin, in

reference to the war of the Scythians with their slaves,

The slaves, after they had repeatedly repulsed several

attacks with arms, were incontinently put to flight

when their masters came out against them with their
whips.?

I shall now offer an observation in regard to the
appropriate remedy for this evil influence of Associa-
tion.

Only re- The only mean by which we can become aware of,

mody for

theinflusmce cOUNteract, and overcome, this besetting weakness of
of Associn-

tion s the Our nature, is Philosophy,—the Philosophy of the

Philoso

of o Fyuman Mind ; and this studied both in the conseious-
Mman ess of the individual, and in the history of the spe-
cies. The philosophy of mind, as studied in the con-
sciousness of the individual, exhibits to us the source
and nature of the illusion. It accustoms us to discri-
minate the casual, from the necessary, combinations

of thought ; it sharpens and corroborates our facul-

a Introductio ad Philosopliam, Lo- low are alse from 'S Gravesande—
gica, ¢, 26, The example, however,is  Ep,
given as a supposed ecpse, not ne & B Herod., iv, 8, Justin,, ii. 5, —
fact, The two instances which fol- Eb.
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ties, encourages our reason to revolt against the blind wror.
preformations of opinion, and finally enables us to £5%
break through the enchanted circle within which Cus- |
tom and Association had enclosed us. But in the
accomplishment of this end, we are greatly aided by |
the study of man under the various circumstances
which have concurred in modifying his intellectual
and moral character, In the great spectacle of his-
tory, we behold in different ages and countries the
predominance of different systems of association, and
these ages and countries are, consequently, distin-
guished by the prevalence of different systems of
opinions. But all is not fluctuating ; and, amid the
ceaseless changes of accidental eircumstances and pre-
carious beliefs, we behold some principles ever active,
and some truths always commanding a recognition.
We thus obtain the means of discriminating, in so
far as our unassisted reason is conversant about mere
worldly concerns, between what is of universal and
necessary certainty, and what is only of local and
temporary acceptation ; and, in reference to the latter,
in witnessing the influence of an arbitrary association
in imposing the most irrational opinions on our fel-
low men, our eyes are opened, and we are warned of ‘
the danger from the same illusion to ourselves. And
as the philosophy of man affords us at once the indi- l
cation and the remedy of this illusion, so the philo-
sophy of man does this exclusively and alone. Our
irrational associations, our habits of groundless credu-
lity and of arbitrary scepticism, find no medicine in
the study of aught beyond the domain of mind itself.
As Goethe has well observed, “Mathematics remove
no prejudice; they cannot mitigate obstinacy, or
VOL. 1L i

e
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Lrer. temper party-spirit ;7 in a word, as to any moral
' — influence upon the mind they are absolutely null

I Hence we may well explain the aversion of Soerates

| for these studies, if carried beyond a very limifed

i extent.

il i The Repre-  The next faculty in order is the Representative, or

| pentative

11 Facaly,  Imagination proper, which consists in the greater or less
1 Hon Praper, power of holding up an ideal object in the light of
consciousness. The energy of Representation, though
dependent on Retention and Reproduction, i8 not to
be identified with these operations. Forthough these
three functions (I mean Retention, Reproduction, and
Representation), immediately suppose, and are immedi-
ately dependent on, each other, they are still mani-
festly diseriminated as different qualities of mind, in-
asmuch as they stand to each other in no determinate
proportion, We find, for example, in some indivi-
duals the capacity of Retention strong, but the Re-
productive and Representative Faculties sluggish and
weak. In others, again, the Conservative tenacity is
feeble, but the Reproductive and Representative ener-
gies prompt and vivid ; while in others the power of
Reproduction may be vigorous, but what is recalled is
never pictured in a clear and distinet consciousness.
It will be generally, indeed, admitted, that a strong re-
tentive memory does not infer a prompt recollection ;
and still more, that a strong memory and a prompt
recollection do not infer a vivid imagination. These,
therefore, though variously confounded by philoso-
; phers, we are warranted, I think, in viewing as elemen-
. tary qualities of mind, which ought to be theoretically
| distinguished. Limiting, therefore, the term Imagina-

a Werke, xxii, p. 258, Quoted by Scheidler, Paychologic, p. 146,
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tion to the mere Faculty of Representing in a more or wLeor.
less vivacious manner an ideal object,—this Faculty SR
is the source of errors which I shall comprise in the
following paragraph.

9 CIL Imagination, or the Faculty of Repre- ru. cr.
senting with more or less vivacity a recalled ob- o e
ject of cognition, is the source of Errors, hoth s
when it is too languid and when it is too vigor-
ous. In the former case, the object is represent-
ed obscurely and indistinctly ; in the latter, the
ideal representation affords the illusive appear-
ance of a sensible presentation.

A strong imagination, that is, the power of holding Exjics-

Linnt.

up any ideal ohject to the mind in clear and steady Necessity
H of Imagina-
colours, is a faculty necessary to the poet and to the tiow in

seiontifie

artist ; but not to them alone. It is almost equally pursits.
requisite for the successful cultivation of every scien-

tific pursuit ; and, though differently applied, and
different in the character of its representations, it

may well be doubted whether Aristotle did not pos-

sess as powerful an imagination as Homer. The
vigour and perfection of this faculty is seen, not so

much in the representation of individual objects and
fragmentary sciences, as in the representation of sys-

tems. In the better ages of antiquity the perfection, piverse
—the beauty, of all works of taste, whether in Poetry, jswaf Ar
Bloquence, Sculpture, Painting, or Music, was princi- s modem
pally estimated from the symmetry or proportion of ™™
all the parts to each other, and to the whole which

they together constituted ; and it was only in subser-

vience to this general harmony that the beauty of the

several parts was appreciated. In the ecriticism of

[P g — | S

o ke d e . | b
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recr. modern times, on the contrary, the reverse is true;
% and we are disposed to look more to the obtrusive qua-
lities of details than to the keeping and unison of a
whole. Our works of art are, in general, like kinds
of assorted patch-work ;—not systems of parts all
subdued in conformity to one ideal totality, but co-
ordinations of independent fragments, among which
a “purpureus pannus” seldom comes amiss, The rea-
son of this difference in taste seems to be, what at first
sight may seem the reverse, that in antiquity not the
Reason but the Imagination was the more vigorous ;—
that the Imagination was able to represent simultane-
ously a more comprehensive system ; and thus the
several parts being regarded and valued only as con-
ducive to the general result,—these parts never ob-
tained that individual impertance, which would have
fallen to them had they been only created, and only
considered, for themselves. Now this power of repre-
senting to the mind a complex system in all its bear-
ings, is not less requisite to the philosopher than to
the poet, though the representation be different in
kind ; and the nature of the philosophic representa-
tions, as not concrete and palpable like the poetical,
supposes a more arduous operation, and, therefore,
even a more vigorous faculty. But Imagination, in
the one case and in the other, requires in proportion
to its own power a powerful intellect ; for imagina-
tion is not poetry nor philosophy, but only the condi-
tion of the one and of the other.
Bivors But to speak now of the Errors which arise from
Fomtn  the disproportion between the Imagination and the
o Judgment ;—they originate either in the weakness, or
tyee I i1 the inordinate strength, of the former.
wlmest n regard to the errors which arise from the imbe-
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cility of the Representative Faculty, it is not difficult gz,
to conceive how this imbecility may become a cause X
of erroneous judgment. The Elaborative Faculty, in Mo aris-

ing from the

ol:der to judge, requires an object,—requires certain ;}“;‘;i;;w

differences to be given. Now, if the imagination be o

weak and languid, the objects represented by it will

be given in such confusion and obscurity, that their

differences are either null or evanescent, and judgment

thus rendered either impossible, or possible only with

the probability of error. In these circumstances, to

secure itself from failure, the intellect must not at-

tempt to rise above the actual presentations of sense ;

1t must not attempt any ideal analysis or synthesis,—

it must abandon all free and self-active elaboration,

and all hope of a successful cultivation of knowledge.
Again, in regard to the opposite errors, those arising o e

from the disproportioned vivacity of imagination,— &propes

these are equally apparent. In this case the renewed ¥ i

or newly-modified representations make an equal im-

pression on the mind as the original presentations,

and are, consequently, liable to be mistaken for these.

Even during the perception of real objects, a too lively

imagination mingles itself with the observation, which

it thus corrupts and falsifies. Thus arises what is

logically called the witium subreptionis.*  This is fre-

quently seen in those pretended observations made by

theorists in support of their hypotheses, in which, if

even the possibility be left for imagination to inter-

fere, imagination is sure to fill up all that the senses

may leave vacant. In this case the observers are at

once dupes and deceivers, in the words of Tacitus

« Fingunt simul ereduntque.” #

a Krug, Lagik, § 142, Aom.—Ep. on Metaplysics, vol. i. p. 76— Xp.
B Hist, lib. iL e. 8. Bee Loctures
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peor.  In regard to the remedies for these defects of the

'| |’ |: XXX Representative Faculty ;—in the former case, the only
i Rewdles  g]leviation that cau be proposed for a fechle Imagina-
defocts of _ tiom, 1s to animate it by the contemplation and study

wion.  of those works of art which are the products of a strong

Phantasy, and whieh tend to awaken in the student a
| corresponding energy of that faculty. On the other
- hand, a too powerful imagination is to be quelled and
B regulated by abstract thinking, and the study of phi-
v losophical, perhaps of mathematical, science.e

ii ' The faculty which next follows, is the Elaborative
It Faculty, Comparison, or the Faculty of Relations.

- , This is the Understanding, in its three functions of

| Conception, Judgment, and Reasoning. On this fa-

| ) ; i|' culty take the following paragraph.

1 Par, CIIT. 9 OIIL. The Affections and the Lower Cog-
ke nitive Faculties afford the sources and occasions
iﬁ;uicu of of error ; but it is the Elaborative Faculty, Un-

derstanding, Comparison, or Judgment, which
I truly errs. This faculty does not, however, err
| from strength or over-activity, but from inac-
| ] tion ; and this inaction arises either from natural
' weakness, from want of exercise, or from the im-
potence of attention. ?

Riplica: I formerly observed that error does not lie in the
| Ermor doos - conditions of our higher faculties themselves, and that
| . : i . :
o\ E!{:’L":L::Ft:“ these faculties are not, by their own laws, determined
Tirhie 61 ] :
II B to false judgments or conclusions :—
' butis pos- “Nam neque decipitur ratio, nee decipit unquam.” 7

i a Cf. Krug, Logik, § 156. Anm.— TFries, Loyik, §108. Buchmann, Logil,
. § 411,
& Krug, Loglk, § 148.—FEp, [Ci. v See above, val. ii. p. 77.—En.
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If this were otherwise, all knowledge would be impos- wrcr.
gible,—the root of our nature would be a lie, “But -
in the application of the laws of our higher faculties 5 the

upplication

to determinate cases, many errors are possible ; and & e v

of thosa

these errors may actually be occasioned by a varjety fultie to

determinat.

of circumstances. Thus, it is a law of our intelligence, “**
that no event, no phenomenon, can be thought as
absolutely beginning to be ; we cannot but think that
all its constituent elements had a virtual existence
prior to their concurrence, to necessitate its manifest-
ation to us ; we are thus unable to accord to it more
than a relative commencement, in other words, we
are constrained to look upon it as the effect of ante-
cedent causes. Now though the law itself of our in-
telligence,—that a cause there is for every event,—be
altogether exempt from error, yet in the application
of this law to individual cases, that is, in the attribu-
tion of determinate causes to determinate effects, we
are easily liable to go wrong. For we do not know,
except from experience and induetion, what particular
antecedents are the causes of particular consequents ;
and if our knowledge of this relation be imperfectly
generalised, or if we extend it by a false analogy to
cases not included within our observation, error is
the inevitable consequence. But in all this there is
no fault, no failure, of intelligence, there is only a de-
ficiency,—a deficiency in the activity of intelligence,
while the Will determines us to a decision before the
Understanding has become fully conscious of certainty.
The defective action of the Understanding may arise Defective

» hction of
from three causes. In the first place, the faculty of the Unor-
. . w standing
Judgment may by nature be too feeble. This is the may arise
2 vy from thre
‘-'. T B rom Lhreg
case in idiots and weak persons. In the second place, causcs.

a, Natural

though not by nature incompetent to judge, the in- fcbieness,

f,
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tellect may be without the necessary experience.—
may not possess the grounds on which a correct judg-
ment must be founded. In the third place, and this
is the most frequent cause of error, the failure of the
understanding is from the incompetency of that act of
will which is called Attention. Attention is the vol-
untary direction of the mind upon an object, with the
intention of fully apprehending it. The cognitive
energy is thus, as it were, concentrated npon a single
point. We, therefore, say that the mind collects itself,
when it begins to be attentive ; on the contrary, that
it is distracted, when its attention is not turned upon
an object as it ought to be. This fixing—this con-
centration, of the mind upon an object can only be
carried to a certain degree, and continued for a certain
time. This degree and this continuance are both de-
pendent upon bodily circumstances ; and they are
also frequently interrupted or suspended by the intru-
sion of certain collateral objects, which are forced upon
the mind, either from without, by a strong and sudden
nmpression upon the senses, or from within, through
the influence of Association ; and these, when once
obtruded, gradually or at once divert the attention
from the original and principal object. If we are not
sufficiently attentive, or if the effort which accompanies
the concentration of the mind upon a single object be
irksome, there arises hurry and thoughtlessness in
judging, inasmuch as we judge either before we have
fully sought out the grounds on which our decision
ought to proceed, or have competently examined their
validity and effect. It is hence manifest that a multi-
tude of errors is the inevitable consequence,” a

& Krug, Zogik, §.148. Anm. Tn some places slightly changed. —Io,
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In regard to the Regulative Faculty,—Common yrgor.
Sense,— Intelligence,—uvods,—this is not in itself a o
source of error. Errors may, however, arise either from & Fegla-

tive Fa-

overlooking the laws or necessary principles which it Sty ot

propocly a

coes contain ; or by attributing to it, as necessary jure of

and original data, what are only contingent general-
isations from experience, and, consequently, make no
part of its complement of native truths. But these
errors, it is evident, are not to be attributed to the Re-
gulating Faculty itself, which is only a place or source
of principles, but to the imperfect operations of the
Understanding and Self-consciousness, in not pro-
perly observing and sifting the pheenomena which it
reveals,
Besides these sources of Error, which immediately Remoto

. . . 3 sonrees of
originate in the several powers and faculties of mind, Eimor i o

& e e different

there are others of a remoter origin arising from the hubits dor
* . . - A termined by
different habits which are determined by the differ- s, a, ~
8 ‘ < - " badily con-

ences of sex, of agef of bodily constitution,” of Hitation,
ciucation,

education, of rank, of fortune, of profession, of in- &
tellectual pursuit. Of these, however, it is impossible
at present to attempt an analysis; and I shall only
endeayour to afford you a few specimens, and to refer
you for information in regard to the others to the best
sources.
Intellectual pursuits or favourite studies, inasmuch selected
. . . . examples
as these determine the mind to a one-sided cultiva- of thes.
. 5 s Aonesided
tion, that is, to the neglect of some, and to the dis- cultsaion
ol the m-

proportioned development of other, of its faculties, are teilsctul
awong the most remarkable causes of error. Thiz ™™™

a [See Stewart, Elements, vol. iii. Crousaz, Logigue;, t 1. part i sect i
part iii, sect. v, chap, . Works, vol. ol v, §15, p. 104]
iv, p. 238 et seq] v [Bee: Crousaz, Loglque, . 1. p. i,
B [Aristotle, Rhet, L. ii. e 12, sech ich v, p. 91 ef sg.]
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yror.  partial or one-sided cultivation is exemplified in three
XXX different phases. The first of these is shown in the
e exclusive cultivation of the powers of Observation, to
miwee  the neglect of the higher faculties of the Understand-
yuses.  ing. Of this type are your men of physical science.

culiivion. T this department of knowledge there is chiefly de-

poves of - manded a patient habit of attention to details, in
S0 order to detect phwenomena, and, these discovered,
their generalisation is usually so easy that there is
little exercise afforded to the higher energies of Judg-
ment and Reasoning. It was Bacon’s boast that In-
duction, as applied to nature, would equalise all tal-
ents, level the aristocracy of genius, accomplish mar-
vels by co-operation and method, and Jeave little to
be done by the force of individual intellects. This
boast has been fulfilled ; Science has, by the Induc-
tive Process, been brought down to minds, who pre-
viously would have been incompetent for its cultiva-
tion, and physical knowledge now usefully occupies
many who wounld otherwise have been without any
rational pursuit. But the exclusive devotion to such
studies, if not combined with higher and graver specu-
lations, tends to wean the student from the more
vigorous efforts of mind, which, though unamusing
and even irksome at the commencement, tend, how-
ever, to invigorate his nobler powers, and to prepare
him for the final fruition of the highest happiness of

his intellectual nature.
iil.gifmh.lvw 'A. Partia.l cultivation of the intellect, opposite to
% 00Va this, is given in the exclusive cultivation of Meta-
~ physics and of Mathematics. On this subject I may
s refer you to some observations of Mr Stewart, in two
chapters entitled The Metaphysician and The Mathe-

ol e
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matician, in the third volume of his Elements of the 1ger.
Plalosoply of the Human Mind,—chapters distin-
guished equally by their candour and their depth of
observation. On this subject Mr Stewart’s authority
is of the highest, inasmuch as he was distinguished in
both the departments of knowledge, the tendency of
which he so well develops.

XXX,
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LECTURE XXXI,

MODIFIED STOICHETIOLOGY.

g 1-,__‘__.-—-\_\...__-"

SECTION IL—ERROR,—ITS CAUSES AND REMEDIES,

¢, LANGUAGE—D. OBJECTS OF ENOWLEDGE.

] ppor. IN my last Lecture, I concluded the survey of the
‘ XXEL Trrors which have their origin in the conditions and
| ' \ R circumstances of the several Cognitive Faculties, and
| fowee of now proceed to that source of false judgment, which

, lies in the imperfection of the Instrument of Thought
and Communication,—I mean Langnage.
| flas man Much controversy has arisen in regard to the ques-

invented n ¥ = i,

rnﬁ..f.,?-e:-' tion,—Has man invented Language ? But the differ-
mbiguity o 3 - x .

i of the ences of opinion have in a great measure arisen from

I funstion,

‘ the ambiguity or complexity of the terms, in which

! the problem has been stated. By language we may
i mean either the power which man possesses of associ-
ating his thought with signs, or the particular systems

a LJ of signs with which different portions of mankind

i have actually so associated their thoughts,

Iy ’ | I what Taking language in the former sense, it is a natural
Il %L:Eg:}a it f-c?culty, an original tendency of mind, and, in this
([ !I i, view, man has no more invented language than he

has invented thought. In fact, the power of thought
I and the power of language are equally entitled to be
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considered as elementary qualities of intelligence ; for rzer.

while they are so different that they cannot be identi- il

fied, they are still so reciprocally necessary that the

one canuot exist without the other. It is true, in-

deed, that presentations and representations of given

mdividual objects might have taken place, although

there were no signs with which they were mentally

connected, and by which they could be overtly ex-

pressed ; but all complex and factitious constructions

out of these given individual objects, in other words,

all notions, concepts, general ideas, or thoughts proper,

would have been impossible without an association to

certain signs, by which their scattered elements might

be combined in unity, and their vague and evanescent

existence obtain a kind of definite and fixed and

palpable reality. Speech and cogitation are thus the '

relative conditions of each other’s activity, and both

concur to the accomplishment of the same joint result.

The Faculty of Thinking,—the Faculty of forming

General Nofions,—being given,this necessarily tends to l

energy, but the energy of thinking depends npon the !

coactivity of the Faculty of Speech, which itself tends i

equally to energy. These faculties,—these tendencies, {

—these energies, thus coexist and have always co- 3
»'
|
{

existed ; and the result of their combined action is
thought in language, and language in thought. So
much for the origin of Language, considered in general
as a faculty. '

But, though the Faculty of Speech be natural and was e ‘

firnt livi-
necessary, that its manifestations are to a certain ex- guge,
actun )
tent contingent and artificial, is evident from the spokes,
the inven-
simple fact, that there are more than a single language tiou of nan

OF an in-

actuallyspoken. It may, therefore,be asked — Was the s iration of
b Lt
first language, actually spoken, the invention of man, £

d
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or an inspiration of the Deity ? The latter hypothesis
cuts, but does not loose, the knot. It declares that
ordinary causes and the laws of nature are insufficient
to explain the phwnomenon, but it does not prove
this insufficiency ; it thus violates the rule of Parei-
mony, by postulating a second and hypothetical cause
to explain an effect, which it is not shown cannot be
accounted for without this violent assumption. The
first and greatest difficulty in the question is thus :—
It is necessary to think in order to invent a language,
and the invention of a language is necessary in order
to think ; for we cannot think without notions, and
notions are only fixed by words.z This can only be
solved, as I have said, by the natural attraction be-
tween thought and speech,—by their secret affinity,
which is such that they suggest and, par: passu,
accompany each other. And in regard to the ques-
tion,—Why, if speech be a natural faculty, it does not
manifest itself like other natural principles in a uniform
manner,—it may be answered that the Faculty of
Speech is controlled and modified in its exercise by
external ecircumstances, in consequence of which,
though its exertion be natural and necessary, and,
therefore, identical in all men, the special forms of
its exertion are in a great degree conventional and
contingent, and, therefore, different among different
portions of mankind.

Considered on one side, languages ave the results of
our intelligence and its immutable laws. In conse-
quence of this, they exhibit in their progress and de-

a See Roussenu, Digcours sir I'Ori-  prendre 3 penser, ils ont en bien plis
gine-de U'Inégalité parmi les Hommes, besoin encore de savoir pemser pour
Premigre Partie, * Si les hommes trouver Vart de T parole.”—Tn,
ont eu besoiu de la purole pour ap-
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velopment resemblances and common characters which
allow us to compare and to recall them to certain pri-
mitive and essential forms,—to evolve a system of
Universal Grammar, Considered on another side, each
language is the offspring of particular wants, of special
circumstances, physical and moral, and of chance,
Hence it is that every language has particular forms
as it has peculiar words. Language thus bears the
impress of human intelligence only in its general
outlines, There is, therefore, to be found reason and
philosophy in all languages, but we should be wrong
in believing that reason and philosophy have, in any

LECT.

XXXI.

langnage, determined everything. No tongue, how per- No lan-

fect soever it may appear, is a complete and perfect

Euinge 6 o
protloct
instrmiont

instrument of human thought. From its very condi- of thaugh.

tions every language must be imperfect. The human
memory can only compass a limited complement of
words, but the data of sense, and still more the com-
binations of the understanding, are wholly unlimited
in number. No language can, therefore, be adequate
to the ends for which it exists ; all are imperfect, but
some are far less incompetent instruments than others.

From what has now heen said, you will be pre-
pared to find in Language one of the principal sources
of Error; but hefore I go on to consider the particular
modes in which the Tmperfections of Language are the
causes of false judgments,—I shall comprise the gen-
eral doctrine in the following paragraph.

T CIV. As the human mind neccessarily re- pa. crv.
quires the aid of signs to elaborate, to fix, and
to communicate its notions, and as Articulate
Sounds are the species of signs which most
effectually afford this aid, Speech is, therefore, an

Langunge,
—As N
source of
Error,
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indispensable instrument in the higher functions
of thought and knowledge. But as speech is a
necessary, but not a perfect, instrument; its
imperfection must react upon the mind. For the
Multitude of Languages, the Difficulty of their
Acquisition, their necessary Inadequacy, and the
consequent Ambiguity of Words, both singly
and in combination,—these are all copious sources
of Illusion and Error.a

We have already sufficiently considered the reason
why thought is dependent upon some system of signs
or symbols, both for its internal perfection and ex-
ternal expression.® The analyses and syntheses,—the
decompositions and compositions,—in a word, the ela-
borations, performed by the Understanding upon the
objects presented by External Perception and Self-
Consciousness, and represented by Imagination,—
these operations are faint and fugitive, and would have
no existence, even for the conscious mind, beyond the
moment of present consciousness, were we not able to
connect, to ratify, and to fix them, by giving to their
parts, (which would otherwise immediately fall asun-
der), a permanent unity, by associating them with a
sensible symbol, which we may always recall at plea-
sure, and which, when recalled, recalls along with it
the characters which concur in constituting a notion
or factitious object of intelligence. So far signs are
necessary for the internal operation of thought itself.

a Krug, Logik, § 145.—Ep. [CL Er-
neati, Tnitia Doctrine Solidioris: Pars
Altera ; Dialectica, ¢, 2, § 24, Wytten-
bach, Pracepta Phil. Loy, P. iii. . iii,
p. 88, Tittel, Logik, p. 202, Kirwan,
Logick, i, 214, Fries; System der Logil:,

§ 109, Caro, Logique, Part. i. ch. i
art. 9, p. 121. Crousaz, Toussaint.]
[Crousaz, Logique, t.iil. part i sect.
iif. ¢, 2, p. 68 ¢f geg. Toussaint, De la
Pengée,  Chs, viii, x, Ebp.]

B Bee above, vol. i, p. 187,—Eb,
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But for the communication of thought from one mind wvLecr.
to another, signs are equally indispensable. For in _ws
itself thought is known,—thought is knowable, only f'5r
to the thinking mind itself ; and were we not enabled 5.
to connect certain complements of thought to certain
sensible symbols, and by their means to suggest in
other minds those complements of thought of which we
were conscious in ourselves, we should never be able
to communicate to others what engaged our interest,
and man would remain for man, if an intelligence at
all, a mere isolated intelligence.

In regard to the question,—What may these sen- lstonations

of the voice

sible symbols be, by which we are to compass such the only

wilequate

memorable effects,—it i1s needless to show that mien sensiblo
symbols

and gesture, which, to a certain extent, afford a kind 3; thonghle)
of natural expression, are altogether inadequate to the munication.
double purpose of thonght and communication, which
it is here required to accomplish. This double pur-
pose can be effected only by symbols, which express,
through intonations of the voice, what is passing in
the mind. These vocal intonations are either inarbi- mpee in.
culate or articulate. The former are mere sounds or oaee®
cries ; and, as such, an expression of the feelings of celate
which the lower animals are also capable. The latter The laser
constitute words, and these, as the expression of E:JEE';
thoughts or notions, constitute Language Proper or g
Speech.” Speech, as we have said, as the instru- How Las-
ment of elaborating, fixing, and communicating ouré‘}%}:f“
thoughts, is a principal mean of knowledge, and even
the indispensable condition on which depends the ex-
ercise of our higher cognitive faculties. But, at the
same time, in consequence of this very dependence of
thought upon language, inasmuch as language is itself

o Of, Krug, Loyik, § 145, Anm.—Ep,

VoL, 1L K
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LEot 1ot perfect, the understanding is not only restrained
X inits operations, and its higher development, conse-
quently, checked, but many occasions are given of
positive error. For, to say nothing of the nupuch-
o ment presented to the free communication of thought
. by the multitude of tongues into which human lan-
guage is divided, in consequence of which all speech
beyond their mother-tongue is incomprehensible to
those who do not make a study of other languages,—
| | even the accurate learning of a single langnage is at-
: tended with such difficulties, that perhaps there never
yet has been found an individual who was thoroughly
acquainted with all the words and modes of verbal
combination in any single language,—his mother-
Thoambic tongue even not excepted. But the circumstance of
e e prmupal importance is, that, how eopmu% and expres-
Yoot ive soever it may be, no language is competent ade-
g e quately to denote all pnsslble notions, and all possible
fsse polations of notions, and from this necessar y poverty
of language in all its different degrees, a certain in-
evitable ambiguity arises, both in the employment
of single words and of words in mutual connection.

) Two cir- As this is the principal source of the error originat-
cumstances . . v :
under this 10g in Language, it will be proper to be a little more
head, which Ny ¥ ) .
mually ezq)hcit. And here it is expedient to take into ac-
et etolt

other,  cOUnt two circumstances, which mutually affect each

other. The first is, that as the vocabulary of every

1 language is necessarily finite, it is necessarily dispro-
| portioned to the multiplicity, not to say infinity, of
l thought ; and the second, that the complement of
JI. words in any given langnage has been always filled
I i up with terms significanit of objects and relations of
| the external Woﬂd before the want was experienced




LECTURES ON LOGIC. 147

of words to express the objects and relations of the tror.

internal,

From the first of these circumstances, considered Tho voca-
exclusively and by itself, it is manifest that one of o Las:
two alternatives must take place. Either the words ety
of a language must each designate only a single o of Lk

notion,—a single fasciculus of thought,—the multitude
of notions not designated being allowed to perish,
never obtaining more than a momentary existence in
the mind of the individual; or the words of a language
must each be employed to denote a plurality of con~
cepts. In the former case, a small amount of thought
would be expressed, but that precisely and without
ambignity ; in the latter; a large amount of thought
would be expressed, but that vaguely and equivocally.
Of these alternatives, (each of which has thus its ad-
vantages and disadvantages),—the latter is the one
which has universally been preferred ; and, aecord-
ingly, all langnages by the same word express a mul-
titude of thoughts, more or less differing from each
other. Now what is the consequence of this? It is
plain that if a word has more than a single mean-
ing attached to it, when it is employed it cannot of
itself directly and peremptorily suggest any definite
thouglit ;—all that it can do is vaguely and hypothe-
tically to suggest a variety of different notions ; and
we are obliged from a consideration of the context,—
of the tenor,—of the general analogy, of the discourse,
to surmise, with greater orless assurance, with greater
or less precision, what particular bundle of characters

it was intended to convey. Words, in fact, as lan- Wordsare

guages are constituted, do nothing more than sug- b
gest,—are nothing more than hints; hints, likewise,

o
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geer, which leave the principal part of the process of inter-
FX pretation to be performed by the mind of the hearer.
In this respect, the effect of words resembles the effect
of an outline or shade of a countenance with which
we are familiar. In both cases, the mind is stimu-
lated to fill up what is only hinted or pointed at.
Thus it is that the function of langnage is not so much
to infuse knowledge from one intelligence to another,
as to bring two minds into the same train of thinking,
and to confine them to the same track. In this pro-
cedure what is chiefly wonderful, is the rapidity with
which the mind compares the word with its correla-
,‘I tions, and, in general, without the slightest effort, de-
|

cides which among its various meanings is the one
which it is here intended to convey. But how mar-
vellous soever be the ease and velocity of this process

'| of selection, it cannot always be performed with equal
: "1 certainty. Words are often employed with a plural-
I ity of meanings ; several of which may quadrate, or
be supposed to quadrate, with the general tenor of the
discourse. Error is thus possible ; and it is also pro-
bable, if we have any prepossession in favour of one
interpretation rather than of another. So copious a
source of error is the ambiguity of language, that a
very large proportion of human controversy has been
concerning the sense in which certain terms should
be understood ; and many disputes have even been
_ fiercely waged, in consequence of the disputants being
, unaware that they agreed in opinion, and only differed
| in the meaning they attached to the words in which
that opinion was expressed. On this subject I may
refer you to the very amusing and very instructive
treatise of Werenfelsiug, entitled De Logomachiis
Eruditorum.,

s e e -
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“In regard to a remedy for this deseription of error, pger.

— this lies exclusively in a thorough study of the

language employed in the communication of kmow- pemedy
ledge, and in an acquaintance with the rules of Criti- sing
cism and Interpretation. The study of languages, ==

when rationally pursued, is not so unimportant as
many fondly conceive ; for misconceptions most fre-
quently arise solely from an ignorance of words ; and
every language may, in a certain sort, be viewed as a
commentary upon Logic, inasmuch as every language,
in like manner, mirrors in itself the laws of thought.

“In reference to the rules of Criticism and Interpre-
tation,—these especially should be familiar to those
who make a study of the writings of ancient authors,
as these writings have descended to us oftenin a very
mutilated state, and are composed in languages which
are now dead. How many theological errors, for ex-
ample, have only arisen because the divines were
either ignorant of the principles of Criticism and Her-
meneutic, or did not properly apply them ! Doctrines
originating in a corrupted lection, or in a figurative
expression, have thus arisen and been keenly defended.
Such errors are best combated by philological weapons;
for these pull them up along with their roots.

“A thorough knowledge of languages in general
accustoms the mind not to remain satisfied with the
husk, but to penetrate in, even to the kernel. With
this knowledge we shall not so easily imagine that we
understand a system, when we only possess the lan-
guage in which it is expressed ; we shall not conceive
that we truly reason, when we only employ certain
empty words and formulee ; we shall not betray our-
selves into unusual and obscure expressions, under
which our meaning may be easily mistaken ; finally,



eer. we shall not dispute with others about words, when we
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r : : L.

are in fact at one with them in regard to things.”«

So much for the errors which originate in Language.
As to the last source of Error which I enumerated,

the Objects —the Objects themselves of our knowledge,—it is
of our . - 4
kuowledge. hardly necessary to say anything. It is evident that

some matters are obseure and abstruse, while others
are clear and palpable ; and that, consequently, the
probability of error is greater in some studies than it
is in others. But as it is impossible to deliver any
special rules for these cases, different from those which
are given for the Acquisition of Knowledge in gen-
eral, concerning which we are soon to speak,—this
source of error may be, therefore, passed over in
silence.

We have now thus finished the consideration of the
various Sources of FError, and—

T CV. The following rules may be given, as
the results of the foregoing discussion, touching
the Causes and Remedies of our False Judgments.

1°. Endeavour as far as possible to obtain a
clear and thorongh insight into the laws of the
Understanding, and of the Mental Faculties in
general. Study Logic and Psychology.

2°. Assiduously exercise your mind in the ap-
plication of these laws. Learn to think method-
ically.

3°. Concentrate your attention in the act of
Thinking ; and principally employ the seasons
when the Intellect is alert, the Passions slumber-
ing, and no external causes of distraction at work.

@ Brug, Logik, § 157, Anm.—Ep.
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4°. Carefully eliminate all foreign interests LECT.

from the objects of your inquiry, and allow your-
selves to be actuated by the interest of Truth
alone.

5°. Contrast your various convictions, your
past and present judgments, with each other;
and admit no conclusion as certain, until it has
been once and again thoroughly examined, and
its correctness ascertained.

6°. Collate your own persuasions with those
of others ; attentively listen to and weigh, with-
out prepossession, the judgments formed hy
others of the opinions which you yourselves
maintain.®

a Cf. Krug, Logik, § 160. Bachmann, Logil, § 416.—En.
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LECTURE XXXII
MODIFIED METHODOLOGY.

SEQTION I—OF THE ACQUISITION OF EKNOWLEDGE.

I. EXPERIENCE.—A. PERSONAL :—OBSERVATION
—INDUCTION AND ANALOGY.

Lect. IN our last Lecture, having concluded the Second
XXXII. . = : .
Department of Concrete Logic,—that which treats of

Wik : o
vimsby - the Clauses of Error,—we now enter upon the Third

owled, o . e
Eolalps part of Concrete or Modified Logic,—that which con-
ﬂ;’;’ﬁ;ﬁt?(f“ff siders the Means by which our Knowledge obtains the
Mequission character of Perfection. These means may, in gen-

and the

Communi- €ral, be regarded as two,—the Acquisition and the

i f : . . - ¥ 3
uﬁ‘.ff\’ixzdgl._ Communication of knowledge,—and these two means

we shall, accordingly, consider consecutively and apart.
E_;]tlizt!luz][ui- In regard to the Acquisition of Knowledge—we
Knowledge. must consider this by reference to the different kinds
of knowledge of which the human intellect is capable.
And this, viewed in its greatest universality, is of two
species.
{{I;u(m:m '.Ilmnau knowledge, I say, viewed in its greatest
ofwo — nniversality, is of two kinds. For either it is one of
which the objects are given as contingent phsenomena;
orone in which the objects are given as necessary
facts or laws, In the former case, the coonitions are

~—
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called empirical, experiential, or of ezperience ; in the
latter, pure, intuitive, rational, or of reason, also of
common sense. These two kinds of knowledge are,
likewise, severally denominated cognitions a posteriori
and cognitions @ priori. The distinction of these two
species of cognitions consists properly in this,—that
the former are solely derived from the Presentations
of Sense, External and Internal : whereas the latter,
though first manifested on the occasion of such Pre-
sentations, are not, however, mere products of Seuse;
on the contrary, they are laws, principles, forms, no-
tions, or by whatever name they may be called, native
and original to the mind, that is, founded in, or con-
stituting the very nature of, Intelligence; and, ac-
cordingly, out of the mind itself they must be deve-
loped, and not sought for and acquired as foreign and
accidental acquisitions. As the Presentative Facul-
ties inform us only of what exists and what happens,
that is, only of facts and events,—such empirical
knowledge constitutes no necessary and universal
Judgment ; all,in this case, is contingent and particu-
lar, for even our generalised knowledge has only a
relative and precarious universality. The cognitions,
on the other hand, which are given as Laws of Mind,
are, at once and in themselves, universal and neces-
sary. We cannot but think them, if we think at all.

LECT.
XXXII.

The doctrine, therefore, of the Acquisition of Know- pactrine of

ledge, must consist of two parts,—the first treating of
the acquisition of knowledge through the data of Ex-
perience, the second, of the acquisition of knowledge
through the data of Intelligence.

o See Heser, Logik, § 146—En, called aoquired, inasmuch as it is se-
In regard to the acquisition of quired either, 1% By experience; or,
knowledge,— all knowledge mny be 29 On ocension of experience,

the Acqui-
a:unu L

K nowled,

simKists o
LW TS,
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per.  In regard to the first of these sources, viz. Experi-
XXX once,—this is either our own experience or the expe-
I The Doc- 1o o0 of others, and in either case it is for us a mean

trine of lix-

fence. of kmowledge. It is manifest that the knowledge we
;2;,]’: acquire through our personal experience, is far supe-
rior in degree to that which we obtain through the
experience of other men ; inasmuch as our knowledge
of an object, in the former case, is far clearer and more
distinet, far more complete and lively, than in the
latter ; while at the same time the latter also affords
us a far inferior conviction of the correctness and cer-
tainty of the cognition than the former. On the
other hand, foreign is far superior to our proper expe-
rience in this,—that it is much move comprehensive,
and that, without this, man would be deprived of those
branches of knowledge which are to him of the most
indispensable importance. Now, as the principal dis-
tinetion of experience is thus into our own experience
and into the experience of others, we must consider it
more closely in this twofold relation.e First, then, of
our Personal Experience.
3 ol ‘].Experiencr:: necessarily supposes, as its primary con-
dition, certain presentations by the faculties of Ex-
ternal or of Internal Perception, and is, therefore, of
two kinds, according as it is conversant about the
objects of the one of these faculties, or the objects of
the other, But the presentation of a fact of the ex-
ternal or of the internal world is not at once an expe-
rience, To this there is required, a continued series
of such presentations, a comparison of these to-
gether, a mental separation of the different, a mental
combination of the similar, and it, therefore, over and
above the operation of the Presentative Faculties, ve-

a Fsser, Logik, § 146.—Eb,
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quires the co-operation of the Retentive, the Repro-
ductive, the Representative, and the Elaborative
Faculties. In regard to Experience, as the first means
by which we acquire knowledge through the legiti-
mate use and application of our Cognitive Faculties,
I give you the following paragraph :—

T CVI. The First Mean towards the Acq1u51—
tion of Knowledge is Faxperience (experientia,
éumepia). Experience may be, rudely and gener-
ally, described as the apprehension of the phee-
nomena of the outer world, presented by the
Faculty of External Perception, and of the
pheenomena of the inner world, presented by the
Faculty of Self-consciousness:—these pheenomena
being retained in Memory, ready for Reproduc-
tion and Representation, being also arranged into
order by the Understanding.

This paratrmph you will remark, affords only a
preliminary view of the general conditions of Expe-
rience. In the first place, it is evident, that without
the Presentative, or, as they may with equal propriety
be called, the Acquisitive, Faculties of Perception,
External and Internal, no experience would be pos-
sible. But these faculties, though affording the fun-
damental condition of knowledge, do not of themselves
make up experience. There is, moreover, required
of the pheenomena or appearances the accumulation
and retention, the reproduction and representation.
Memory, Reminiscence, and Imagination must, there-
fore, also co-operate. Finally, unless the phznomena
be compared together, and be arranged into classes,
according to their similarities and differences, it is

LECT.
XXXITL.
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perience ;
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et evident that no judgments,—no conclusions, can be

XXX formed conmcerning them ; but without a judgment
knowledge is impossible;; and as experience is a know-
ledge, consequently experience is impossible. The
Understanding or Elaborative Faculty must, there-
fore, likewise co-operate. Manilins has well expressed
the nature of experience in the following lines :—

 Per varios usue artem experientia fecit,
Exemplo monstrante viam,” #

And Afranius in the others —

“ Usnus me gennit, mater peperit Memoria ;
Sophiam vocant me Graii, vos Sapientiam.” g

Compnon, “Qur own observation, be it external or internal., 18
iitic Expe- either with, or without, intention; and it consists
"% either of a series of Presentations alone, or Abstrac-
tion and Refiection supervene, so that the presenta-
tions obtain that completion and system which they
do not of themselves possess. In the former case, the
experience may be called an Unlearned or a Common ;
in the latter, a Learned or Seientific Experience. In-
tentional and reflective experience is called Obser-
Observa-  wation. Observation is of two kinds : for either the

tion,—

wiat.  objects which it considers remain unchanged, or, pre-
Of two

kinie— vious to its application, they are made to undergo

Observation

oo s certai_n arbitrary changes, or are placed in certain
ment, factitious relations. In the latter case, the observation
obtains the specific name of Eaperiment. Observation
and Experiment do not, therefore, constitute opposite
or two different procedures,—the latter is, in propriety,
only a certain subordinate modification of the former:
for, while observation may accomplish its end withous

a L 61, pus Poetarwm Latinorum, vol. ii p.
B Feagnmatim e Selle.  Vide Cop- 15613, Lond. 1713— Eb.
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experiment, experiment without observation is impos-
sible.  Observation and experiment are manifestly
exclusively competent upon the objects of our empiri-
cal knowledge ; and they co-operate, equally and in
like manner, to the progress of that knowledge, partly
by establishing, partly by correcting, partly by ampli-
fying it. Under observation, therefore, is not to be
understood a common or unlearned experience, which
obtrudes itself upon every one endowed with the ordi-
nary faculties of Sense and Understanding, but an
intentional and continued application of the faculties
of Perception, combined with an abstractive and re-
flective attention to an object or class of objects, a
more aceurate knowledge of which, it is proposed, hy

the observation, to accomplish. But in order that the Pracognita
of Ob
observation should accomplish this end,—more espe- tio.

cially when the objects are numerous, and a systematic
complement of cognitions is the end proposed,—it is
necessary that we should know certain preecognita,—
1°. What we ought to observe; 2°. How we ought
to observe; and 3°. By what means are the data of
observation to be reduced to system. The first of
these concerns the Object; the second, the Procedure;
the third, the scientific Completion, of the observa-
tions. It is proper to make some general observa-
tions in regard to these, in their order; and first,
of the Object of observation,—the what we ought to
observe.

“The Ohject of Ohservation can only be some given l?mt,—Thu

and determinate pheenomenon, and this phsnomenon g o

either an external or an internal. Through obser- "™

vation, whether external or internal, there are four'rn]a:l. fours

several cognitions which we propose to compass,—viz,
to ascertain—1°. What the Pheenomena themselves

XXXII.

——
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] yeor. are; 2°. What are the Conditions of their Reality ;
! ( XXXIL 9s What are the Causes of their Existence ; 4°. What
1’.
i

is the Order of their Consecution.
v, whe  “In regard to what the phmnomena themselves
Netsccware, BT8 (quid sint), that is, in regard to what constitutes

their peculiar nature,—this, it is evident, must be the
{ primary matter of consideration, it being always sup-
| posed that the fact (the s sit) of the pheenomenon
: itself has been established.* To this there is required,
e above all, a clear and distinct Presentation or Repre-

;{.

|
l tadividual . ) 4 3 e
la ’ ;ﬁ:fs'ufifjw sentation of the object. In order to obtain this, it
(4] 1 o 5 .
i ete. . behoves us to analyse,—to dismember, the constituent

parts of the object, and to take into proximate ac-
count those chavacters which constitute the object,
that is, which make it to be what it is, and nothing
but what it is. This being performed, we must pro-
ceed to compare it with other objects, and with those
especially which bear to it the strongest similarity,
taking aceurate note always of those points in which
they reciprocally resemble, and in which they recipro-
cally disagree,

Avunder “But .1't is n_ot’em.mgh to cmm:;.k?- .t'.-he several phee-

generasod. BOMeNa in their individual peculiarities and contrasts,

P —in what they are and in what they are not,—it is
also requisite to bring them under determinate genera
and species. To this end we must, having obtained
(as previously prescribed) a clear and distinet know-
ledge of the several phamomena in their essential )
similarities and differences, look away or abstract
from the latter—the differences, and comprehend the
former,—the similarities, in a compendious and char-
acteristic notion, under an appropriate name.

—_—,——
S —

r—_ T ——

e —
e

—- -

-

et

| ! o Hetter the Aristotelic questions,

) physies, ol i. p. 56.—Ep,
i = 8it, &e,  [See Leotures on Meta- : :
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“ When the distinetive peculiarities of the phe- rEcr.
nomena have been thus definitively recognised, the  Z i
second question emerges,—What ave the Condmons qURe
of their Reality. These conditions are commonly ol thi

called LRlequisites, and under requisite we must un- it

derstand all that must have preceded, before the

pheenomena could follow. In order to discover the

requisites, we take a number of analogous cases, or

cases similar in kind, and inquire what ave the ecir-

cumstances under which the phenomenon always

arises, if it does arise, and what are the circumstances

under which it never arises; and then, after a com-

petent observation of individual cases, we construct

the general judgment, that the phanomenon never

occurs unless this or that other pheenomenon has pre-

ceded, or at least accompanied, it. Here, however, it

must be noticed, that nothing can be viewed as a requi- & What

site which admits of any, even the smallest, exception. of of i Phe
“The vequisite conditions being discovered, the ™™™ |

third question arises,—What are the Causes of the {

Phenomena.  According to the current doctrine, the {

causes of phenomena are not to be confounded with

their requisites ; for although a pheenomenon no more

oceurs without its requisite than without its cause,

still, the requisite being given, the phaenomenon does

not necessarily follow, and, indeed, very frequently

does not ensue. On the contrary, if the cause occurs,

the phenomenon must occur also. In other words,

the requisite or condition is that without which the

pheenomenon never is ; the cause, on the other hand, |

is that through which it always is. Thus an emotion

of pity never arises without a knowledge of the mis-

fortune of another ; but so little does this knowledge

necessitate that emotion, that its opposite, a feeling

|
{
|
i
|
_!
|
|
|
'1
|
]
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wicr. of rejoicing, complacency, at such suffering may ensue ;
XXXIL Whereas the knowledge of another’s misfortune must
be followed by a sentiment of pity, if we are predis-
posed in favour of the person to whom the misfortune
has oceurred, In this view, the knowledge of another’s
misfortune is only a requisite ; whereas our favour-
able predisposition constitutes the cause. It must,
however, be admitted, that in different relations one
and the same circumstance may be both requisite and
cause ;”* and, in point of fact, it would be more cor-
rect to consider the cause as the whole sum of ante-
cedents, without which the phenomenon never does
take place, and with which it always must. What
are commonly called regquisites, ave thus, in truth, only
partial causes; what are called causes, only proximate
requisites.
e, wie  “In the fourth place, having ascertained the essen-
the Ordorof . Eule - A . .
weir Con- tial qualities—the Conditions and the Causes of phe-
= a final question emerges,—What is the Order

nomena
in which they are manifested 2 and this being ascer-
tained, the observation has accomplished its end. This
question applies either to a phenomenon considered
in itself, or to a phenomenon considered in relation
to others. In relation to itself the question concerns
only the time of its origin, of its continuance, and of
its termination ; in relation to others, it concerns the
reciprocal consecution in which the several phaeno-

mena appear.”?
Seoond,— “We now go on to the Second Preecognitum,—the
of Observi- Manner of Observation,—How we are to observe.
"~ What we have hitherto spoken of,—the Object,—can
be known only in one way,—the way of Scientific
Observation. It, therefore, remains to be asked,—

a Esser, Logik, § 148.—Eb. A M.
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How must the observation be instituted, so as to wLmcr.
afford us a satisfactory result in regard to all the four s
sides on which it behoves an object to be observed 7 i
In the first place, as preliminary to observation, it is by 8
required. that the observing mind be tranquil and
composed, be exempt from prejudice, partiality, and
prepossession, and be actnated by no other interest
than the discovery of truth. Tranquillity and com-
posure of mind are of peculiar importance in our ob-
servation of the phsnomena of the internal world ;
for these phenomena are not, like those of the exter-
nal, perceptible by sense, enclosed in space, continu-
ous and divisible ; and they follow each other in such
numbers, and with such a rapidity, that they are at
best observable with difficulty, often losing even their
existence by the interference of the observing,—the re-
flective energy, itself. But that the observation should
be always conducted in the calm and collected state
of mind required to purify this condition, we must
be careful to obtain, more and more, a mastery over
the Attention, 50 as fo turn it with full force upon a
single aspect of the ph@nomena, and, eonsequently,
to abstract it altogether from every other. Its proper
function is to contemplate the objects of observation
tranquilly, continuously, and without anxiety for the
result ; and this, likewise, without too intense an
activity or too vigorous an application of its forces.
But the observation and concomitant energy of atten- =, condi-

- . " . t' r t]
tion will be without result, unless we previously well yuestion to

. . . . del
consider what precise object or objects we are now to i’,fimd“’f,}

observe. Nor will our experience obtain an answer to ok
the question proposed for it to solve, unless that ques-
tion be of such a nature as will animate the observing
faculties by some stimulus, and give them a determi-

j VOL, IL L
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nate direction. Where this is not the case, attention
does not effect anything, nay, it does not operate at
all. On this account such psychological questions as
the following: What takes place in the process of
Self-consciousness,—of Perception,—of Vision,—of
Hearing,—of Imagination, &c.,—cannot be answered,
as thus absolutely stated, that is, without reference to
some determinate object. But if I propose the pro-
blem,—What takes place when I see this or that
object, or better still, when I see this table,—the atten-
tion is stimulated and directed, and even a child can
give responses, which, if properly illustrated and ex-
plained, will afford a solution to the problem. If
therefore, the question upon the object of observation
be too vague and general, so that the attention is not
suitably excited and applied,—this question must be
divided and subdivided into others more particular,
and this process must be continued until we reach a
question which affords the requisite conditions. We
should, therefore, determine as closely as possible the
object itself, and the phases in which we wish to ob-
serve it, separate from it all foreign or adventitious
parts, resolve every question into its constituent ele-
ments, enunciate cach of these as specially as possible,
and never couch it in vague and general expressions.
But here we must at the same time take care, that the
object be not so torn and mangled, that the attention
feels no longer any attraction to the several parts, or
that the several parts can no longer be viewed in their
natural connection. So much it is possible to say in
general, touching the Manner in which observation
ought to be carried on ; what may further be added
under this head, depends wpon the particular nature
of the objects to be observed. =

a Fsser, Logik, § 149,—Eb,
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“In this manner, then, must we proceed, until all prer.
has been accomplished which the problem, to he an- L

swered by the observation, pointed out. When the
observation is concluded, an accurate record or nota-
tion of what has been observed is of use, in order to
enable us to supply what is found wanting in our sub-
sequent observation. If we have accumulated a con-
siderable apparatus of results, in relation to the object
we observe, it is proper to take a survey of these:
from what is found defective, new questions must be
evolved ; and an answer to these sought out through
new observations. When the inquiry has attained
its issue, a tabular view of all the observations made
upon the subject is convenient, to afford a conspectus

of the whole, and as an aid to the memory. But how, i,

(and this is the Third Precognition), individual ob-
servations are to be built up into a systematic whole,
is to be sought for partly from the nature of science injny
general, partly from the nature of the particular em
pirical science for the constitution of which the ob-
servation ig applied. Nor is what is thus sought
difficult to find. It is at once evident, that a syn-
thetic arrangement is least applicable in the empirical
sciences. For, anterior to observation, the object is
absolutely unknown ; and it is only through observa-
tion that it becomes a matter of science. We ecan,
therefore, only go to work in a problematic or inter-
rogative manner, and it is impossible to commence by
assertory propositions, of which we afterwards lead
the demonstration. We must, therefore, determine
the object on all sides, in so far as observation is com-
petent to this; we must analyse every question into
its subordinate questions, and each of these must find
its answer in observation. The systematic order is
thus given naturally and of itself ; and in this pro-

_ Bystem.
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cedure it is impossible that it should not be given.
But for a comprehensive and all-sided system of em-
pirical knowledge. it is not sufficient to possess the
whole data of observation, to have collected these to-
gether, and to have arranged them according to some
external principle ; it is, likewise, requisite that we
have a thorough-going principle of explanation, even
though this explanation be impossible in the way of
observation, and a power of judging of the data, ac-
cording to universal laws, although these universal
laws may not be discovered by experience alone.
These two ends are accomplished by different means.
The former we compass by the aid of Hypothesis, the
latter, by the aid of Induction and Analogy.”* Of
these in detail. In regard to Hypothesis, I give you
the following paragraph.

9§ OVIL. When a phenomenon is presented,
which can be explained by no principle afforded
through Experience, we feel discontented and un-
easy; and there arises an effort to discover some
cause which may, at least provisorily, account
for the outstanding pheenomenon : and this cause
is finally recognised as valid and true, if, throngh
it, the given phenomenon is found to obtain a
full and perfect explenation, The judgment in
which a pheenomenon is referred to such a pro-
blematic cause, is called an Hypothesis.p

Hypotheses have thus no other end than to satisfy

Hypochesis, the desire of the mind to reduce the objects of its

a Esser, Logik, § 150,—En. tures on Meta i i i
e . Metaphynics, vol. i, p. 168
B Lsser, Logik, § 151, Ci. Lee- ot yoq.—ED, :
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knowledge to unity and system ; and they do this in wrcr.
I recalling them, ad interim, to some principle, through S

which the mind is enabled to comprehend them. From

this view of their nature, it is manifest how far they

are permissible, and how far they are even useful and

expedient ; throwing altogether out of account the

possibility, that what is at first assumed as hypothet-

ical, may, subsequently, be proved true.

When our experience has revealed to us a certain
correspondence among a number of objects, we are
determined, by an ormml principle of our nature, to
suppose the existence of a more extensive correspond-
ence than our observation has already proved, or may
ever be able to establish. This tendency to generalise
our knowledge by the judgment,—that where much
hag been found accordant, all will be found accordant,
—is not properly a conclusion deduced from premises,
but an original principle of our nature, which we may
call that of Logical, or perhaps better, that of Philo-
soplical, Presumption. This Presumption is of two
kinds ; it is either Induction or Analogy, which, though
usually confounded, are, however, to be carefully dis-
tinguished. T shall commence the consideration of
these by the following paragraph.

T CVIIL If we have uniformly observed, that pa.cvim

a number of c:h](,cts of the same class (genus or iﬁguﬁﬁn
species) possess in common a certain attribute, et

we are disposed to conclude that this attribute is
possessed by all the objects of that class. This
conclusion is properly called an JInference of
Induction. Again, if we have observed that two

or more things agree in several internal and
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essential characters, we are disposed to eonclude
that they agree, likewise, in all other essential )
characters, that is, that they are constituents of
the same class (genus or species). This conclu-
sion is properly called an Inference of Analogy.
The principle by which, in either case, we are
disposed to extend our inferences beyond the
limits of our experience, is a natural or ultimate
principle of intelligence ; and may be called the
prineiple of Logical, or, more properly, of Plilo-
sophical, Presumption.®

“The reasoning by Induction and the reasoning by
Analogy have this in common, that they both conclude
from something observed to something not observed ;
from something within to something beyond the sphere
of actual experience. They differ, however, in this,
that, in Induction, that which iz observed and from
which the inference is drawn to that which is not ob-
served, is a unity in plurality : whereag, in Analogy,
it is a plurality in unity. In other words, in Induc-
tion, we look fo the one in the many ; in Analogy we
look to the many in the one: and while in heth we
conclude to the unity in totality, we do this, in Indiec-
tion, from the recognised unity in plurality, in Analogy,
from the recognised plurality in unity. Thus, as indue-
tion rests upon the prineiple, that what belongs, (or does
not belong), to many things of the same kind, belongs,
(or does not belong), to all things of the same kind ;
so analogy rests upon the principle,—that things which
have many observed attributes in common, have other

w Cf. Essor, Logik, §§ 140, 152, Systema Logicum, 8§ 572, 573. Nun-
Krog, Logtk, 88 166, 167, 168, —Ep. nesius, De Constitutione Artis Dia-
[Wolf, Phil. Rationalis, § 470. Reusch, lecticar, p; 126
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not observed attributes in common likewise”® Tt is wneorn
hardly necessary to remark that we are now speaking ot
of Induction and Analogy, not as principles of Pure
Logic, and as necessitated by the fundamental laws

of thought, but of these as means of acquiring know-

ledge, and as legitimated by the conditions of objective .
reality. In Pure Logic, Analogy has no place, and

only that induction is admitted, in which all the
several parts are supposed to legitimate the inference

to the whole. Applied Induction, on the contrary,

rests on the constancy,—the uniformity, of nature,

and on the instinctive expectation we have of this
stability. This constitutes what has been called the
principle of Logical Preswmption, though perhaps it
might, with greater propriety, be called the principle

of Philosophical Preswmption. We shall now con-

sider these severally ; and, first, of Induction.

An Induction is the enumeration of the parts, in fduotion,
order to legitimate a judgment in regard to the R
whole.x  Now, the parts may either be individuals or
particulars strictly so called. I say strictly so ealled,
for you are aware that the term particular is very
commonly employed, not only to denote the species, as
contained under a genus, but, likewise, to denote the
individual, as contained under a species, Using, how-
ever, the two terms in their proper significations, I
say, if the parts are individual or singular things, the
induction is then called Tudividual; whereas if the orewe
parts be species or subaltern genera, the induction Eff,'fiff?iﬁugl
then obtains the name of Special. An example of ™™™
the Individual Induction is given, were we to argue

a Eazer, Logik, § 162—Eb. Aralum, p. 88) Bonnw, 1836, Zabn-
B [CE Abu Al (Avieenne) Viri zella, Opora Lagica, De Natura Logics,
Docti; De Logica Pooma, 1190 (In 1, iio, 18, p. 45.]
Schmplders, Documenta Philosephion
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thus,—Mercury, Venus, the Earth, Mars, &c., are
bodies in themselves opaque, and which borrow their
light from the sun. But Mercury, Venus, de., are
planets.  Therefore, all planets are opaque, and bor-
row their light from the sun. An example of the
special is given, were we argue as follows,—Quadru-
peds, birds, fishes, the amphibia, &e., all have a
nervous system. But quadrupeds, birds, dc., are
animals. Therefore all animals, (though it is not yet
detected in some), have a nervous system. Now, here
it is manifest that Special rests upon Individual in-
duetion, and that, in the last result, all induction is
individual. For we can assert nothing concerning
species, unless what we assert of them has been pre-
viously observed in their constituent singulars.a

For a legitimate Induction there are requisite at
least two conditions. In the first place, it is necessary,
That the partial (and this word I use as including both
the terms individual and particular)—I say, it is ne-
cessary that the partial judgments out of which the
total or general judgment is inferred, be all of the
same quality. For if one even of the partial judg-
ments had an opposite quality, the whole induction
would be subverted. Hence it is that we refute uni-
versal judgments founded on an imperfect induction,
by bringing what is called an instance (instantia),
that is, by adducing a thing belonging to the same
class or notion, in reference to which the opposite
holds true. For example, the general assertion, A7
dogs bark, is refuted by the instance of the dogs of
Labrador or California (I forget which),—these do not
bark. In like manner, the general assertion, No qua-
druped is oviparous, is refuted by the instance of the

a Krug, Logik, § 107, Anm—Ep. B Esser, Logik, § 152.—Ebp.




m

LECTURES ON LOGIC. 169

Orunithorlynchus Paradozus. But that the universal LG
judgment must have the same quality as the partial,
18 self-evident ; for this judgment is simply the asser-
tion of something to be true of all which is true of
many.

The second condition required is, That a competent Second.
number of the partial objects from which the indue-
tion departs should have been observed, for otherwise
the comprehension of other objects under the total
judgment would be rash. What is the number of
such objects, which amounts to a competent induec-
tion, it is not possible to say in general. In some
cases, the observation of a very few particular or indi-
vidual examples is sutficient to warrant an assertion in
regard to the whole class; in others, the total judgment
is hardly competent, until onr observation has gone
through each of its constituent parts. This distine-
tion is founded on the difference of essential and un-
essential characters. If the character be essential to
the several objects, a comparatively limited observa-
tion is necessary to legitimate our general conclusion.
For example, it would require a far less induction to
prove that all animals breathe, than to prove that the
mammalia, and the mammalia alone, have lateral
lobes to the cerebellum. For the one is seen to be a
function necessary to animal life ; the other, as far as
our present knowledge reaches, appears only as an
arbitrary concomitant. The difference of essential
and accidental is, however, one itself founded on in-
duction, and varies according to the greater or less
perfection to which this has been carried. In the pro-
oress of science, the lateral lobes of the cerebellum
may appear to future physiologists as necessary a

a Esser, Lok, § 152.—En.
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pger, condition of the function of suckling their young, as
X" the organs of breathing appear to us of cirenlation

and of life.

smmary  To sum up the Doctrine of Induction,—“ This is

32:5;%1.2 of more certain, 15 In proportion to the number and

S giversity of the objects observed ;—2°, In proportion
to the accuracy with which the observation and com-
parison have been conducted ;—3° In proportion as
the agreement of the objects is clear and precise ;—
and, 4°, In proportion as it has been thoroughly ex-
plored, whether there exist exceptions or not.”=

Almost all induction is, however, necessarily imper-
fect ; and Logic can inculcate nothing more import-
ant on the investigators of nature than that sobriety
of mind, which regards all its past observations only
as hypothetically true, only as relatively complete,
and which, consequently, holds the mind open to
every new observation, which mdy correct and limit its
former judgments.

Aualogy, — So 3:111011 for Induction ; now for Anal?g_?'. .Ana—.

*  logy, in general, means proportion, or a similarity of

relations. Thus, to judge analogically or according to

analogy, is to judge things by the similarity of their

relations. Thus when we judge that as two is to

four, so is eight to sixteen, we judge that they are

analogically identical ; that is, thongh the sums in

other respects are different, they agree in this, that

as two is the half of four, so eight is the half of
s1xteen.

In common language, however, this propriety of
the term is not preserved. For by analogy is not
always meant merely by proportion but frequently
by comparison—>by velation, or simply by simalarity.

« Essor, Logik, § 152.—FEb.

— [ ———
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In so far as Analogy constitutes a particular kind of urer.
S o ae : XXXIL.

reasoning from the individual or particular to the
universal, it signifies an inference from the partial
similarity of two or more things to their complete or
total similarity. For example,—This disease corre-
sponds in many symptoms with those we have observed
o typhus fevers ; at will, therefore, correspond vn all,
that 1s, it is a typhus fever.®

Like Induction, Analogy has two essential requi- fastwo
sites. In the first place, it is necessary that of two i
or more things a certain number of attributes should Fin.
have been observed, in order to ground the inference
that they also agree in those other attributes, which
it has not yet been ascertained that they possess. It
is evident that in proportion to the number of points
observed, in which the things compared together coin-
cide, in the same proportion can it be with safety as-
sumed, that there exists a common principle in these
things, on which depends the similarity in the points
known as in the points unknown.

In the second place, it is required that the predi- second.
cates already observed should neither be all negative
nor all contingent ; but that some at least should be
positive and necessary. Mere negative characters
denote only what the thing is not; and contingent
characters need not be present in the thingat all. In
regard to negative attributes, the inference, that two
things, to which a number of qualities do not belong,
and which are, consequently, similar to each other only
in a negative point of view,—that these things are,
therefore, absolutely and positively similar, is highly
improbable. But that the judgment in reference to

a Of. Krug, Logik, § 168. Aum.— Schmiflders, Docupenta Phili A rabim,
I, [Condillae, LZArt de Raisonner, p.86.) Whately, Rhetoric, p. 74.]
L, iv, ch. 8, p. 159. Avicenna, (in




Indugtion
and Ana-
logy com-
pared to-
gether.

172 LECTURES ON LOGIC.

the compared things (say A and X) must be of the
same quality (i.e. either hoth affirmative or both nega-
tive), is self-evident. For if it be said A us B, X s
not B, A is not C, X 4s C; their harmony or simi-
larity is subverted, and we should rather be war-
ranted in arguing their discord and dissimilarity in
other points. And here it is to be noticed that Ana-
logy differs from Induction in this, that it is not
limited to one quality, but that it admits of a mix-
ture of both.

In regard to contingent attributes, it is equally
manifest that the analogy cannot proceed exclusively
upon them. For, if two things coincide in certain
accidental attributes (for example, two men in respect
of stature, age, and dress), the supposition that there
is a common principle, and a general similarity
founded thereon, is very unlikely.

To conclude : Analogy is certain in proportion,
1°, To the number of congruent observations ; 2°, To
the number of congruent characters observed ; 3°, To
the importance of these characters and their essenti-
ality to the objects; and, 4°, To the certainty that the
characters really belong to the objects, and that a
partial correspondence exists.* Like Induction, Ana-
logy can only pretend at best to a high degree of
probability ; it may have a high degree of certainty,
but it never reaches to necessity.

Comparing these two proeesses together ;:—The
Analogical is distinguished from the Inductive in this
—that Induction regards a single predicate in many
subjects as the attribute Z in A, in B, in C, in D,
in E, in F, & ; and as these many belong to one
class, say Q ; it is inferred that Z will, likewise, be

a Esser, Logik, § 162. Cf Krug, Logik, § 168, Anm.—Ep,
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met with in the other things belonging to this class, wxer
that is, in all Qs. On the other hand, Analogy re- G
gards many attributes in one subject (say m, n, o, p,
in A); and as these many are in part found in
another subject (say m, and n, in B), it is concluded |
that, in that second thing, there will also be found the ‘
other attributes (say o and p). Through Induction
we, therefore, endeavour to prove that one character
belongs, (or does not belong), to all the things of a '
certain class, because it belongs, (or does not belong), to
many things of that class. . Through Analogy, on the
other hand, we seek to prove that all the characters
of a thing belong, (or do not belong), to another or
several others, because many of these characters be-
long to this other or these others, In the one it is }
proclaimed,—One in many, therefore one in all—In |
the other it is proclaimed,—Many in one, therefore all '
in one.'@ '
|
|
|
|
\
J

“ By these processes of Induction and Analogy, a a8 Tuduction
observed, we are unable to attain absolute certainty ; gy do no
& I ADED-

—a great probability is all that we can reach, and lue cer-
this for the simple reason, that it is impossible, "

under any condition, to infer the unobserved from

the observed,—the whole from any proportion of the

parts,—in the way of any rational necessity. Even

from the requisites of Induction and Analogy, it is

manifest that they bear the stamp of uncertainty ;

inasmuch as they are unable to determine how many

objects or how many characters must be observed, in J
order to draw the conclusion that the case is the same |
with all the other objects, or with all the other char-
acters. It is possible only in one way to raise Induc-
tion and Analogy from mere probability to complete

a Krug, Logik, § 168, Anm—Ep,

- - | ‘
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certainty, — viz. to demonstrate that the principles
which lie at the root of these processes, and which
we have already stated, are either necessary laws of
thought, or necessary laws of nature. To demonstrate
that they are necessary laws of thought is impossible ;
for Logic not only does not allow inference from
many to all, but expressly rejects it. Again, to de-
monstrate that they are necessary laws of nature is
equally impossible. This has indeed been attempted,
from the uniformity of nature, but in vain. For it is
incompetent to evince the necessity of the inference of
[nduction and Analogy from the fact denominated
the law of natwre ; seeing that this law itself can only
be discovered by the way of Induction and Analogy.
In this attempted demonstration there is thus the
most glaring petitio principii. The result which has
been previously given remains, therefore, intact i —
Induction and Analogy guarantee no perfect cer-

tainty, but only a high degree of probability, while all
probability rests at best upon Induction and Analogy,
and nothing else.”«

o Baser, Logik, § 152.—Ep. [On
history and doctrine of the Logie of
Probiabilities, see Leibnitz, Nowveaws
Eseais, L.dv. ch. xv. p, 425, ed. Raspe,
Wolf, Phil. Rat. § 564 et gep. Plutner,
Phit. Aphorismen, § 701 (0ld edit)) §
594 (new edit.) Zedler, Lexikon, v.
Walracheinlich. Walch, Lexilon, [hid.
Lambert, Neues Organon, i. p. 318
¢t soq. Roeusch, Systema Logicum, §
655 ¢t sog. Hollmann, Logice, § 215

ot seq.  Hoftbaver, Anfangsprilnde dey
Logik, § 422 ot seq.  Bolzano, Logik,
vol, il § 101, vol, iii, § 817. Bachmaun,
Logik, § 220 et seq.  Fries, Logik, §
96 ot seq. Prevost, Bssaisde Philo-
sophie, ii, L. 1, part iii, p. §6. Kant,
Zogik, Binleitung x.  Jacob, Gram-
drizs der Allgemeinen Lopik, § 358,
P 181 et seq, 1800, Halle. Maots,
Institutiones Logier, § 230 o seq., p.
171, 1796.]




LECTURES ON LOGIC. 175

LECTURE XXXIIIL
MODIFIED METHODOLOGY.

SECTION L[ — OF THE ACQUISITION OF ENOWLEDGE.

I. EXPERIENCE.—B, FOREIGN :—ORAL TESTIMONY
—IT8 COREDIBILITY.

HAvVING, in our last Lecture, terminated the Doctrine  rrcr.
of Empirical Knowledge, considered as obtained Im- 2
mediately—that is, through the exercise of our own pless,,.
powers of Observation,—we are now to enter on the
doctrine of Empirical Knowledge, considered as ob-

tained Mediately—that is, through the Experience of

Other Men. Whe following paragraph will afford you

a general notion of the nature and kinds of this
knowledge :i—

T CIX. A matter of Observation or Empiri- pw. CIX,
cal Knowledge can only be obtained Mediately, R
that is, by one individual from another, through
an enouncement declaring it to be true. This
enouncement, 18 called, in the most extensive sense
of the word, o Watnessing ox Lestimony, (testimo-
niwm) ; and the person by whom it is made is,
in the same sense, called a Witness, or Zestifier,
(testis). The object of the Testimony is called

=
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the Fact, (factum); and its validity constitutes
what is styled Historical Credibility, (eredibilitas
historiea). To estimate this credibility, it is re-
quisite to consider—1°, The Subjective Trust-
worthiness of the Witnesses, (fides testiwm), and
2°, The Objective Probability of the Fact itself.
The former is founded partly on the Sincerity,
and partly on the Competence, of the Witness.
The latter depends on the Absolute and Relative
Possibility of the Fact itself. Testimony is either
Immediate or Mediate. Immediate, where the
fact reported is the object of a Personal Expe-
rience ; Mediate, where the fact reported is the
object of a Foreign Experience.”

“Tt is manifest that Foreign Experience, or the ex-
perience of other men, is astricted to the same laws,
and its certainty measured by the same criteria, as the
experience we carry through ourselyes. But the expe-
rience of the individual is limited, when compared
with the experience of the species; and if men did
not possess the means of communicating to each
other the results of their several observations,—were
they unable to co-operate in accumulating a stock
of knowledge, and in carrying on the progress of dis-
covery,—they would never have risen above the very
lowest steps in the acquisition of science. But to this
mutual communication they are competent; and each
individual is thus able to appropriate to his own
benefit the experience of his fellow-men, and to confer
on them in return the advantages which his own ob-
servations may supply. But it is evident that this reci-

« Krug, Logik, § 172 —Ep, [Cf, Scheibler, Tupica, c. 31.]
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proeal communication of their respective experiences
among men, can only be effected inasmuch as one is
able to inform another of what he has himself ob-
served, and that the vehicle of this information can
only be some enouncement in conventional signs of
one character or another. The enouncement of what
has been observed is, as stated in the paragraph,
called a wituessing,—a bearing witness,—a testimony,
&c., these terms heing employed in their wider accep-
tation ; and he by whom this declaration is made,
and on whose veracity it rests, is called a witness,
voucher, or testifier (testis).”* The term festimony, 1
may notice, is sometimes, by an abusive metonym,
employed for witness; and the word evidence 1s often
ambiguously used for testimony, and for the bearer of
testimony,—the witness.

“ Such an enouncement,—such a tegtimony, is, how-
ever, necessary for others, only when the experience
which it communicates is beyond the compass of their
own observation. Hence it follows, that matters of
reasoning are not proper objects of testimony, since
matters of reasoning, as such, neither can rest nor
ought to rest on the observations of others; for a
proof of their certainty is equally competent to all,
and may by all be obtained in the manner in which it
was originally obtained by those who may bear wit-
ness to their truth. And hence it further follows, that
matters of experience alone are proper objects of tes-
timony ; and of matters of experience themselves, such
only as are beyond the sphere of our personal expe-
rience. Testimony, in the strietest sense of the term,
therefore, is the communication of an experience, or,

a l‘:ﬁstrl‘, b'ﬂf;r'e(', § 153.—Ln,
VoI, Il M
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Lecr. what amounts to the same thing, the report of an

~ observed phmnomenon, made to those whose own
experience or observation has not reached so far.

TheFat.  “The object of testimony, as stated in the para-

graph, is called the faet; the validity of a testimony

Historieal 3 called historical credibility. The testimony is f-:it-her

" immediate or mediate. Immediate, when the witness

has himself observed the fact to which he testifies ;

mediate, when the witness has not himself had experi-

ence of this fact, but has received it on the testimony

of others, The former, the immediate witness, is

Eyewit-  commonly styled an eye-wilness (testis oculatus) ; and

Earwit-  the latter, the mediate witness, an ear-witness (lestis

i auritus). The saperiority of immediate to mediate

testimony is expressed by Plautus, “ Pluris est oculatus

testis unus, quam auriti decem.'® These denominations,

eye and ear witness, are, however, as synoyms of -

mediate and mediate witness, not always either appli-

cable or correct. The person on whose festimony a

TheGur- fact is mediately reported, is called the guarantee, or

he on whose authority it vests; and the guarantee

himself may be again either an immediate or a medi-

ate witness. In the latter case he is called a second-

hand or intermediate witness; and his testimony is

Testimonios commonly styled learsay evidence. Further, Testi-

gﬂgﬁi}él mony, whether immediate or mediate, is either portial

Dotbdic:  OF complete ; either consistent or contradictory. These
distinetions require no comment. Finally, testimony
is either direct or indirect; direct, when the witness
has no motive but that of making known the fact ;
indirect, when he is actuated to this by other ends.”?

a Truculintus, 11 vi. B, Cf. Krg, B Esser, Logik, § 163.—En.
Eogik, §172, Anm.—Eb,
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The only question in reference to Testimony is that LECT.
which regards its Credibility ; and the question con- 221"
cerning the credibility of the witness may be compre- hivisionof

the subject <
hended under that touching the Credibility of Testi- Vg of
mony. The order I shall fo]low in the subsequent 1{";,‘:’5;

observations is this,—I shall, in the first place, con- },{htg":}“
sider the Credibility of Testimony in general ; and, in peimny

in its par-
the second, consider the Credibility of J.wumony in itg ;sisetmns
particular forms of Immediate and Mediate. ey

First, then, in regard to the Credibility of Testi-
mony in general ;—When we inquire whether a cer-
tain testimony is, or is not, deserving of credit, there
are two things to be considered: 1%, The Object of
the Testimony, that is, the fact or facts for the truth
of which the Testimony vouches ; and, 2°, The Subject
of the Testimony, that is, the person or persons by
whom the testimony is borne. The question, therefore,
concerning the Credibility of Testimony, thus natu-
rally subdivides itself into two. Of these questions,
the first asks,— What are the conditions of the
credibility of a testimony by reference to what is
testified, that is, in relation to the Object of the testi-
mony ? The second asks,—What are the conditions
of the credibility of a testimony by reference to him
who testifies, that is, in relation to the Subject of the
testimony?® Of these in their order.

On the first questmn —“In regard to the matter 1. creda-
testified, that is, in regard to the ohject of the testi-: }f'iéﬂrﬁgn
mony ; it is, first of aJl, a requisite condition, that 1% 5The
what is reported to be true should be possible, both gllfﬁﬁn%f
absolutely, or as an object of the Elaborative Faculty, iis Absolute
and relatively, or as an object of the Presentative ™"

a Cf. Esser, Logik, § 154, —En.




LECTURES ON LOGIC.

Faculties—Perception, External or Internal. A thing

— "~ is possible absolutely, or in itself, when it can be con-

strued to thought, that is, when it is not inconsistent
with the logical laws of thinking ; a thing is relatively
possible as an object of Perception, External or Inter-
nal, when it can affect Sense or Self-consciousness,
and, through such affection, determine its apprehen-
sion by one or other of these faculties. A testimony
15, therefore, to be unconditionally rejected, if the fact
which it reports e either in itself impossible, or im-
possible as an object of the Presentative Faculties.
But the impossibility of a thing, as an object of these
faculties, must bLe decided either upon physical, or
upon metaphysical, principles, A thing is physically
impossible ag an object of sense, when the existence
itself, or its perception by us, is, by the laws of the
material world, impossible. It is metaphysically im-
possible, when the object itself, or its perception, is pos-
gible neither through a natural, nor through a super-
natural, agency. But, to establish the physical impos-
sibility of a thing, it is not sufficient that its existence
cannot be explained by the ordinary laws of nature,
or even that its existence should appear repugnant
with these laws ; it is requisite that an universal and
immutable Iaw of nature should bave been demon-
strated to exist, and that this law would be subverted
if the fact in question were admitted to be physically
possible. In like manner, to constitute the metaphy-
sical impossibility of a thing, it is by no means enough
to show that it is not explicable on natural laws, or even
that any natural law stands opposed to it ; it is further
requisite to prove that the intervention even of super-
natural agency is incompetent to its production, that

o e 5 e e et e —
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its existence would involve the violation of some neces- et
sary principle of reason. o
“To establish the eredibility of a testimony, in so Relutive

far as this is regulated by the nature of its object, of - .:l;ia,

there is, besides the proof of the absolute possibility

of this object, required also a proof of its relative

possibility ; that is, there must not only be no contra-

diction between its necessary attributes,—the attri-

butes by which it must be thought,—but no contra-

diction between the attributes actually assigned to it

by the testimony. A testimony, therefore, wlich, gua

testimony, is self-contradictory, can lay no claim to

credibility ; for what is self-contradictory is logically

suicidal. And here the only question is,—Does the

testimony, qua testimony, contradiet itself? for if the

repugnancy arise from an opinion of the witness, apart

from which the testimony as such would still stand

undisproved, in that case the testimony is not at once

to be repudiated as false. For example, it would be

wrong to reject a testimony to the existence of a

thing, because the witness had to his evidence of its

observed reality annexed some conjecture in regard to

its origin or cause, For the latter might well be

shown to be absurd, and yet the former would re-

main unshaken, Tt is, therefore, always to be ob-

served,—that it is only the self-contradiction of a

testimony, qua testimony, that is, the self-contradie-

tion of the fact itself, which is peremptorily and irre-

vocably subversive of its credibility.

“We now proceed to the second question ; that is, 2% mhe

to consider in general the thhﬂwy of a Testimony ﬂ,Lh.“ﬁ;L:’r

mony, o

by reference to its Subject, that is. in relation to the ,w.,,.nl
Personal Trustworthiness of the Witness. The trust- weshinos
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worthiness of a witness consists of two elements or
conditions, In the first place, he must be willing, in
the second place, he must be able, to report the truth.
The first of these elements is the Honesty,—the Sin-
cerity,—the Veracity ; the second is the Competency
of the witness. Both are equally necessary, and if
one or other be deficient, the testimony hecomes alto-
gether null. These constituents, likewise, do not infer
each other ; for it frequently happens that where the
honesty is greatest the competency is least, and where
the competency is greatest the honesty is least. But
when the veracity of a witness is established, there is
established also a presumption of his competency ; for
an honest man will not bear evidence to a point in re-
gard to which his recollection is not precise, or to the
observation of which he had not accorded the re-
quisite attention, In truth, when a fact depends
on the testimony of a single witness, the competency
of that witness is solely guaranteed by his honesty.
In regard to the honesty of a witness,—this, though
often admitting of the highest probability, never ad-
mits of absolute certainty ; for, thongh, in many cases,
we may know enough of the general character of the
witness to rely with perfect confidence on his veracity,
In no case can we look into the heart, and observe
the influence which motives have actually had upon
his volitions, We are, however, compelled, in many
of the most important concerns of our existence, to
depend on the testimony, and, consequently, to confide
in the sincerity, of others. But from the moral con-
stitution of lmman nature, we are warranted in pre-
suming on the honesty of a witness; and this pre-
sumption is enhanced in proportion as the following
cireumstances concur in its confirmation. In the
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first place, a witness is to be presumed veracious in veor.
this case, in proportion as his love of truth is already 2
established from others. In the second place, a wit-Th e

sumption of

ness is to be presumed veracious, in proportion as he 'l ety

has fewer and weaker motives to falsify his testimony. Ynoud by
I%z the third place, a witness is to be presumed vera- ‘i s
cious, in proportion to the likelihood of contradiction

which his testimony would encounter, if he deviated

from the truth. S0 much for the Sincerity, Honesty,

or Veracity of a witness.

“In regard to the Competency or Ability of a wit- b Comps.
ness,—this, in general, depends on the supposition, that Witcs.
he has had it in his power correctly to observe the
fact to which he testifies, and correctly to report it.

The presumption in favour of the competence of a Gireun:

: . : . . o atances b

witness rises, in proportion as the following conditions Which we
. . Tesump-

ave fulfilled :—In the first place, he must be presumed Hon of tom-

etaney is

competent in reference to the case in hand, in propor- tahunced.
tion as his general ability to observe and to commu-
nicate his observation has been established in other
cases, In the second place, the competency of a wit-
ness must be presumed, in proportion as in the par-
ticular case a lower and commoner amount of ability
is requisite rightly to observe, and rightly to report
the observation. In the third place, the competency
of a witness is to be presumed, in proportion as it is
not to be presumed that his observation was made or
communicated at a time when he was unable correctly
to make or correctly to communicate it. So much
for the Competency of a witness.

“Now, when both the good will and the ability, The eredi-

. bility of
that is, when both the Veracity and Competence, of & Teatjmomy

. . not invali-
witness have been sufficiently established, the credi-daod be-
canse the

bility of his testimony is not to be invalidated be-fuctiet
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cause the fact which it goes to prove is one out of the
ordinary course of experience.”* Thus it would be
false to assert, with Hume, that miracles, that is, sus-
pensions of the ordinary laws of nature, are incap-
able of proof, because contradicted by what we have
been able to observe. “On the contrary, where the
trustworthiness of a witness or witnesses is unini-
peachable, the very circumstance that the ohject is
one in itself unusual and marvellous, adds greater
weight to the testimony ; for this very circumstance
would itself induce men of veracity and intelligence
to accord a more attentive scrutiny to the fact, and
secure from them a more accurate report of their ob-
servation.

“The result of what has now been stated in regard

o to the credibility of Testimony in general, is :—That

a testimony is entitled to credit, when the requisite
conditions, both on the part of the object and on the
part of the subject, have been fulfilled. On the part
of the object these are fulfilled, when the object is
absolutely possible, as an object of the higher faculty
of experience,—the Understanding,—the Elaborative
Faculty, and relatively possible, as an object of the
lower or subsidiary faculties of experi.cnée,—Senae, and
Self-consciousness. In this case, the testimony, qua
testimony, does not contradict itself. On the part of
the subject, the requisite conditions are fulfilled, when
the trustworthiness, that is, the veracity and compe-
tency of the witness, is beyond reasonable doubt. In
regard to the veracity of the witness,—this cannot be
reasonably doubted, when there is no positive ground
on which to discredit the sincerity of the witness, and
when the only ground of doubt lies in the mere gen-

a Baser, Logilk, & 164.—HEn
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eral possibility of deception. And in reference to the wLEcT.
competency of a witness,—this is exposed to no rea- ot
sonable objection, when the ability of the witness to
observe and to communicate the fact in testimony can-

not be disallowed. Having, therefore, concluded the
consideration of testimony in general, we proceed to

treat of it in special, that is, in so far as it is viewed

either as Immediate or as Mediate.” “ Of thesein their

ovder.

The special consideration of Testimony, when that 1r. Tesi-
testimony is Immediate.—* An immediate testimony, el
or testimony at first hand, is one in which the Tach wud Mo
reported is an object of the proper or personal expe- 15, Bt
rience of the reporter. Now it is manifest, that an e
immediate witness is in general better entitled to cre-
dit than a witness at second hand ; and his testimony
rises in probability, in proportion as the requisites,
already specified, hoth on the part of its object and on
the part of its subject, are fulfilled. An immediate
testimony is, therefore, entitled to eredit,—1°% In pro-
portion to the greater ability with which the obsery- Conditions
ation has been made; 2%, In proportion to the less ﬁ'i];:;.cmu'
impediment in the way of the observation being per-
fectly accomplished ; 3°% In proportion as what was
observed could be fully and accurately remembered ;
and, 47, In proportion as the facts observed and re-
membered have been communicated by intelligible
and unambiguous sigus.

« Now, whether all these conditions of a higher Wethr

eredibility be fulfilled in the case of any immediate :E":I]::%“:nl!‘
testimony,—this cannot be directly and at once as- ?_.? uft*cl:.if
ceptained 1 it can only be inferred, with greater or ﬁsufffﬁal"t'
less certainty, from the qualities of the witness ; and, ;{:’:{:E.E’tn

a Kasor, Loyik, § 154.—FEo. neertninds
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consequently, the validity of a testimony can ouly be
accurately estimated from a critical knowledge of the
personal eharacter of the witness, as given in his in-
tellectual and moral qualities, and in the cirenm-
stances of his life, which have concurred to modify
and determine these. The veracity of a witness either
18, or is not, exempt from doubt ; and, in the latter case,

it may not only lie open to doubt, but even be ex-

posed to suspicion. If the sincerity of the witness be
indubitable, a direct testimony is always preferable to
an indirect; for a direct testimony being made with
the sole intent of establishing the certainty of the fact
in question, the competency of the witness is less ex-
posed to objection. If, on the contrary, the sincerity
of the witness be not beyond a doubt, and, still more,
if it be actually suspected, in that case an indirect
testimony is of higher cogency than a direct; for
the indivect testimony being given with another view
than merely to establish the fact in question, the in-
tention of the witness to falsify the truth of the fact
has not so strong a presumption in its favour. If both
the sincerity and the competency of the witness ave
altogether indubitable, it is then of no importance
whether the truth of the fact be vouched for by a
single witness, or by a plurality of witnesses, On the
other hand, if the sincerity and competency of the
witness be at all doubtful, the credibility of a testi-
mony will he greater, the greater the number of the
witnesses by whom the fact is corroborated. But here
it is to be considered, that when there are a plurality
of testimonies to the same fact, these testimonies are
either consistent or inconsistent. If the testimonies
be consistent, and the sincerity and competency of all
the witnesses complete, in that case the testimony

St S
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attains the highest degree of probability of which any vEer.
testimony is capable. Again, if the witnesses be in- AR
consistent,—on this hypothesis two cases are pos- e
sible : for either their discrepancy is negative, o it paee
is positive. A negative discrepancy arises, where one
witness passes over in silence what another witness
positively avers, A positive discrepancy arises, where

one witness explicitly affirms something, which some-
thing another witness explicitly deniess When the
difference of testimonies is merely negative, we may
suppose various eauses of the silence ; and, therefore,

the positive averment of one witness to a fact is not
disproved by the mere circumstance, that the same

fact is omitted by another. But if it be made out,
that the witness who omits mention of the fact, could

not have been ignorant of that fact had it taken place,

and, at the same time, that he could not have passed

it over without violating every probability of human
action,—in this case, the silence of the one witness
manifestly derogates from the credibility of the other
witness, and in certain circumstances may annihilate

it altogether. Where, again, the difference is positive,

the discrepancy is of greater importance, because,
(though there are certainly exceptions to the rule),

an overt contradiction is, in general and in itself, of
stronger cogency than a mere non-confirmation by
simple silence. Now the positive discrepancy of tes-
timonies either admits of conciliation, or it does not.

In the former case, the credibility of the several testi-
monies stands intact ; and the discrepancy among the
witnesses is to be accounted for by such circumstances

as explain, without invalidating, the testimony con-
sidered in itself. In the latter case, one testimony
manifestly detracts from the credibility of another ;
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for of incompatible testimonies, while both eannot be
true, the one must be false, when reciprocally contra-
dictory, or they may both be false, when reciprocally
contrary. In this case, the whole question resolves
itself into one of the greater or less trustworthiness of
the opposing witnesses, Is the trustworthiness of the
counter-witnesses equally great 2 In that case, neither
of the conflictive testimonies is to be admitted. Again,
is the trustworthiness of the witnesses not upon a par?
In that case, the testimony of the witness whose trust-
worthiness is the greater, obtains the preference,—and
this more especially if the credibility of the other wit-
nesses is suspected.” ©

Somuch for the Credibility of Testimony, considered
in Special, in so far as that testimony is Immediate or
at First Hand ; and I now, in the second place, pass on
to consider, likewise in special, the Credibility of Testi-
mony, in so far as that testimony is Mediate, or at
Second Hand.

“ A Mediate Testimony is one where the fact is an
object not of Personal, but of Foreign Experience.
Touching the eredibility of a mediate testimony, this
supposes. that the report of the immediate, and that
the report of the mediate, witness are hoth trust-
worthy. Whether the report of the immediate witness
be trustwortly,—this we are either of ourselves able to
determine, viz, from our personal acquaintance with
his veracity and competence ; or we are unable of
ourselves to do this, in which case the eredibility of
the immediate must be taken upon the authority of
the mediate witness, Here, however, it is necessary
for us to be aware, that the mediate witness is pos-

a Easer, Logik, $165.—FEn.

———
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sossed of the ability requisite to estimate the eredi- pEct.
bility of the immediate witness, and of the honesty to il
communicate the truth without retrenchment or falsi-
foation. But if the trustworthiness hoth of the
mediate and of the immediate witness be sufficiently
established, it is of no consequence; in regard to the
credibility of a testimony, whether it be at first hand

or at second. Nay, the testimony of a mediate may

oven tend to confirm the testimony of an immediate
switness, when his own competence fairly to appreciate

the report of the immediate witness is indubitable.

If however, the credibility of the immediate witness be
unimpeachable, but not so the eredibility of the medi-

ate, in that case the mediate testimony, in respect of its
authority, is inferior to the immediate, and thisin the

same proportion as the credibility of the second hand
witness is inferior to that of the witness ab first hand.
Further, mediate witnesses are either Proximate or Mediste
Remote ; and, in both cases, either Independent or De- l‘rétsz;'
pendent. The {rustworthiness of proximate witnesses Bl
is, in general, greater than the trustworthiness of re- ‘i:ﬁ;i:‘;t"
mote ; and the eredibility of independent witnesses %e;’lf.ﬁm.
areater than the credibility of dependent. The re-

mote witness is unworthy of belief, when the inter-
mediate links are wanting between him and the
original witness; and the dependent witness deserves

no credit, when that on which his evidence depends

is recognised as false or unestablished. Mediate tes-
timoiies are, likewise, either direct or indirect ; and,
likewise, when more than one, gither reciprocally con-
oruent or conflictive. In both cases the credibility of

the witnesses is to be determined in the same manner

as if the testimonies were immediate.
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JECT. . The testimony of a plurality of mediate witnesses,

where there is no recognised immediate witness, is

= called a pumour, if the witnesses be contemporaneous ;

Tditon: and a tradition, if the witnesses be chronologically suc-

cessive. These are both less entitled to credit, in pro-

portion as in either case a fietion or falsification of the

fact is comparatively easy, and, consequently, com-
paratively probable.” *

o Haser, Logil, § 166 —Tn,
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LECTURE XXXIV.
MODIFIED METHODOLOGY.

SECTION I—0F THE ACQUISITION OF ENOWLEDGE.

1. EXPERIENCE.—B. FOREIGN : — RECORDED TESTIMONY
AND WRITINGS IN GENERAT,

IT. SPECULATION,

In our last Lecture, we were engaged in the considera- JLECT.
tion of Testimony, and the Principles by which its Cre- e
dibility is governed,—on the supposition always that Mot
we possess the veritable report of the witness whose sl ’
testimony it professes to be ; and on the supposition in general.
that we are at no loss to understand its meaning and
purport. But questions may arise in regard to these
points, and, therefore, there is a further eritical process
requisite, in order to establish the Authenticity,—the
Integrity, and the Signification, of the documents in

which the testimony is conveyed. This leads us to the
important subject,—the Criticism of Recorded Testi-

mony, and of Writings in general. I shall comprise the

heads of the following observations on this subject in

the ensuing paragraph.

9 CX. The examination and judgment of par, cx.

L . . " Critivi
Writings professing to contain the testimony of A Tatase
certain witnesses, and of Writings in General pro-

protation,
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LECT. fessing to be the work of certain authors, is of
two parts. For the inquiry regards either, 1%
The Authenticity of the document, that is,
whether it be, in whole or in part, the product of
its ostensible author ; for ancient writings in
particular are frequently supposititious or infer-
polated ; or 2°, It regards the Meaning of the
words of which it is composed, for these, espe-
cially when in languages now dead, are frequently
obscure. The former of these problems is re-
solved by the A»t of Criticism, (Critica), in the
stricter sense of the term ; the latter by the A
of Interpretation, (Bxegetica ov Hermeneuliea). I
('riticism is of two kinds, If it be occupied with
the criteria of the authenticity of a writing in its
totality, or in its principal parts, it is called the
Higher, and sometimes the /. nternal, Criticisn.
If, again, it consider only the integrity of particu-
lar words and phrases, it is called the Lower, and
sometimes the Euxternal, Criticism. The former
of these may perhaps be best styled the Criticism
of Authenticity ;—the latter, the Chriticism of In-
teqrity.

The problem which Interpretation has to solve
is,—To discover and expound the meaning of a
writer, from the words in which hig thoughts are
expressed. It departs from the principle, that
however manifold be the possible meanings of
the expressions, the sense of the writer is one.
Interpretation, by reference to its sources or sub-
sidia, has been divided into the Grammatical, the
Historieal, and the Philosoplical, Exegesis.”

a Cf. Krug Logik, § 177 of aeq.— Kiesawetter, Logik, p.ii. § 185 ef acq.]
En, [Snell, Logil, p.ii. §6 p. 105,
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“Testimonies, especially when the ostensible wit- rrcr.
nesses themselves can no longer be interrogated, may R
be subjected to an examination under varions forms ; fxtlie-
and this examination is in fact indispensable, seeing
not only that a false testimony may be substituted for
a true, and a testimony true upon the whole may yet be
falsified in its parts—a practice which prevailed to a
greab extent in ancient times ; while at the same time
the meaning of the testimony, by reason either of the
foreign character of the language in which it is ex-
luemu.l or of the foreign character of thoucrhtm which
it 1§ conceived, may "be obseure and undctermmerl
The examination of a testimony is twofold, inasmuch The exa-

minntion of

as it is either an examination of its Aunthenticity and s testimony

- J % 3 = twofold,—
Integrity, or an examination of its Meaning, Thisris Au-
. . . . . thentie t}

twofold process of examination is applicable to testi- au intee.
rity, and o

monies of every kind, but it becomes indispensable iteMeanivg.
when the testimony has been recorded in writing, and

when this, from its antiquity, has come down to us

only in transeripts, indefinitely removed from the ori-

oinal, and when the witnesses are men differing
greatly from ourselves in language, manners, customs

and ‘associations of thought. The solution of the Criticism.
problem,— By what laws are the aunthenticity or
spuriousness, the integrity or corruption, of a writing

to be determined,—econstitutes the Art of Criticizsm, in

its stricter signification (Chitica) ; and the solution of Inwrpret-
the pmh]uu,—By what law is the sense or meaning L

of writing to be determined,—constitutes the Art of Tne
terpretation or Exposition (Hermeneutica, Ezegetica).

In theory, Criticisin ought to precede Interpretation,

for the question,—\\fhu has spoken, naturally arises

before the question,—How what has been spoken is to

be understood. ' But in practice; criticism and inter-

VOL. I N
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pretation cannot be separated ; for in application they
proceed hand in hand.”

“Rirst, then, of Criticism, and the question that pre-
gents itself in the threshold is,—What are its Defini-
tion and Divisions ? Under Criticism i3 to be under-
stood the complement of logical rules, by which the
anthenticity or spuriousness, the integrity or interpo-
lation, of a writing is to be judged. The problems
which it proposes to answer are—1°, Does a writing
really proceed from the author to whom it is ascribed;
and, 2°, Is a writing, as we possess it, in all its parts
the same as it came from the hands of its author.
The system of fundamental rules, which are supposed
in judging of the authenticity and integrity of every
writing, constitutes what is called the Doctrine of
Universal Criticism ; and the system of particular
rules, by which the authenticity and integrity of
writings of a certain kind are judged, constitutes the
doctrine of what is called Special Criticism. It is
manifest, from the nature of Logic, that the doctrine
of Universal Criticism is alone within its sphere. Now
Universal Criticism is conversant either with the
authenticity or spuriousness of a writing considered
as a whole, or with the integrity or interpolation of
certain parts. In the former case it is called Higher,
in the latter Lower, Criticesm ; but these denomina-
tions are inappropriate. The one eriticism has also
been styled the Internal, the other the Eaxternal ; but
these appellations are, likewise, exceptionable; and,
perhaps, it would be preferable to call the former the
Chiticism of the Authenticity, the latter, the Criticism
of the Integrity, of a work, I shall consider these in
particular, and, first, of the Criticism of Authenticity.

a Esser, Loyik, § 157.—Eb,
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“A proof of the authenticity of a writing, more Lmor.
especially of an ancient writing, can be rested only - SR
upon two grounds,—an Internal and an External — 1 {idm
and on these either apart or in combination, By in- "
ternal grounds, we mean those indications of authen-
ticity which the writing itself affords. By ewternal
grounds, we denote the testimony "borne by other
works of a corresponding antiquity, to the authen-
ticity of the writing in question. :

“In regard to the Internal Grounds;—itis evident, Mo Aol

. % : sronnds,
without entering upon details, that these cannot of i of
, omselven
themselves, that is, apart from the external grounds, aut rufl
- . - cien 0
afford evidence capable of establishing beyond a doub eswblish

the nuthen:

the authenticity of an ancient writing; for we can ticity af n
easily conceive that an able and leamned forger may =~
accommodatbe his fabrications both to all the general
circumstances of time, place, people, and language,
under which it is supposed to have been written, and

even to all the particular circumstances of the style,

habit of thought, personal relations, &e. of the author

by whom it professes to have been written, so that
everything may militate for, and nothing militate
against, its authenticity.

“But if our criticism from the internal grounds sut omni-
alone be, on the one hand, impotent to establish, it is, 5?;;:';;?
on the other, omnipotent to disprove. For it is suffi-"™
cient to show that a writing is in essential parts, that
is, parts which cannot be separated from the whole,
in opposition to the known manners, institutions,
usages, &c., of that people with which it would, and
must, have been in harmony, were it the product of
the writer whose name it bears ; that, on the contrary,
it bears upon its face indications of another country
or of a later age: and, finally, that it is at variance
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Lror. with the personal circumstances, the turn of mind,
— " and the pitch of intellect, of its pretended author,
And lere it is to be noticed, that these grounds are |
only relatively internal; for we become aware of
them originally only through the testimony of others,
that is, through external grounds.” "
lérmml In regard to the External Grounds ;—they, as I
said, consist inthe testimony, direct or indirect, given
to the authenticity of the writing in question by other
works of a competent antiquity. This testimony may
be contained either in other and admitted writings of
the supposed author himself ; or in those of contem- .
porary writers ; or in those of writers approximat-
ing in antiquity. This testimony may also be given
either directly, by attribution of the disputed writing
by title to the author ; or indirectly, by quoting as
his, certain passages which are to be found in it. On
this subject it is needless to go into detail, and it is
hardly necessary to observe, that the proof of the
authenticity is most complete when it proceeds upon
the internal and external grounds together. I, there-
fore, pass on to the Criticism of Integrity. #
Al « When the authenticity of an ancient work has
been established on external grounds, and been con- f
firmed on internal, the Integrity of this writing is
not therewith proved ; for it is very possible, and in \
ancient writings indeed very probable, that particular 1
passages are either interpolated or corrupted. The ';
anthenticity of particular passages is to be judged of f
precisely by the same laws, which regulate our criti- '
cism of the authenticity of the whole work. The proof
most pertinent to the authenticity of particular pas- |

a Bsscr, Logik; $158-160—Ep. 8 See Essar, Logik, §§ 161, 162—Ez. |
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the authm himself in other, and these unsuspected, ek
works ; 2°, From the attribution of them to the author |
by other writers of eompetent information ; and, 35, J‘
From the evidence of the most ancient MSS. On the
other hand, a passage is to be obelized as spurious,—
1°, When found to be repugnant to the general relations
of time and place, and to the personal relations of the
author ; 2°, When wanting in the more ancient codices,
and extant only in the more modern. A passage is
suspicious, when any motive for its interpolation is
manifest, even should we be unable to establish it as
spurious. The differences which different copies of a
writing exhibit in the particular passages, are called
various readings (varie lectiones or lectiones vari-
antes). Now, as of various readings one only can be
the true, while they may all very easily be false, the
problem which the criticism of Integrity proposes to
solve is,—How is the genuine reading to be made out,
—and herein consists what is technically called the
Recension, more properly the Ewendation, of the text.

“The Emendation of an ancient author may be of Emendution

sages is drawn—1°, From their acknowledgment by wnecr. H '
|

ol tho \exi,

two kinds ; the one of which may be called the Ifis- '_:.Lr;i»:f,“
* m 5y V1

torical, the other the Conjectural. The former of these Hiscital

nnd Co
founds upon historical data for its proof; the Jatter, joctur,

again, proceeds on grounds which lie beyond the sphere
of historical fact, and this for the very reason that his-
torical fact is found incompetent to the restoration of
the text to its original integrity. The historical emen-
dation necessarily precedes the conjectural, because the .
object itself of emendation is wholly of an historical
character, and because it is not permitted to attempt
any other than an emendation on historical grounds,
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geer. until, from these very grounds themselves; it be shown

XXXIV.

that the restitution of the text to its original integrity

Hoarical  cannot be historically accomplished. Historical Emen-

dation is again of two kinds, according as its judgment

_ proceeds on external or on internal grounds. It founds
upon external grounds, when the reasons for the truth
or falsehood of a reading are derived from testimony ;
it founds upon internal grounds, when the reasons for
the truth or falsehood of a reading ave derived from
the writing itself. Historical emendation has thus a
twofold function to perform, (and in its application to
practice, these must always be performed in conjunc-
tion), viz., it has carefully to seek out and aceurately
to weigh both the external and internal reasons in sup-
port of the reading in dispute, Of external grounds
the principal consists in the confirmation afforded by
MSS, by printed editions which have immediately
emanated from MSS., by ancient translations, and by
passages quoted in ancient authors. The internal
grounds are all derived either from the form, or from
the contents, of the work itself. In reference to the
form,—a reading is probable, in proportion as it cor-
responds to the general character of the langnage pre-
valent at the epoch when the work was written, and
to the peculiar character of the language by which the
author himself was distinguished. In reference to the
contents,—a reading is probable, when it harmonises
with the context, that is, when it coneurs with the
other words of the particular passage in which it

. stands, in affording a meaning reasonable in itself, and
conformable with the author’s opinions, reasonings
and general character of thought.”*

a Esser, Logilk, § 168, —Hob.
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It frequently happens, however, that, notwithstand- vrcr.

ing the uniformity of MSS. and other external sub- >
sidia, a reading cannot be recognised as genuine. In greair!
thiz case, it must be scientifically shown from the "™
rules of criticism itself, that this lection is corrupt.
If the demonstration thus attempted be satisfactory,
and if all external subsidia have been tried in vain,
the critic is permitted to consider in what manner the
corrupted passage can be restored to its integrity.
And here the conjectural or divinatory emendation
comes into play; a process in which the power and
efficiency of eriticism and the genius of the eritic are
principally manifested.”®

So much for Criticizm, in its applications both to
the Authenticity and to the Integrity of Writings.

We have now to consider the general rules by which
Interpretation, that is, the scientific process of ex-
pounding the Meaning of an author, is regulated.

“ By the At of Interpretation, called likewise techni- It. futer.
cally Hermeneutic or Exegetic, is meant the comple- P
ment of logical laws, by whiel the sense of an ancient
writing is to be evolved. Hermeneutic is either Gen- General and
eral or Special. General, when it contains those laws
which apply to the interpretation of any writing
whatever ; Special, when it comprises those laws by
which writings of a particular kind ave to be ex-
pounded. The former of these alone is of logical
concernment. The problem proposed for the Art of
Interpretation to solve, is—How are we to proceed
in order to discover from the words of a writing that
sole meaning which the author intended them to
convey ¢ In the interpretation of a work, it is not,

a Baser, Logik; § 106—En. [Par- Genuensis, Are Logice-Criticn, L. iv,
rhasiara, 1. 369-363, 21 el 170L o vief seq]
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therefore, enough to show in what signification its
words may be understood ; for it is required that we
show in what signification they must. To the execu-
tion of this task two conditions are absolutcly neces-
sary ; 1% That the interpreter should be thoroughly
acquainted with the language itself in general, and
with the language of the writer in particular; and 25,
That the interpreter should be familiar with the sub-
jects of which the writing treats. But these two
requisites, though indispensable, are not of themselves
sufficient. It is also of importance that the expo-
sitor should have a competent acquaintance with the
author’s personal circumstances and character of
thought, and with the history and spirit of the age
and country in which he lived. In regard to the inter-
pretation itself ;—it is to be again observed, that as a
writer could employ expressions only in a single sense,
so the result of the exposition ought to be not merely
to show what meaning may possibly attach to the
doubtful terms, but what meaning necessarily must.
When, therefore, it appears that a passage is of doubt-
ful import, the best preparative for a final determin-
ation of its meaning is, in the first place, to ascertain
in how many different significations it may be con-
strued, and then, by a process of exclusion, to arrive
at the one veritable meaning, When, however, the
obscurity cannot be removed, in that case it is the
duty of the expositor, before abandoning his task, to
evince that an interpretation of the passage is, with-
out change, absolutely or relatively impossible.

“ As to the sources from whence the Interpretation
is to be drawn,—these are three in all,—viz.,, 1°, The
Tractus literarwm, the words themselves, as they ap-
pear in MSS.; 2°, The context, that is, the passage
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in immediate connection with the donbtful term ; 8°, wLecr.
Parallel or analogous passages in the same, or in other, e gh
writings.”* How the interpretation drawn from these
sourees is to be applied, I shall not attempt to detail ;

but pass on to a more generally useful and interesting
subject.

So much for Experience or Observation, the first Speculation

mean of scientific discovery, that, viz, by which we ﬂlﬁm{gv
apprehend what is presented as contingent pheeno- <
mena, and by whose processes of Induction and
Analogy we carry up individual into general facts.
We have now to consider the other Mean of scientific
discovery, that, viz, by which, from the phenomena
presented as contingent, we separate what is really
necessary, and thus attain to the knowledge, not of
merely generalised facts, but of universal laws, This
mean may, for distinction’s sake, be called Specula-
tion, and its general nature I comprehend in the fol-
lowing paragraph.

§ ('XI. When the mind does not rest con- Par CXL
Speculation,

tented with observing and classifying the objects —uw s
of its experience, but, by a reflective analysis, Knowlodge:
sunders the concrete wholes presented to its
cognition, throws out of account all that, as con-
tingent, it can think away from, and concen-
trates its attention exclusively on those elements
which, as necessary conditions of its own acts, it
cannot but think :—by this process it obtains the
knowledge of a certain order of facts,—facts of
Self-consciousness, which, as essential to all Ex-
perience, are not the result of any ; constituting

a Baser, Logik, § 107.—FHp. [Cf, Snell, Logik, p. ii. § 6, p. 200,]
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in truth the Laws by which the possibility of our
cognitive functions is determined. This process,
by which we thus attain to a diseriminative
knowledge of the Necessary, Native, and, ag they
are also called, the Noetic, Pure, & priori, or
Transcendental, Elements of Thought, may be
sbyled Speculative Analysis, Analytic Specula-
tion, or Speculation simply, and is carefully to be
distinguished from Induction, with which it is
not unusually confounded.

“The empirical knowledge of which we have
hitherto been speaking, does nof, however varied and
extensive it may be, suffice to satisfy the thinking
mind as such; for our empirical knowledge itself
points at certain higher cognitions from which it may
obtain completion, and which are of a very different
character from that by which the mere empirical cog-
nitions themselves are distinguished. The cognitions
are styled, among other names, by those of noetie,
pure, or rational, and they are such as cannot, though
manifested in experience, be derived from experience ;
for, as the conditions under which experience is pos-
sible, they must be viewed as necessary constituents
of the nature of the thinking principle itself. Philo-
sophers have indeed been found to deny the reality of
such cognitions native to the mind ; and to confine
the whole sphere of human knowledge to the limits of
experience. But in this case philosophers have over-
looked the important circumstance, that the acts, that
is, the apprehension and judgment, of experience, are
themselves impossible, except under the supposition of
certain potential cognitions previously existent in the
thinking subject, and which become actual on occa~
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sion of an object being presented to the external or wLeer.
internal sense. As an example of a noetic cognition, ekl
the following propositions may suffice :—An object
and all its attributes are convertible ;—AIll that is
has its sufficient cause. The principal distinctions of Prigeipst

distinelions

Empirical and Rational Knowledges, or rather Em-of Eiupir-
pirical and Noetic Cognitions, are the following :—1°, f\'j'::;:'il.: Cog-
Empirical cognitions originate exclusively in experi-"
ence, whereas noetic cognitions are virtually at least
before or above all experience,—all experience being
only possible through them. 27, Empirical cognitions
come piecemeal and successively into existence, and
may again gradually fade and disappear; whereas
noetic cognitions, like Pallas armed and immortal from

the head of Jupiter, spring at once into existence, com-
plete and indestructible. 3°, Empirical cognitions find
only an application to those objects from which they
were originally abstracted, and, according as things ob-

tain a different form, they also may become differently
fashioned ; noetic cognitions, on the contrary, bear

the character impressed on them of necessity, uni-
versality, sameness. Whether a cognition be empirical

or noetie, can only be determined by considering
whether it can or cannot be presented in a sensible
perception ;—whether it do or do not stand forward
clear, distinet, and indestructible, bearing the stamp

of necessity and absolute universality. The noetic
cognitions can be detected only by a critical analysis

of the mental phaenomena proposed for the purpose of
their discovery ;”" and this analysis may, as 1 have
said, be styled Speculation, for want of a more appro-
priate appellation.

a Tssor, Logik; § 171.—¥Ko,

e e i

B e o
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LECTURE XXXV.

MODIFIED METHODOLOGY.

SECTION I.—OF THE ACQUISITION OF KNOWLEDGE.

ITI. COMMUNICATION OF KNOWLEDGE.—A, INSTRUCTION
g —ORAL AND WRITTEN.—B. CONFERENCE—
' ﬂ DIALOGUE AND DISPUTATION.
il
| li .!|| t LECr. I yow go on to the last Mean of Acquiring and Per-
1 -'|'i|il: ~ fecting our knowledge ; and commence with the fol-
‘ﬂl 1! lowing paragraph :(—
1
i Par. CXI1. T CXIL An important mean for the Acqui-
i m |8 Pbitin sition and Perfecting of Knowledge is the (lom-
i | —ma munication of Thought. Considered in general,
1 Acyoiting the Communication of thoughtis either One-sided,
ol or Mutual. The former is called Instruction

(institutio), the latter Conference (collocutiv) ; !
but these, though in theory distinet, are in prac-
tice easily combined. Instruction is again either {
Oral or Written ; and Conference, as it is inter- |
locutory and familiar, or eontroversial and solemn,
may be divided into Dialogue (colloguivm, dia- ’
logus), and Disputation ( disputatio, concertatio). |
The Communication of thought in all its forms
is a means of intellectual improvement, not only
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to him who receives, but to him who bestows, necr.
information ; in both relations, therefore, it ought 22500
to be considered, and not, as is usually done, in

the latter only.”

In illustrating this paragraph, I shall commence Explics
with the last sentence, and, before treating in detail e
of Instruction and Conference, as means of extending
the limits of our knowledge by new acquisitions de-

rived from the communication of others, I sghall en- e Com-

deavour to show, that the Communication of thought 3}?&;{:
is itself an important mean towards the perfecting of tunt mem
knowledge in the mind of the communicator himself. :f::r'::hn'ém
Tn this view, the communication of knowledge is like fuigo m she

mind of the

the attribute of merey, twice blessed,—* hlessed 10 communica-
him that gives and to him that takes;” in teaching ™
others we in fact teach ourselves.

This view of the reflex effect of the communication

of thought on the mind, whether under- the form of
Instruction or of Conference, is one of high importance,
Iyt it is one which has, in modern times, unfortunately
been almost wholly overlooked. To illustrate it in
all its bearings would require a volume,—at present
I can only contribute a few hints towards its expo-
sition,

Man is, by an original tendency of his nature, de- Man nuu-
termined to communicate to others what occupies his ::R;\;éhi:"'
thoughts, and by this communication he obtains atim.
clearer understanding of the subjeet of his cogitations
than he could otherwise have compassed. This fa-ct;!:fif e

did not escape the acuteness of Plato. In the Prota-riu.
goras—* It has been well,” says Plato (and he has

a Cf. Krog, Logik, § 181 et seq.—ED.
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sundry passages to the point),—* It has been well, I
think, observed by Homer—

“Through mutual interconrse and mutual aid,
Great deeds are done and great discoveries made i
The wise new wisdom on the wise bestow,
Whilst the lone thinker’s thoughts come slight and slow.' «

For in company we, all of us, are more alert, in deed
and word and thought. And if a man eacogitate
aught by himself; forthwith he goes about to Jind some
one to whom he may reveal it, and from whom he mey
obtain encouragement, aye and until his discovery be
completed.”® The same doctrine is maintained by
Aristotle, and illustrated by the same quotation ;"
(to which, indeed, is to be referred the adage,—* Unuvs
homo, nullus homo.”)—* We rejoice,” says Themistius,
“in hunting truth in company, as in hunting game.”?
Lueilius—= Scire est nescire, nisi id me geire alius
scierit ; “—paraphrased in the compacter, though far
inferior, verse of Persius,—* Seire tuum nihil est, nisi
te scire hoc sciat alter.”¢—Cicero’s Cato testifies to
the same truth :—“Non facile est invenire, qui quod
sciat ipse, non tradat alteri”” And Seneca :—* Sic
cum hac exceptione detur sapientia, ut illam inclusam
teneam nec enunciem, rejiciam. Nullius boni, sine
soclo, jucunda possessio est.” ¢

“ Oondita tabescit, vulgata sciontia orescit.

a Altered from Pope's Homer, Bouk ¢ 1L 27.—Ep,

x. 265, n Cato wpud Cicero, Dy Fin., iii.,
B Protag., p. 848. Compare Lee- o, 20, § 60,

tures on Metaphysics, i p, 876. 0 Seneca, Ep., vi.
¥ Eth. Nie., viii, 1. + Quoted alao in Discussions, p. 778

& Orat., xxi. Explovatoraut Plilp- This line appeara to have been taken
suphus, Orationes, p. 254, ed. Harduin, from a small volume, entitled, Cur-
Paris, 1684.—Ep, ninwn Peoverbialivm Luei Communes,

€ Fragm., 25, in the Bipont edition . 17, Lond. 1583 but the author s
of Persius and Juvenal, P 176.—En.  not named.—Ep,
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“In hoe gandeo aliquid discere, ut doceam : nee me prcr.
ulla ves delectabit, licet eximia sit et salutaris, quam S22
mihi uni, sciturus sim.”*  “Ita non solum ad discen-

dum propensi sumus, verum etiam ad docendum,”?

The modes in which the Communication of thouglit Modes jn
is conducive to the perfecting of thought itself, are ;u:;;n?f;:'
two ; for the mind may be determined to more ex- ::.T];:df"':?

. footing of
alted energy by the sympathy of society, and by the Thoaght
stimulus of opposition ; or it may be necessitated”
to more distinet, accurate, and ordefly thinking, as
this is the condition of distinet, accurate, and orderly
communication. Of these the former requires the
presence of others during the act of thought, and is,
therefore, only manifested in oral instruction or in
conference ; whereas the latter is operative both in
our oral and in our written communications, Of these
in their order.

In the first place, then, the influence of man omni, By -
man in reciprocally determining a higher energy of s
the faculties, is a pheenomenon sufficiently manifest. ::fﬁf;}";r
By mature a social being, man has powers which are :!’;TML
relative to, and, consequently, find their development ¥ Teie!
in, the company of his fellows ; and this is more par-
ticularly shown in the energies of the cognitive facul-
ties. *As iron sharpeneth iron,” says Solomon, “so a
man sharpeneth the understanding of his friend.””

This, as I have said, is effected both by fellow-feeling
and by opposition, We see the effects of fellow-feel-
ing,in the mecessity of an andience to call forth the
exertions of the orator. Eloquence requires numbers;

and oratory has only flourished where the eondition

o Seneea, Epiet., vi—ED. rised version is; countenance of his
B Cicera, D¢ Fin, it. 20.—Ep. Sfrivd, Compare Lectures on Meto-
v Proverbs, xxvil. 17. The autho. physics, vol. 1. p. 376.—Lp.
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of large audiences has been supplied. But opposition
1s perhaps still more powerful than mere sympathy in
calling out the resonrces of the intellect.

In the mental as in the material world, action and
reaction are ever equal; and Plutarch® well ob-
serves, that as motion would cease were contention
to be faken out of the physical universe, so pro-
gress in improvement would cease were contention
taken out of the moral ; wd\epos amdvrov marijp.?

“It is maintained,” says the subtle Scaliger, “by
Vives, that we profit more by silent meditation than
by dispute. This is not true. For as fire is elicited
by the collision of stones, so truth is elicited by the
collision of minds. T myself (he adds) frequently
meditate by myself long and intently ; but in vain ;
unless I find an antagonist, there is no hope of a
successful issue. By a master we are more excited
than by a book; but an antagonist, whether by
his pertinacity or his wisdom, is to me a double
master.””

But, in the second place, the necessity of communi-
cating a piece of knowledge to others, imposes upon
us thc necessity of obttuumg a fuller conscionsness of
that knowlcdge for ourselves, This result is to a cer-
tain extent secured by the very process of clothing our
cogitations in words. For speech is an analytic pro-
cess ; and to express our thoughts in language, it is
requisite to evolve them from the implicit into the
explicit, from the confused into the distinet, in order
to bestow on each part of the organic totality of a
thought its precise and appropriate symbol. But to

a Vita Agesilai, Opera, 1599, vol. . Philos, i, p. 158.—En.
p- 583.—Ep. v Exereil, §, 420, [Foya criticism
B Heraclitus, Cf, Plutareh, D¢ 5. of Sealiger’s remark us regards Vives,
et Ogir, p. 870,  Brandis, Gesch, der see Disoussions, p. 773.—En.]
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do this is in fact only to accomplish the first step pior.
towards the perfecting of our cognitions or thonghts, -

But the communication of thought, in its higher ap- tutusscs ot
plications, imposes on us far more than this; and in et
so doing it reacts with a still more beneficial influence .I;T‘h;r::ﬂ:;,
on our habits of thinking. Suppose that we are not fig.
merely to express our thoughts as they spontaneously
arise ; suppose that we are not merely extemporane-
ously to speak, but deliberately to write, and that
what we are to communicate is not a simple and easy,
but a complex and difficult, matter® In this case, no
man will ever fully understand his subject who has
not studied it with the view of communication, while
the power of communicating a subject is the only
competent criterion of his fully understanding it.
“When a man,”says Godwin, “writes a book of méethod- gogwin
ical investigation, he does not write because he under- e
stands the subject; but he understands the subject
because he has written. He was an uninstructed tyro,
exposed fo a thousand foolish and miserable mistakes,
when he began his work, compared with the degree of
proficiency to which he has attained when he has
finished it. He who is now an eminent philosopher,
or a sublime poet, was formerly neither the one nor
the other. Many a man has been overtaken by a pre-
mature death, and left nothing behind him but com-
positions worthy of ridicule and contempt, who, if he
had lived, would perhaps have risen to the highest
liferary eminence, If we could examine the school
exercises of men who have afterwards done honour to
mankind, we should often find them inferior to those
of their ordinary competitors. If we could dive into
the portfolios of their early youth, we should meet

YOL. IL 0
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tgor. with abundant matter for laughter at their senseless
incongruities, and for contemptuous astonishment.”
Aristotle, “The one exclusive sign,” says Aristotle, “ that a
. man is thoroughly cognisant of anything is that he is
able to teach 1% ;”7f and Owvid,—"

v “Quodgue parum novit nemo doeere potest.”

In this reactive effect of the communication of
knowledge in determining the perfection of the know-
r ledge communicated, originated the scholastic maxim

Doce ut discas—a maxim which has unfortunately
been too much overlooked in the schemes of modern
education. In former ages, teach thut you may learn
always constituted one at least of the great means of
o, intellectual cultivation. “To teach,” says Plato, “is
the way for a man to learn most and best.”® “Hom-
Sencea.  ines dum docent discunt,” says Seneca.® “In teach-
ﬁiﬂmﬁt of ing,” says Clement of Alexandria,® “the instructor often
exandrin, F -
learns more than his pupils.” “Disce sed a doctis ;
Dionysius indoctos ipse doceto,” is the precept of Dionysius Cato;”
and the two following were maxims of authority in
the discipline of the middle ages. The first—

* Multa rogare, rogata tenere, retents docere,
Haee tria, discipulum fagiunt superare magistrnm." o

The second—

* Discere 81 quaeris doceas ; sic ipse doceris ;
Nam studio tali tibi profieis atque sodali

a Enquiver, part i, Essay iv. pp. 23, admoin—Ep.

24, ed. 1787 —Eb, 7 IV. 20.—Eb.
B Metuphys, i, 1. Quoted i Dis- 0 [Cropius, p 68L]  [Gabrickis
cussions, p. 765.—ED. Nawdei Syntagme de Studio Liberali.
. & Tristie, i, 348,—Ep, Included in the Consilin et Methodi
' 8 Paoudo-Plato, Epinomis;p. 980.—  Aures studivrum optime instituends-
En. rumy, collected by Th, Crenjug, Rotter-
e Epist,, T.—FEn. dam, 1692, The lines are groted a5

¢ Stromata, lib, i, p. 275, ed. Sylb., from an anonymous author.—En,]
Aldawwy 7ispavddves wAlor kal Aéywy ¢ Given without author’s name, in
ovwakpoaray woANdres Tois éraxodovary  Uhe Capmdniean Proverbialum Loci G-

1
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This truth is also well enforced by the great Vives. wsor,
“ Doctrina est traditio corum quae quis novit ei qui Ll
non novit. Disciplina est illius traditionis acceptio ;
nisi quod mens accipientis impletur, dantis vero non
exhauritur,—imo communicatione augetur eruditio,
sicut ignis, motu atque agitatione. Excitatur enim
ingenium, et discurrit per ea quae ad preesens nego-
tium pertinent : ita invenit atque excudit multa, et
quae in mentem non veniebant cessanti, docenti, aut
disserenti occurrunt, calore acuente vigorem ingenii.
Ideirco, nihil est ad magnam eruditionem perinde
conducens, ut docere.”® The celebrated logician, Dr Sindeson.
Robert Sanderson, used to say: “I learn much from

my master, more from my equals, and most of all

from my disciples.”?

But I have occupied perhaps too much time on the rufiuence
influence of the communication of knowledge on those :ﬁiﬁ;ﬁ-:ﬂ:ﬂ;
by whom it is made; and shall now pass on to the lamon
consideration of its influence on those to whom it is whew iis
addressed. And in treating of communication in s
this respect, I shall, in the first place, consider it
as Oue-sided, and, in the second, as Reciprocal or
Bilateral.

The Unilateral Communication of knowledge, or 1. Tastrne.
Instruction, is of two kinds, for it is either Oral or ;t;;’d'“'rit-
Written 5 but as both these species of instruction pro-
pose the same end, they are both, to a certain extent,
subject to the same laws.

Oral and Written Instruction have each their pecu-
lLiar advantages.

In the first place, instruction by the living voice Orl in-

Vives.,

munes, Lond. 1588, p. 17, See above, B [Reasom and Judgement, or Speeinl
p. 206, note —ED. Rewmurks of the Life of the Renvioned
a L Aninia,po 80, Dr Sandergon, p. 10,  London: 1664

-
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Par, CXTIL
Written
Instrnction,
and its om-
ployment
a4 0 niesny
of inteéllec-
tual im-
provement:

subsidiary. A neglect of the oral instruction, and an
exclusive employment of the written,—the way in
which those who are self-taught (the autodidacti)
obtain their edncation,—for the most part betrays its
one-sided influence by a contracted cultivation of the
intellect, with a deficiency in the power of eommuni-
cating kmowledge to others.

Oral instruction necessarily supposes a speaker and
a heaver ; and written instruction a writer and a
reader. In these, the capacity of the speaker and of
the writer must equally fulfil certain common requi-
sites. In the first place, they should be fully masters
of the subject with which their instruction is conver-
gant ; and in' the second, they should be able and
willing to communicate to others the knowledge which
they themselves possess. DBut in reference to these
several gpecies of instruction, there are various special
rules that ought to be attended to by those who would
reap the advantages they severally afford. T shall
commence with Written Instruction, and comprise the
rules by which it ought to be regulated, in the follow-
ing paragraph.

§ CXIIL In regard to Written Instruction,
and its profitable employment as a means of in-
tellectual improvement, there are certain rules
which ought to be observed, and which together
constitute the Proper Method of Reading, These
may be reduced to three classes, as they regard,
1%, The Quantlt.y, 2°, The Quality, of whatis to be
read, or 3°, The Mode of reading what is to be read.

I. As concerns the Quantity of what is to be
read, there is a single rule,—Read much, but
not many works (multum non multa).
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II. As concerns the Quality of what is to be
read,—there may be given five rules, 17 Select
the works of principal importance, estimated by
relation to the several sciences themselves, or to
your particular aim in reading, or to your indi-
vidual disposition and wants. 2°, Read not the
more detailed works upon a science, until you
have obtained a rudimentary knowledge of it in
general. 3%, Make yourselves familiar with a
science in its actual or present«state, before you
proceed to study it in its chronological develop-
ment. 4% To avoid erroneous and exclusive
views, read and compare together the more im-
portant works of every sect and party. 5°, To
avoid a one-sided development of mind, combine
with the study of works which cultivate the
Understanding, the study of works which culti-
vate the Taste.

III. As concerns the Mode or Manner of read-
ing itself, there are four principal rules. 17
Read that you may accurately remember, but
still more, that you may fully understand. 2°,
Strive to compass the general tenor of a work,
before you attempt to judge of it in detail. 3,
Accommodate the intensity of the reading to the
importance of the work. Some books are, there-
fore, to be only dipped into; others are to be run
over rapidly ; and others to be studied long and
sedulagsly. 4°, Regulate on the same principle
the extracts which you make from the works you
read.”

a Cf. Krug, Logik, § 180,—Ep. Scheidler; Grundriss der Hodegetik, §
[Fischaber, Logik, p. 188, ed 1818, 58 p. 196; 1832, Magirus . Lectio. ]
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I. In reference to the head of Quantity, the single
— tule is—Read much, hut not many works. Though
this golden rule has risen in importance, since the

i Qmutr world, by the art of printing, has been overwhelmed

.Rnlc

Solomon,
Quintilian,
Younger
Pliny, =
‘Beneen,

Lather
quoted,

Sanderson,

by the multitude of books, it was still fully recog-
nised by the great thinkers of antiquity. It is even
hinted by Solomon, when he complains that “of mak-
ing many books there is no end.”® By Quintilian, by
the younger Pliny, and by Sencca, the maxim, “mul-
tum legendum esse, non multa,” is laid down ag the
great rule of study.® <« All” says Luther in his Table
Talk,” « who would study with advantage in any art
whatsoever, ought to betake themselves to the reading
of some sure and certain books oftentimes over : for
to read many books produceth confusion, rather than
learning, like as those who dwell everywhere, are not
anywhere at home.” He alludes here to the saying of
Seneca, “ Nusquam est qui ubique est.”? «And like as
in society, we use not daily the community of all our
acquaintances, but of some few selected friends, even
so likewise ought we to accustom ourselves to the best
books, and to make the same familiar unto us, that is,
to have them, as we use to say, at our fingers’ ends.”
The great logician, Bishop Sanderson, to whom I for-
merly referved, as his friend and biographer Isaac Wal-
ton informs us, said “ that he declined reading many
books ; but what he did read were well chosen, and
read so often that he hecame very familiar with them.
They were principally three,—Aristotle’s Rhetoric,
Aquinas’s Secunda Secunde, and Cicero, particularly
his Offices”« The great Lord Burleigh, we are told

a Eroles. xil. 12.—Ep, v No. neogxriv.  Of Learned Men,

8 Quintilian, x, 1, 59, Pliny, Ep., —Eb.

vil.0. Seneca, De Tranquill. dnim, o & Epist,, il.—Ed.
9, Epist., 2, 45—Xn. ¢ See Walton's Lives of Donne,
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Ly his biographer, carried Cicero De Officiis, with
Aristotle’s Rhetorie, always in his bosom; these being
complete pieces, “that would make both a scholar and
an honest man.” “Our age,” says Herder, “is the
reading age;” and he adds, “it would have been
better, in my opinion, for the world and for science,
if, instead of the multitude of books which now oyer-
lay us, we possessed only a few works good and ster-
ling, and which, as few, would, therefore, be more
diligently and profoundly studied.”* I might quote
to you many other testimonies to the same effect;
but testimonies are useless in support of so manifest
a truth,

TECT,
XXXV,

Herder,

For what purpose,—with what intent; do we read ? Ead of

We read not for the sake of reading, but we read to
the end that we may think. Reading is yaluable
only as it may supply to us the materials which
the mind iteelf elaborates. As it is not the largest
quantity of any kind of food, taken into the stomach,
that conduces to health, but such a quantity of such
a kind as can be best digested; so it is mot the
greatest complement of any kind of information that
improves the mind, but such a quantity of such a
kind as determines the’ intellect to most vigorous
energy. The only profitable reading is that in which
we are compelled to think, and think intensely;
whereas that reading which serves only to dissipate
and divert our thought, is either positively hurtful,
or useful only as an oceasional relaxation from severe
exertion. But the amount of vigorous thinking is
usunally in the inverse ratio of multifarious reading.
Multifarious reading is agreeable; but, as a habit, it

Wattan, Hooker, Horbert, avid Sander- a Bricfe diber dus Stud, der Theol.
son, vol, il., p. 287, ed, Zouch, York, B. xlix, Werke, xiv. 267, ed. 1820.—
1817.—Enb, Ep,

Readimg,
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is, in its way, as destructive to the mental as dram-

~ drinking is to the bodily health.

II. In reference to the Quality of what is to be read,
the First of the five rules is,—* Select the works of prin-
cipal importance, in accommodation either to the seve-
ral sciences themselves, to your particular aim in read-
ing, or to your individual disposition and wants.” This
rule is too manifestly true to require any illustration
of its truth. No one will deny that for the accom-
plishment of an end, you ought to employ the means
best calculated for its accomplishment. This is all
that the rule inculeates, But while there is no diffi-
culty about the expediency of obeying the rule, there
is often considerable difficulty in obeyingit. To know
what books ought to be read in order to learn a science,
is in fact frequently obtained only after the science has
been already learned. On this point no general advice
can be given. We have, on all of the sclences, works
which profess to supply the advice which the student
here requires. But in general, I must say, they are of
small assistance in pomting out what books we should
select, however useful they may be in showing us what
books exist upon a science. In this respect, the British
student also labours under’ peculiar disadvantages.
The libraries in this country ave, one and all of them,
wretchedly imperfect ; and there are few departments
of science, in which they are not destitute even of the
works of primary necessity,—works which, from their
high price, but more frequently from the difficulty of
procuring them, are beyond the reach of ordinary
readers.

Under the head of Quality the Second Rule is,—
‘Read not the more detailed works upon a science,
until you have obtained a rudimentary knowledge of
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it in general” The expediency of this rule is suffici-
ently apparent. It is altogether impossible to read
with advantage an extensive work on any branch of
knowledge, if we are not previously aware of its general
bearing, and of the relations in which its several parts
gtand to each other. In this ecase, the mind is over-
powered and oppressed by the mass of details pre-
sented to it,—details, the significance and subordina-
tion of which it is as yeb unable to recognise. A con-
spectus,—a survey of the science as a whole, ought,
therefore, to precede the study of It in its parts;: we
should be aware of its distribution, before we attend
to what is distributed,—we should possess the empty
frame-work, hefore we collect the materials with which
it is to be filled. Hence the utility of an eneyclo-
paedical knowledge of the seiences in general, prelini-
nary to a study of the several sciences in particular ;
that is, a summary knowledge of their objects, their
extent, their connection with each other. By this
means the student is enabled to steer his way on the
wide ocean of science, By this means he always knows
whereabouts he is, and becomes aware of the point
towards which hig author is leading him.

In entering upon the study of such authors as Plato,
Aristotle, Descartes, Spinoza, Leibnitz, Locke, Kant,
&e., it is, therefore, proper that we first obtain a pre-
paratory acquaintance with the scope, both of their
philosophy in general, and of the particular work on
which we are about to enter. In the case of writers
of such ability this is not diffienlt to do ; as there are
abundance of subsidiary works, affording the prelimi-
nary knowledge of which we are in quest. But in the
case of treatises where similar assistance i not at hand,
we may often, in some degree, prepare ourselves for a

LECT,

XXXV,
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uger, regular perusal, by examining the table of confents, f
~ and taking a cursory inspection of its several depart- r
ments. In this respect and also in others, the follow- |
ing advice of Gibbon to young students is highly de-
swier  serving of attention. ¢ After a rapid glance (I trans-
late from the original French)—after a rapid glance
on the subject and distribution of a new book, I sus-
pend the reading of it, which I only resume after
having myself examined the subject in all its relations,
—after having called up in my solitary walks all that
I have read, thought, or learned in regard to the sub-
ject of the whole book, or of some chapter in particu-
lar. T thus place myself in a condition to estimate
what the author may add to my general stock of know-
ledge ; and I am thus sometimes fayourably disposed
by the accordance, sometimes armed by the opposition,

of our views.” “

Fuind The Third Rule under the head of Quality is—
*Make yourselves familiar with a science in its present
state, before you proceed to study it in its chronologi-
cal development.” The propriety of this procedure is
likewise manifest. Unless we be acquainted with a
science in its more advanced state, it is impossible to
distinguish between what is more or less important,
and, consequently, impossible to determine what is or I
is not worthy of attention in the doctrines of its earlier
cultivators. We shall thus also be overwhelmed by
the infinitude of details successively presented to ns ;
all will be confusion and darkness, where all ought to
be order and light. It is thus improper to study
philosophy historically, or in its past progress, be-

a The substance of the above pas- &4, 55 ; od. 1837. The French origi-
&age is given in English; in Gibbon's nal is quoted by Scheidler, Hodegetil,
Meanoira of my Life and Writings, pp.  § 55, p. 204.—Eb.
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fore we have studied it statistically, or in itg actual wvrer.
XXXV,

results.

The Fourth Rule under the same head is—*To
avoid erroneous and exclusive views, read and com-
pare together the more important works of every party.’
In proportion as different opinions may be entertained
in regard to the objects of a science, the more neces-
sary is it that we should weigh with care and imparti-
ality the reasons on which these different opinions rest.
Such a science, in particular, is philosophy, and such
sciences, in general, are those which proceed out of
philosophy. In the philosophical sciences, we ought,
therefore, to be especially on our guard against that
partiality which considers only the arguments in favour
of particular opinions. If is true that in the writings
of one party we find adduced the reasons of the oppo-
site party ; but frequently so distorted, so mutilated,
so enervated, that their refutation occasions little
effort. 'We must, therefore, study the arguments on
both sides, if we would avoid those one-sided and con-
tracted views which are the result of party-spirit,
The precept of the Apostle, « Test all things, hold fast
by that which is good,” is a precept which is applicable
equally in philosophy as in theology, but a precept
that has not been more frequently neglected in the
one study than in the other,

The Fifth Rule under the head of Quality is— To Fifh ftute.
avoid a one-sided development of mind, combine with
the study of works which cultivate the Understanding,
the study of works which cultivate the Taste” The
propriety of this rule requires no elucidation ; I, there-
fore, pass on to the third head—viz. the Manner of 1. Masner
reading itself ; under which the First Rule is— Read
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that you may accurately remember, but still more
that you may fully understand.’

This also requives no comment, Reading should
not be a learning by rote, but an act of reflective think-
ing. Memory is only a subsidiary faculty,—is valuable
merely as supplying the materials on which the under-
standing is to operate. We read, therefore, principally,
not to remember facts but to understand relations.
To commit, therefore, to memory what we read, before
we elaborate it into an intellectual possession, is not
only useless but detrimental ; for the habit of laying
up in memory what has not been digested by the
understanding, is at once the cause and the effect of
mental weakness.

The Second Rule under this head is—*Strive to
compass the general tenor of a work, before you at-
tempt to judge of it in detail” Nothing can be more
absurd than the attempt to judge a part, before com-
prehending the whole ; but unfortunately nothing is
more common, especially among professional critics,—
reviewers, This proceeding is, however, as frequently
the effect of wilful misrepresentation, as of uninten-
tional error.

The Third Rule under this head is—* Accommodate
the intensity of the reading to the importance of the
work. Some books are, therefore,to be only dipped
into ; others are to be run over rapidly ; and others
to be studied long and sedulously.” All hooks are not
to be read with the same attention ; and, accordingly,
an ancient distinetion was taken of reading into leetio
cursoria and lectio stataria. The former of these we

have adopted in English, cursory reading beino a
= o =]

familiar and correct translation of lectio clrsoria.
But lectio stataria cannot be so well rendered by the
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expression of stationary reading. “Read not,” says
Bacon in his Fiftieth Essay—*“read not to contradiet
and confute, nor to believe and take for granted, nor
to find talk and discourse, but to weigh and consider.
Some books are to be tasted, others are to be swallowed,
and some few to be chewed and digested ; that is,
some books are to be read onlyin parts ; others to be
read, but not curiously ; and some few to be read
wholly and with diligence and attention. Some hooks

also may be read by deputy, and extracts made of

them by others ; but that would be only in the less
important arguments, and the meaner sort of hooks ;
else distilled hooks are, like common distilled waters,
fleshy things” “One kind of hooks,” says the great
historian, Johann von Miiller,” T read with great
rapidity, for in these there is much dross to throw
agide, and little gold to be found ; some, however, there
are all gold and diamonds, and he who, for example,
in Tacitus can read more than twenty pages in four
hours, certainly does not understand him.”

Rapidity in reading depends, however, greatly on
our acquaintance with the subject of discussion. At
first, upon a science we can only read with profit few
books, and laboriously. By degrees, however, our
knowledge of the matters treated expands, the reason-
ings appear more manifest,—we advance more easily,
until at length we are able, without overlooking any-
thing of importance, to read with a velocity \shlch
appears almost incredible for those who are unly
commencing the study.

The Fourth Rule under this head is—* Regulate on
the same principle the extracts which you nm]w from
the works you read.’

a Werke, iv. 177, CL xvil

258, p. 204.—Fp,
Quoted ]\‘ iche .dle* Hole mr‘r-( ‘\: -’-l
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So much for the Unilateral Communication of
thought, as a mean of knowledge. We now proceed
to the Mutual Communication of thought,—Confer-
ence.

This is either mere Conversation,—mere Dialogue,
or Formal Dispute, and at present we consider hoth
of these exclusively, only as means of knowledge,—
only as means for the communication of truth.

The employment of Dialogue as such a mean, re-
quires great skill and dexterity ; for presence of mind,
confidence, tact, and pliability are necessary for this,
and these are only obtained by exercise, independently
of natural talent. This was the method which Socra-
tes almost exelusively employed in the communication
of knowledge ; and he called it his art of intellectual
medwifery, because in its application truth is not given
over by the master to the disciple, but the master, by
skilful questioning, only helps the disciple to deliver
himself of the truth explicitly, which his mind had
before held implicitly. This method is not, however,
applicable to all kinds of knowledge, but ouly to those
which the human intellect is able to evolve ont of it-
self, that is, only to the cognitions of Pure Reason.
Disputation is of two principal kinds, inasmuch ag
it is oral or written ; and in both cases, the controversy
may be conducted either by the rules of strict logical
disputation, or left to the freedom of debate. With-
out entering on details, it may be sufficient to state, in
regard to Logical Disputation, that it is here essential
that the point in question,—the status controversie,—
the thesis, should, in the first place, be accurately de-
termined, in order to prevent all logomachy, or mere
verbal wrangling. This being done, that disputant
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who denies the thesis, and who is called the opponent,
may either call upon the disputant who affirms the
thesis, and who is called the defendant, to allege an
argument in its support, or he may at once himself
produce his counter-argument. To ayoid. however, all
misunderstanding, the opponent should also advance
an antithesis, that is, a proposition conflictive with the
thesis, and when this has been denijed by the defend-
ant the process of argumentation commences. This
proceeds in regular syllogisms, and is governed by
definite rules, which are all so caleulated that the dis-
cussion is not allowed to wander from the point at
issue, and each disputant is compelled, in reference to
every syllogism of his adversary, either to admit, or
to deny, or to distinguish.* These rules you will find
in most of the older systems of Logic ; in particnlar
I may refer you to them as detailed in Heerehord’s
Prawxis Logica, to be found at the end of his edition
of the Synopsis of Burgersdicius, The practice of
disputation was long and Justly regarded as the most
important of academical exercises ; though liable to
abuse, the good which it certainly ensures greatly sur-
passes the evil which it may accidentally oceasion,

« Cf, Krug, Loyik, § 186, Anm. 2. Scheidler, Hodeyetik, § 45, p. 188, —En.
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i 5
THE CHARACTER AND COMPREHENSION OF LOGIC.
—A FRAGMENT.

(See above, Volume L, page 4.)

IN the commencement of a course of academical instruction, there
are usually two primary questions which obtrude themselves
and with the auswer to these questions I propose to occupy the
present Lecture.

The first of these questions is—What is the character and
comprehension of the subject to be taught { The second,—What
is the mode of teaching it? In regard to the former of these, the
question,—What is to be taught,—in the present instance is as-
suredly not superfluous. The subject of our course is indeed pro-
fessedly Logic ; but as under that rubric it has been too often the
practice, in our Scottish Universities, to comprehend almost every
thing except the science which that name properly denotes, it is
evident that the mere intimation of a course of Lectures on Logie
does mot of itself definitely mark out what the professor is to
teach, and what the student may rely on learning,

I shall, therefore, proceed to give you a general notion of what
Logic is, and of the relation in which it stands to the other
sciences, for Logic,—Logic properly so called,—is the all-import-
ant science in which it is at once my duty and my desire fully
and faithfully to instruct you.

The very general—I may call it the very vague,—conception
which T can at present attempt to shadow out of the scope and na-
ture of Logic, is of course not intended to. anticipate what is here-
after to be articulately stated in regard to the peculiar character
of this science.
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All science, all knowledge, is divided into two great branches ; |
for it is either, 1°, Conversant about Objeets Known, or, 2°, on-
versant about the Manner of knowing them, in other words, about
the laws or conditions under which such objects are cognisable.
The former of these is Direct Science, or Science simply; the
latter, Reflex Stience,—the Science of Science, or the Method of
Seience.

Now of these categories or great branches of knowledge, Simple
Science, or Science divectly eonversant ahout Objects, is again
divided into two branches ; for it is cither conversant about the
phanomena of the internal world, as revealed to us in conscipus-
ness, or about the phenomena of the external world, as made
known to us by semse. The former of these constitutes the
Science of Mind, the latter the Science of Matter ; and each is
again divided and subdivided into those numerous branches, which
together make up nearly the whole cyele of human knowledge.

The other category,—the Science of Seience, or the Method-
ology of Science,—falls likewise into two branches, according as the
conditions which it considers are the laws which determine the
possibilify of the mind, or subject of science, knowing, or the
laws which determine the possibility of the existence, or ob-
Ject of seience, being known ; Science, I repeat, considered as
reflected upon its own eonditions, is twofold, for it ether con-
siders the laws under which (he human mind can know, or the
laws under which what is proposed by the human mind to know,
can be known. Of these two sciences of seience, the formen,
that which treats of those conditions of knowledge which lie in
the nature of thought itself —is Logic, properly so called ; the
latter,—that which treats of those conditions of knowledge which
lie in the nature, not of thought itself, but of that which we
think about,—this has as yet obtained no recognised appellation, |
o name by which it is universally and familiarly known, Vari- |
ous denominations have indeed been given to it in its several parts
or in its special relations ; thus it has been called Heupetie, in 50 '
far as it expounds the rules of Invention or Discovery, Architec-
tontc, in so far as it treats of the method of building up our ob- '
servations into system ; but hitherto it has obtained, as a whole,
no adequate and distinetive title. The consequence, or perhaps
the canse, of this want of a peculiar name to mark out the second




science of science, as distinguished from the first, is that the two
have frequently been mixed up together, and that the name of
Logic has been stretched so as to comprehend the confused assem-
blage of their doctrines. OFf these two sciences of the conditions
of knowledge,—the one owes its systematic development prin-
cipally to Aristotle, the other to Bacon; though neither of
these philosophers has precisely marked or rigidly observed the
limits which separate them from each other; and from the cir-
cumstance, that the latter gave to his great Treatise the name of
Organwm,—the name which has in later times been applied to
designate the complement of the Logical Treatises of the former
—from this circumstance, I say, it has often been supposed, that
the aim of Bacon was to build up a Logic of his own upon the
ruins of the Aristotelic. Nothing, however, can he more errone-
ous, either as to Bacon's views, or as to the relation in which the
two sciences mutually stand. These are not only not ineonsistent,
they are in fact, as correlative, each necessary to, each dependent
on, the other; and although they constitute two several doctrines,
which must be treated in the first instance each by and for itself,
they are, however, in the last resort only two phases,—two mem-
bers, of one great doctrine of method, which considers, in the
counter relations of thought to the object, and of the objeet to
thought, the universal conditions by which the possibility of hu-
man knowledge is regulated and defined.

But allowing the term Logio to be extended so as to denote the
genus of which these opposite doetrines of Method are the species,
it will, however, be necessary to add a difference by which these
special Logics may be distinguished from each other, and from the
generic science of which they are the constituents. The doctrine,
therefore, which expounds the laws by which our scientific pro-
cedure should be governed, in so far as these lie in the forms of
thought, or in the conditions of the mind itself, which is the sub-
jeet in which knowledge inheres,—this science may be called Flar-
mad, or Subjective, ox Abstract, or Pure Logie. The science, again,
which expounds the laws by which our scientific procedure should
be governed, in o far as these lie in the eontents, materials, or ob-
jects, about which knowledge is conversant,—this seience may be
called Material, or Objective, ox Concrete, ov Applied Logic,

Now it is Logic, taken in its most unexclusive acceptation
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which will constitnte the ohject of our consideration in the follow-
ing course. Of the two branches into which it falls, Formal Logie,
or Logic Proper, demands the prineipal share of our attention, and
this for various reasons. In the first place, considered in refereénce
to the quantity of their contents, Formal Logic is a far more com-
prehensive and complex science than Material. For, to speak first
of the latter :—if we abstract from the specialities of particular
objects and sciences, and consider only the rules which cught to
govern our procedure in reference to the object-matter of the sci-
ences in general,—and this is all that a universal Logic can pro-
pose,—these rules ave few in number, and their applications simple ~
and evident. A Material or Objective Logic, except in special f
subordination to the circumstances of particular sciences, is, there-
fore, of very narrow limits, and all that it can tell us is soon told,
Of the former, on the other hand, the reverse is true. For though
the highest laws of thought be few in number, and thongh Logic If
proper be only an articulate exposition of the universal necessity
of these, still the steps through which this exposition must be ae- .
complished, are both many and multiform, [
In the gecond place, the doctrines of Material Logic are not f’
only far fewer and simpler than those of Formal Logic, they arve !
also less independent ; for the principles of the latter, once estab- '
lished, those of the other are either implicitly confirmed, or the !'
|

foundation laid on which they can be easily vested.
In the third place, the study of Formal Logic is a more improv-

ing exercise; for, as exclusively conversant with the laws of thought, [
it necessitates a turning back of the intellect upon itself, which is {
a less easy, and, therefore, a more invigorating, energy, than the !
mere contemplation of the objects divectly presented o our observa- (I
tion.

In the fourth place, the doctrines of Formal Logic are possessed
of an intringic and necessary evidence, they shine ouf by their
native light, and do not require any proof or eorroboration heyond f
that which consciousness itself supplies. They do not, therefore, |
require, as a preliminary condition, any apparatus of aequired
knowledge. ormal Logic is, therefore, better fitted than Material, ‘
for the purposes of academical instruetion ; forthe latter, primarily
eonversant with the conditions of the external world, is in itself a
less invigorating exercise, as determining the mind to a feebler and |
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more ordinary exertion, and, af the same time, cannot adequately
be understood without the previous possession of such a comple-
ment of information, as it would be unreasonable to count upon in
the case of those who are only commencing their philosophical
studies.

1T
GENUS OF LOGIC.
(See above, Vol. L, p. 9.) !

IL—SCIENCE.
A. Affirmative.

Stoici, (v. Alexander Aphrod. In Tupica, Proem.; Diogenes
Laertius, Vita Zenonis, L. vil, § 42). “Plato et Platonici et
Academici omnes,” (v. Camerarius, Selecte Disput, Philos. Pars.
L, qu. 3, p. 30).

{a)—SPECULATIVE SCIENCE,

Toletus, In Un. Arist. Log., De Dial, in Communi, Qu. ii, iv.
Suarez, Disp. Metaph., Disp. i § iv. 26 ; Disp. xliv. § xiii. 54
“ Communiter Thomiste, ut Capreolus, Sotus, Masius, Flandra,
Soncinas, Javellus: Omnes fere Scotistie cum Seoto, ut Valera,
Antonins Andreas, &c.” (v. Ildephonsus de Penafiel, Logice Dig-
putationes, Disp. 1. qu. 4. Cursus, p. 79.) For Aquinas, Durandus,
Niphus, Canariensis, see Antonius Ruvio, Com. in Arist. Dialect.,
Procem. qu. 5. For Bacchonus, Javellus, Averroes, see Conimbri-
censes, In Arist. Dial. Procem. Q. iv. art. 5. Lalemandet, Cur-
sus Phil., Logica, Disp. iii, part iii. Derodon, Logica Restit., De
Genere, p. 45. Camerarius, Disp. Phil,, Paxs i, qu. 3, 4. (That Lo-
giew docens a true seience). For Psendo-Angustinus, Avicenna,
Alpharabius, see Conimbricenses, CQom. in Agist. Dial. Promm, Qu
iv. art. 3. For Boethius, Mereado, Vera Cruce, Montanesius, see
Masius, Com. tn Porph. et in Universam. Apistotelis Logicam,
Sect. i, Proem. qu. v. et seq. Poncius, De Nat. Log., Disp. ii,
concl. 2. For Rapinmus, Petronins, Faber, sce Camerarius, Sel.
Disp. Phil,, Pars i, qu. &, p. 44,
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(b)—PRACTICAL SCIENCE,

Conimbricenses, In Universam Aristotelis Dialecticam
Procem. Qu. iv., art 5. Fonseca, In Metaph. L. ii. ¢ 3, qu
1, § 7. FYor Venetus, Albertus Magnus, Jandunus, see Ruvio,
l.c. Schuler, Philosophia nova Methodo Explicatw. Pars Prior,
L. v. ex. i, p. 8306. (1603). D'Abra de Raconis, Swmma Totius
Philosophie, Log. Prel, e. i. Isendoorn, Cursus Logicus, L.
i, c 2, qu 7. Biel, In Sentent, L. ii. Prol. Occam, Summa
Totius Logice, D. xxxix. qu. 6. For Aureolus, Bern. Mirandulanus
see Conimbricenses, I. ¢. For Mathisius, Mureia, Vasquez, Eckius,
see Camerarius, Sel. Disp. Phil. Pars. i, qu 4, p. 44. Ildephon-
sus de Penaficl, Log. Disp. D. i qu. 4, sect. 2. Oviedo, Cursus
Plalosophicus, Log., Contr. Procem. ii. 5. Arriaga, Cursus Philo-
sophicus, Disp. iii, § 4.

(¢)—SPECULATIVE AND PRACTICAL.

Hurtado de Mendoza, Log. Disp. D. ii. § 2.

B. Negative.

For almost all the Greek commentators, see Zabarella, Opera
Loguea, De Nat. Log., L.i. ¢. 5, and Smiglecius, Logica, D. ii. qu. 3.
See also Ildephonsus de Penafiel, Disp. Log. D. i. qu. 1, § 1, p. 67.

II.—ART.

Scheibler, Opera Logieca, Pars. i. e. 1, p. 49. J. C. Secaliger,
Faercitationes, Exere, 1. 8, G. J. Vossins, De Natura Artium,
L.iv, e 2, § 4 Balforeus, In Org. Q. v. § 6, Procem, p. 31.
Burgersdicins, Institutiones Logice. Lib, i e 1. Pacius, Comm.
tn Org.p. 1. Sanderson, Log. Artis Compendium, L.i.e. 1, p. 1,
Cf p. 192, Aldvich, Avrtis Log. Compendium. L.i c.1,p. 1.
Hildenius, Questiones et Commentaria in Organon, p. 579 (1585.)
Gocelenius, Problemata Logica et Philosophiea. Pars. i qu. 3.
Ramus, Dialecticn. L.i.c. 1. Augustinus, De Ordine, ii. e, 15.
Cicero, De Claris Oratoribus, e. 41. De Oratore, L. ii., ¢ 38
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Lovanienses, Com. in Avist, Dial. Preef p. 3. Rodolphus Agricola,
De Dialectics Inventione, L. il p. 255. Monlorius, (Bapt.),
Comm. in Anal. Pr. Preef.  Nunnesius, De Constitut. Dial., p, 43,
Downam, (Ramist), Comm, in Ram, Dial, L.i.c.1,p.3. Paracus,
Aws Logica, p. 1, 1670. For Horatius Cornachinus, Ant, Bernardus
Mirandulanus, Flamminius Nobilius, see Camerarius, Sel. Disp.
Phil. Pars. i q. 3, p. 30.

IIL—S8CIENCE AND ART,

Lalemandet, Log., Disp. iii. Part iii. ¢l 4. (Logits utens, an
art ; Logica docens, a speculative science.) Tartavetus, In P.
Hispanum, f. 2, (Practical Science and Art.) P. Hispanus, Copu-
lata Omm. Tractat. Pet. Hisp. Parv. Logical. T. i. £. 10, 1480.
Plilosophia Vetus et Nova in Regia Burgundia olim Pertractata,
Logica, T. T, pp. 58, 59. 4th ed. London, 1685. Tosca, Comp.
Phil. Log., Tr.i. L iv. e, 4, p. 208, (Practical Science and Art).
Purchot, Instit. Phil., T I. Procem. p. 36. Eugenius, Aoyuxy), pp.
140, 141. Dupleix, Logique, p. 87, Facciolati, Rudimenta Logice,
p. 5. Schmier, Philosophin Quadripartite, (v. Heumannus, 4 cta
Phalosoph,, iii. p. 67)) Aquinas (in Caramuel, Phil. Realis et
Rationalis; Disp. ii. p. 3).

IV, —NEITHER SCIENCE NOR ART, BUT INSTRUMENT, OBGAN, OR
HARIT, OR INSTRUMENTATL DISCIPLINE.

Pliloponus, In An, Prior, initto. For Ammonius, (Pref. in
Prod.), Alexander, (In Topieca, i. e. 4; Metaph. ii. t 15).
Simplicius, (Pref. in Prad.), Zabavella, (De Natura Logioe, L.
Loeo 10), Zimara, (In Tobule » Absurdum.), Averroes, see
Smiglecius, Logica, Disp. i qu. G, p. 89. Aegidius, In Adn. Post.
L. i qu. 1. TFor Magnesius, Niger (Petrus), Villalpandeus, see
Ruvio, In Arist. Dial., proem. qu. 2. T Crellius, Zsagoge Lo-
gica, L.ic. 1. p. 5. P.Vallius, Logica, T. 1. procem. ¢. i. et alibi.
Barvtholinus, Janttores Logier, IL pp. 25 and 76. Bertius, Logica
Peripatetion, pp. 6, 10.  Themisting, An. Post.i. ¢, 24.  Aquinas,
Opuscula, 70, qu. De Divisione Scientice Speculative,—sed alibi
sorenfiam vocat.  (See Conimbricenses, In drist. Dial, T. 1. qu
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iv. art. 5, p. 42). Balduinus, In Quesito an Logice sit Scientia.
Scaynus, Paraphrasis in Organon, Preef. p. 9.

V.—THAT, LOOSELY TAKING THE TERMS, LOGIC IS EITHER ART,
OR BCIENCE, OR BOTH.

Zabarella, Opera Logica, De Nat. Log., L. i ¢ viii. D'Abra

de Raconis, Summa Tot. Phil. Pral. Log., L. iii, c. 1, p. 8, ed.
Colon., (Practical Science). Balforeus, I'n Organon, Q. v. §§ 1, 6,
pp- 20, 32, (Axt). Derodon, Logica Restit. De Proem. Loy,
p- 49, (Speculative Science), Crellius, Isagoge, pp. 1. 4. Bertius,
Logica Peripatetica, pp. 11, 13, Aldrich, A7¢. Log. Comp., L. ii.
¢. 8, T.i, (Art). Sanderson, Log. Art. Comp. Append. Pr, ¢ 2,
p: 192, (Art), Conimbricenses, [n drist. Dial.,T. 1., p. 33. (Practi- |
cal Science). Philosophia Burgundia, T. 1 pp. 56, 59. Eustachius,
Summa, Philosophiee, Dialectica, Quewst. Procem, i p, 4 Nun-
nesius, De Constit. Dial., ff. 43, 68. Scheibler, Opera Logica,
pp- 48; 49, Scaynus, Par. in Org, pp. 11, 12,  Camerarius, Sel.
Disp, Phil., Pars. i qu. 3, pp. 31, 38 (Speculative Science). B.
Pereira, De Commun. Prinotp. Omn. Rer. Natwral,, L.i. De Phil.
¢. 18, p. 60, 1618.

VI.—THAT AT ONCE SCIENCE (PART OF PHILOSOPH \'J AND
INSTRUMENT OF PHILOSOPHY,

Boethius, Praf. in Porphyr. (a Vietorino Transl.) Opera, p. 48.
Eustachius, Swmma Philosophice, p. 8, (Scientia organica et prac- $
fica.) ForSimplicius, Alexander, Philoponus, &e., see Camerarius,
Sel. Disp. Phil., p. 30. Pacius, Com. in Arist. Org., p. 4

VIL—THAT QUESTION, WHETHER LOGIC PART OF PHILOSOPHY
OR NOT, AN IDLE QUESTION.

Pacius, Com. in_Arist. Org, p. 4. Avicenna, (in Conimbri-
censes, In Arist, Dial,, Qu. iv. art. 4, T. L. p. 38.)




APPENDIX. 237

VIIL.—THAT QUESTION OF WHETHER ART, SCIENCE, &c, IDLE
—ONLY VERBAL.

Buffier, Cours des Sciences, Seconde Logique, § 421, p. 887.

Eugenius, "H Aoyuxn), p. 140, has the following :—

“Rrom what has been said, therefore, it clearly appears of what
character are the diversities of Logic, and what its nature. For
one logic is Natural, another Aeoquired. And of the Natural,
there is one sort according to Fuculfy, another according to Dis-
position. And of the Acquired, there is again a kind according to
Art, and a kind according to Science. And the Native Logie,
aceording to Faculty, is the rational faculty itself with which every
human individual is endowed, through which all are qualified for
the Imowledge and discrimination of truth, and which, in propor-
tion as a man employs the less, the less is he removed from irra-
tionality, But the Native Logic, accarding to Disposition, is the
same faculty by which some, when they reason, are wont to exert
their cogitations with care and attention, confusedly, indeed, and
uncritically, still, however, in pursuit of the truth. The Acquired,
according to Art, is the correct and corrected knowledge of the
Rules, through which the intellectual energies are, without fault
or failure, accomplished. But the Acquired, according to Science,
is the exact and perfect knowledge both of the energies themselves,
and also of the causes throngh which, and through which exelu-
sively, they are capable of heing directed towards the truth.”

. : { Faculty.
Native, according fo | Disposttion:
Logic. \
" T Ar
Acquired, aceording to 5 g 5o
« And thus Disposition adds to Faculty consuetude and a
promptness to energise. Art, again, adds to Disposition a refine-
ment and aceuracy of Energy. Finally, Science adds to Art the

conseiousness of cause, and the power of rendering a reason in the
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case of all the Rules. And the natural logician may be able, in his
random reason, to apprehend that, so to speak, one thing has de-
termined another, although the nature of this determination may
be beyond his ken. Bub he whose disposition is exercised by re-
flection and imitation, being able easily to connect thonght with
thought, is cognisant of the several steps of the reasoning process,
howbeit this otherwise may be confused and disjointed. But he
who is disciplined in the art, knows exactly that,in an act of infer-
ence, there are required three terms, and that these also should be
thus or thus connected. Finally, the scientific logician under-
stands the reason,—why three terms enter into every syllogism,—
why there are neither more nor fewer,—and why they behove to
be combined in this, and in no other fashion.

“ Wherefore to us the inquiry appears ridiculous, which is fre-
quently, even to nausea, clamorously agitated concerning Logie—
Whether it should be regarded as an Art ov as a Seience.”

S

i —
%
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1L
DIVISIONS, VARIETIES, AND CONTENTS OF
LOGIC.

(See ahove, Vol. L, p. 68.)

Docens,
xﬂph 'Jl’pc:'y#d‘rwr,
L Loaioa,
Utens,
& xpfioer kal yuuracl
wpayudTy,

(v. Timpler, Logicee Systema, L. i. c.
i quest. 2, 3. Isendoorn, Effata,
Centuria, i. Eff. Crellins,
lsagoge, Pars Prior; Ia 4. e, L p. 12,
Noldius, Logica Recognita, Prowm.
p. 15

Philoponus, In, An, Pr, £ 4 Al
stedius, Hneyelopedia, pp. 29 and
406, v, Aristotle, Metaph,, L. vii.

B R

text, 23,

Doctrinalis E [Objee-
Systematica tiva],
Habitualis, [Subjectiva],

I1. Loaroa,

v, Timpler, Syst. Log., Appendix, p,
877. Noldins, Log. Reeog., Procem.,
oL

Pars Communis, h'ene-[

IIT. Locica, ralis,

Pars Propria, Specialis,

adopted in different significations by
Timpler, Syst. Log., q. 19, p. 55.
Theoph, Gale, Logiea, pp. 6, 246,
et aeg. (1681,) Crelling, Tsagoge, P.
i Lo i e 1, po 3. Alstedius, Ency-
clops, pp. 20 and 406,

Pura,

LV LocioA, Applicata,

N.B.—Averroes, (Pacius, Com. p.2),
has Logicn approprista sen particula-
ris,and Logica communis=Universal,
Abgtract Logic,

Ahstracta,

V. LoGroa,
Conereta.

Parg Communis,

Apodictica,
Dialectica,
\ Sophistica,

VI Log1oa;

Pars Pro-
pria,

v. Timpler, Syst. Log., 1. 42, lsen-
doorn, Bfate, Cent, 1. Eff 56,
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~v. Timpler, Syst, Log.,p. 4. Crelling,
j-*(l':'fﬂfﬂ." PR 10, 11, and [:-;&}j.lilum'u,
Liffale, Cent, 1. Eff, 51, Adop*ed

.El:l]li‘l'“ﬂgl vel Tomich, by Agricola, De Inv, Dial, L. i

Toventio: P 43, Melanchthon, Erof, Dial,,

P 10, Rawmms, Schol. Dialeet,, 1.

VIL LoGiea, ( Kpiried. L e i, and X o & . 351 e
Judiciwm.

seq. Spencer, Loy, p. 11. Dow-
nam, In' Rami Dial, L. i c. 2 p.
14,  Perionins, De Dialectica, 1a 1.
pe 6, (1844). Vossios, De Nof, Arti-
\. i sive Logica, L. iv. ¢ ix p, 217,

Dispositio.

s Pars de Propositio,
VIII. Locrca, - + v. Timpler, Syst. Log., p. 49,
i Pars de Judicio, 3

g])u{‘.t!’inu Dividendi . )w Timpler, Syst. Log. p. 51, Isen-
IX. Lourca, < Doctring Definiendi. >  doorn, Kffude, Cent, . Eff, 57.
l)r)('triua.\1-;;mncntamli.\ Boethius, (Augustin, Fonseca, &c.)

T o T -
Simplicis Apprehensi-

onis. —
v. Timpler, Swst. Log., 52. Isen-
Judicii i ; 0

T loorn, Hffata, Cent. i. EIif., 58.
Ratiocinationis, : . # ;
X. Louotcs, . Isendoorn, Cursus Logicus, p. 31, and
Effata, Cent. i. §59. Noldius, Log.

No#ética, (meling Nocma- ;
Ree., p. 9. Aquinas,

Synthetica tica.)
Dianoetica, J
1, Tdeas (notions). L'Art de Penser, Part 1. Clericus,
XI. Tioaica, 2. Judgment, Luogtea, adopts this division, !}l\t
| 3. Reasoning, makes Method third, Reasoning
4, Method, fourth,

L. Doctrineof Elements,
{- Kant, Logik ; Krag, Logik.

XII. Loarga, k

2. Doctrine of Method.

1st, Called Analytic by Metz, Instit, Log. Twesten, Die Logil,
inshesondere die Analitik, p. i, Bsser, Logik. Part i

2d, Called Systematic or Architectonic by Baclmann, Logil,
Part ii.

Called Synthetic by Esser (who includes under it also Applied
Logic), Logik, Part ii.
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Thematica—de materin

XIIT. Tocics operationi Logien | Mark Duncan, Fnstitutiones Logice,

subjecta. Proleg, ¢. iii. § 2, p. 22. Butgersdi-
partes, Organica — de iustru- cius, Inatit. Log,, L. i e.i, e,
mentis sciendi.
(1. De ordinibus revum generalibus )
et attributis communissimis, Theophilus
2. De Voahus et Oratione. Gale (Logica,
Communis,] 3 De Tdeis simplicibus et appre- {1081, follows
Generalis hensione simplici dirigenda. (besides Kee-
4. De Judicio et Propositione, kermann and
6. De Discursu, B urgersdyk),
6. De Dispasitione seu Methodo. principally
5 ’ Clauberg and
(Genesia ' Genesis striota. EArt de Pen-
By j Genezis didnetica. ser of  Port
XTV. Loaica, | Specialis, Inventio : Royal,
.| Hermoneution,
Analysis 1 Analytica and Critica,

{].n ordine ad mentem — Logica
stricte dicta.
In: ordine ad alios—Interpretativa

Genetica.
[ vel Hermeneuticn geneticn,

Hermeneuntica analytica,
,l,-\ nalytica stricta vel in specie.

Analytica,

Theoretien pars,

T Practica pars—(this iu- ' Walt, Philos. Rationalis, Tars i
XV, Loaic, | cluding the Method- [  and i '
ology nmnd Applied

Logic of Kant.)

( On Adrastean order, &c. of the books of the Organon, vide
XVL Ramus, Sehole Dial, L ii., e 8., p. 3. Piceartus, In
Grganum, Prolegomena, p. 1 of 0.

1. Tiepl s wpdrns dvwolas, or

wpedplews.
XVL* Logice Mepl anéfens. Eugenius  Diaconus, Apyixd),
partes, Mept wplorews. p- 144,

. Tepl Giavolas.
. Tlepl pedodor.

CE ST

VOL, IL Q




242 APPENDIX.

Genovesi, A division different in some

1. Emendatrice. respeets 18 given in his Latin Logie,
2. Inventrice, Proleg. § &1, p. 22, The fourth
XVIL Loctea, { 3. Giudicatrice. \ part of the division in the Latin
4. Ragionntrice. . Logie is omitted in the Italian,
5. Ordinatrice. or rather redonced to the second,

and the fifth divided into two.

Parplopeiv Teag.
Vetus, | Praed, 2]
I'nte iy L i ey

l Isendoorn, Efata, Centii. LK

XVIIIL, Lo,
Analyt, Pr.

.-l,-naflf,r.', Post .
Top.
Llench,

’ ] Reason of terms, Pacius, Com-
Nova, ¢

ments i Org., In Porph. Tsag.

p- 3.

[ Etojcetohoyir,
lsendoorn, FEfate, Cent. i

XIX, Locica, | Apodieticn, Eff. 56. (From John Hos-
SvAdoyorich. <« Topioa. pinian, De Confroversits
5|l|_!l|2'.*ii-'.l. Dialecticis.)

STotx eloATyiIRd.
- Yossiug, De Natura

Artivm sive de Lo~

XX. Loaroa,

| Priog,

_\l|:||\'t-ii';l 4 -
r | Posterior.

EvAdoyiaTind, Sk gieay, L, v, eix,
Dialectica | Topica. 200

| Sophistica.

prodeomus  de Interpretatione,
»Analytica ¢ nniverse de Syllogismo,

Lspeciatim  de Demonstratione. | Vossius, De
XX Tooica,

Natura Ar-
¢ prodromus de Categoriis, tium, p. 220,
Dialectica ) de Syll. verisimili.

{ de 8yll. sophistico sive pirastico,

{““.‘ looties ? Aristotle, in Laertinsg v, Vossius, D¢
XXII. Loetoa, ¢ \I‘L;‘_:'_“'l' Nal. Arl sive De Logica, L iv, ¢, ix.
Eettiin 5 § 11, p. 219,

2 - Stoicorum, see Vossiug, De Nat, Art,
XXTIIT. Locrea { Relus que significantur, ey e o O (PNt

T Bl [y sive D f.(ryi.r.‘{r. L, iv. ©. ix. 87,
de | Vocibus que significant.

p. 218,
].ﬂlilll'liill‘. '
XXIV. Locioz | Eloguendo. | Varro, vide Vossiug, De. Nat, Ari,
partes de | Proloquendo. I L.iv. c. ix. § 8, p. 210.
Proloquiorum summa.

-
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Tlpds elpeaiy, Aristotle (%) in Laertius I. v.
XXV. Loarca, {ﬂpbs wplow, } § 28, . 284,  Alexander Aphrod.
Tipbs xpiiow. in nota Aldobrandini,
Nonrued, Apprehensiva,
Eptoios vel Kpirued, Caramuel Lobkowitz, Rutionalis
Judicativa, e Realis Philosophia, Logica
AtaXenTucs), Argumenta- seu Phil, Bal, Disp, ii. p, 3. |
tiva.

Logica,

Pories, Argumentatio,

Logicm
partes,

Logice

partes,

Dialectica.
Sal\h.i stica.

Apodictica. v. Crelliug, Jsagoge, Pars. prio, ¢ i p. 10,
Isendoorn, Kffuta, Cent. 1. Eff. 54.

Analytica,

Lo Divisio. ?
A ; Definitio, ; v, Crellins, fsagoge, Pars, prior, ¢, i 10,
{ Topica,

} Crellins, fsagoge, Pars. prior, ¢. i. p. 10.

Stoicheiology (pure) should contain the doctrine of Syllogism,

without distinction of Deduction or Induction. Deduction, Indue- _
tion, Definition, Division, from the laws of thought, should come |
under pure Methodology. All are processes. (v. Ceesalpinus, il

Queest. Perip, sub init.) |
Perhaps, 1°, Formal Logie, (from the laws of thought proper), |

should be distinguished from, 2°, Abstract Logic, (material, but of V

abstract general matter) ; and then, 3%, A Psychological Logic might

be added as a third part, considering how Reasoning, &e,, is affected i

by the constitution of our minds, Applied Logic is properly the !

several sciences. |
Or may not Induction and Deduction come under abstract

Material Logic?
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I'V.
LAWS OF THOUGHT.

(See Vol. L, p. 84.)

l‘lxr]uclr_--l Middle

© is vither I' or non I

The laws of Identity and Contradiction, each infers the other,
but only through the principle of Exclnded Middle ; and the prin-
ciple of Excluded Middle only exists through the supposition of
the two others. Thus, the prineiples of Identity and Contradiction
cannob move,—cannot be applied, except through supposing the
principle of Excluded Middle ; and this last cannot be conceived
existent, except through the supposition of the two former. They
are thus co-ordinate but inseparable.  Begin with any one, the
other two follow as corollaries.

(@)—PRIMARY LAWS oF THOUGHT,—IN GENERAL.

See the following authors om :—Dreier, Disput. ad Philoso-
phiam Primam, Disp. v. Aristotle, Analit. Post. 1. ¢. 11, §§ 2,
3,4, 5, 6,7. Schramm, Pkilosophin dristotelica, p. 36. Lippius,
Metapyhsice Magna, L. i. c. i, p. 71 et seq. Stahl, Requle Philo-
sophice, Tit. i, reg. 1. p. 2 et seq., veg. i, p. 8 et seq., Tit. xix.
reg. viii,, p. 520 et seq. Chauvin, Lezicon Philosoplhicum, v.
Metaphysica. Bisterfeld, evolves all out of ens—ens est. See
Philosophia, Prima, c. ii. p. 24 et seq. Bobrik, System der Logilk,
§ 70, p. 247 et seq.

Laws of Thought are of two kinds :—1°, The laws of the Think-
able—Identity, Contradiction, &e. 2°. The laws of Thinking in

;;
|




APPENDIX. 245

a strict sense—viz laws of Coneeption, Judgment, and Reasoning.
See Scheidler, Psychologie, p. 15, ed. 1833,

That they belong to Logie :—Ramus Seliol. Dial., L. ix, p. 549.

Is Aftirmation or Negation prior in order of thought ? and thus
on order and mutual relation of the Laws among themselves, as
co-ordinate or derived ; (see separate Laws). Fracastorius, Opera,
De Imtellectione, L. i, f. 125 b, makes negation an act prior to
affirmation ; therefore principle of Contradiction prior to principle
of Identity—FEsser, Logik, § 28, p. 57. Sigwart, Handbuch zu
Vorlesungen diber die Logik, § 38 et seq. Piccolomineuns, De
Mente Humana, L. iii., ¢. 4. p. 1301, on question—1Is affirmative or
negative prior? Schulz, Priif. der Kant. Kvrit. der reinen Vernunft,
L p. 78, 2d ed. Weiss, Lehrbuch der Logik, § 81 et seq. pp.
61, 62, 1805. Castillon, Memoires de U'Académie de Berlin
(1803) p. 8, (Contradiction and Identity co-ordinate). A. Andreas,
In Arist. Metaph. iv. Qu. 5, p. 21. (Affirmative prior to nega-
tive.) Leibnitz, Buvres Philosophiques, Nowy. Essars, L. iv. ch.
2, § 1, p. 327, ed. Raspe. (Identity prior to Contradiction.) Wolf,
Ontologia, §§ 55, 288—(Contradiction first, Identitysecond). Dero-
don, Metaphysica, e. iii., p. 75 et seq. 1669. (Contradiction first,
Excluded Middle second, Identity third). Fonseca, In Metaph.,
I. 849. Biunde, Psychologie, Vol. 1, part ii. § 151, p. 159. (That
principle of Contradiction, and principle of Reason and Consequent
not identical, as Wolf and Reimarus hold.) Nie. Taurellus, Philo-
sophice Triwmphus, &c., p. 124, Arnheim, 1617, “Cum simplex
aliqua sit affirmatio, negatio non item, hane illam sequi concludi-
mus,” &e.  Chauvin, Lexicon Philosophicum, v. Metaphysica.

By whom introduced into Logic :—Eberstein, (I/ber die Bes-
chaffenheit der Logik und Metaphysik der reinen Peripatetiker,
p- 21, Halle, 1800), says that Darjes, in 1737, was the first to in-
troduce Principle of Contradiction into Logic, That Buffier, and
not Reimarus, first introduced principle of Identity into Logie,
see Bobrik, Logik, § 70, p. 249.

(b)—PRIMARY LAWS OF THOUGHT,—IN PARTICULAR.

1. Principle of Identity. “ Omne ens est ens.” Held good by An-
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tonins Andreas, Fn Metaph. iv., qu. 5. (apud Fonsccam, In Metaph.
L p. 849 ; melius apud Suarez, Select. Disp. Metaph. Disp. iii.
sect. iii. n. 4) Derodon, Metaphysica, c. iii., p. 77. J. Sergeant, |
Method to Seience, p. 133—136 and after. (Splits it absurdly.)
Boethins—* Nulla propositio est verior illa in qua idem preedicatur |
de seipso.” (Versor, In P. Hispani Swmmulas Logicales, Tr.
vit, p 441 (Ist ed. 1487); et Buridanus, In Sopkism.) Pro- !
positiones illas oportet esse notissimas per se in quibus idem de se i
ipso preedicatur, ut ‘ Homo est homo,' vel quarum predicata in

definitionibus subjectarum includuntur, ut ‘Homo est animal’”
Aquinas, Contra Gentiles, L. i. c. 10. Opera T. XVIIL p. 7, Venet.
1786. Prior to principle of Contradiction—Leibnitz, Nowveaux
Essais, p. 377. Buffier, Principes du Raisonnement, 11, art 21, p.
204. Rejected as identical and nugatory by Fonseca, loc. cit. ,
Suarez, loc. eif.  'Wolf, Ontologia, §§ 55, 288, calls it Principium
Certitndinis, and derives it from Principium Contradictionis.

2. Principle of Contradiction — aflopa s drniddoens.
Avristotle, Metaph., L. iii. 3; x. 5. (Fonseca, I'n Metaph. T. 1, p.
850, L.iv. (iii.) 6. 8.) Anal Post, L.i.c. 11 ¢. 2, § 13, (On Aristotle
'A and Plato, see Mansel's Prolegomena, pp. 283, 284.) Stahl, Re-
‘ .-{[ gule Philosophicce, Tit. i. veg. 1. Suavez, Select Disp. Phal., Disp.
il itl. § 3. Timpler, Metaph. L. i, ¢, 8 qu. 14, Derodon, Meta-
] physica, p. 75 ete.  Lippius, Metaphysica, L. i. c. i, p. 78. Ber- l
: \ nardi, Thes. Aristol, ve. Principium, Contradictio. Leibnitz,
I Oevwres Philosophiques, Nowy. Ess., L. iv. ¢. 2. Ramus, “ Axioma
' Contradictionis,” Schole Dial. L. ix. e.i, L.iv. c. 2, § 1, p. 548.
Gul. Xylander, Institutiones Aphoristice Logices Avistot., p, 24,
(15677), “ Principium principiorum, hoe est, lex Contradictionis.” .
Philoponus, aflwpa s dvrupdoews, v. In Post. An. £ 30 b, et ]
| seg. Ammonius, dfiwpa s dvripdoens, In De Interpret. f.
94, Ald. 1503 ; but principinm Exelusi Medii, Scheibler, Topica, c. F
J 19, On Definition of Contradictories, v. Scheibler, Ibid. On Two |
Principles of Contradiction,—Negative and Positive, ». Zabarella,
Opera Logica, In An. Post. i. t. 83, p. 807.
Conditions of —Avistotle, Metaph., L. iv., ¢. 6. Bernardi, The-
saurus Arist, v. Contrad,, p. 300.
Proof attempted by—Clauberg, Ontosophia, § 26, (Degerando,
Histoire de Plilosophie, T. 11 p- 57), through Excluded Middle.
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3. Principle of Excluded Middle—a&lopa Suaiperixdy.

“’Alwpa Sraiperurdy, divisivam, dicitur a Graecis principium
contradictionis affirmativum ; *Oportet de omni re affirmare aut
negare,”” Goelenius, Lewicon Philosophicwm. Lat.p.136. Zaba-
vella, In, An. Post, L. i, text 83, Opera Logica, p. 807, Con-
imbricenses, In Org., IL, 125. Lucian, Opera, 1L p. 44, (ed.
Hemsterhuis). Avistotle, Metaph., L.iy. (iii.) ¢. 7 ; An. Post, L. i.
2; il 13, (Mansel's Prolegomena, p. 283). Joannes Philoponus,
(v. Bernardi, Thes. v. Contrad., p. 300). Piccartus, Isagoge, pp. 290,
291. Javellus, In. Metaph., L. iv. qu. 9. Suarez, Disp. Metaph.,
Disp. iii.,sect. 3, § 5. Stahl, Regule Philos, Tit. 1. reg. 2. 'Wolf;
Ontologia, §§ 27, 29, 56, 71, 498, Fonseca, In. Metaph., L. iv.
c. iii. qu. 1. et seq., T. 1. p. 850. (This prineiple not fivst). Tim-
pler, Metaphysica, L. ii. c¢. 8, qu. 15. Derodon, Metaph., p. 76
(Secundum principium). Lippius, Metaphysica, L. i. c. i, pp. 72,
75. Chauvin, Leaicon Philosophicwm, ». Metaphysica. Scheibler,
Topica, ¢.19. Hurtado de Mendoza, Disp. Metaph., Disp. iii., § 3,
(Cavamuel, Rat. ¢t Real. Plal., § 452, p. 68).

Whether identical with Principle of Contradiction,

Affirmative—
Javellus, . ¢.  Mendoza, Disp. Metaph., D. iii. § 3. Leibnitz,
Oeuwvres Plilosophiques, Nowv. Ess,, L. iv. . 2, p. 327.

Negative,—

Fonseca, Disp. Met. Disp. iv, ¢. 3, 9. Suarez, Disp. Metaph.,
Disp. iii. § 3. Stahl, Reg. Phil. Tit. i, reg. 2.

Whether a valid and legitimate Law.

Fischer, Logik, § 64 ef seq. (Negative)—Made first of all prin-
ciples by Alexander de Ales, Mefaph., xiv. text 9: *Conceptus
omnes simplices, ut resolvuntur ad ens, ita omnes coneeptus com-
positi resolvantur ad hoc principinm—De quolibet affirmatio vel
negatio”” J. Picug Mirandulanus, (after Aristotle), Conclusiones,
Opera, p. 90. Philoponus, In An Posf. i £ f) b, (Brandis,
Scholia, p. 199) To & amov ¢avar 7 amopdval, 7 els 7O
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advvaror amédeiés NapPdrer. Aristotle, An. Post.i.c. 11. § 3.
"Avridacis ¢ avrifeos Ns ovi éore peraly kall avmiv.
An. Post. i ¢. 2, § 18. Mera&v avripdoens odk vdéxerar

-

odfév. Metaph. L. iii. c. 7. 'Ewel avrupdoews ovdév dva
péoov, davepdr orv év Tals évavriows €oTar TO peTady.
Physica, L. v. ¢. 3, § 5. See also Post. An. L.i.c. i § 4 p. 414;
c. 2, § 13, p 417; c. 1L § 3, p. 440, (vide Scheibler, Topica,
¢, 19: and Mansel's .f>'r'uft‘li}'(.iuec'm.lf., p: 283, on .-\'I'i:il‘nﬂi;‘.:l

4 Principle of Reason and Consequent.
That can be deduced from Principle of Contradiction.
Wolf, Ontologia, § 70. Baumgarten, Metaphysik, § 18.
Jakob, Grundriss der allgemeinen Logil und Kritische Ang-
Jfangsgriinde der allgemeinen Metaphysik, p. 38, 3d ed., 1794
(See Kiesewetter, I ¢.)

That not to be dedoced frony Principle of Uontradiction.
Kiesewetter, Allgemeine Logik ; Weitere A useinandersetzung,
P. 1. ad §§ 20, 21, p. 57 et seq. Hume, On Human Nature, Book
L part. iii. § 8. Schulze, Logik, § 18, 5th ed., 1831,

= i ——
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V.
NEW ANALYTIC OF LOGICAL FORMS—GENERAL
RESULTS—FRAGMENTS.

(@) ExTRACT FROM PROSPECTUS OF “ HSSAY TOWARDS A NEW
Axanymic oF Logican Forms,”

(Pirst published in 1846,“ See above, Vol. L, pp. 144, 244 —Fp)

 Now, oaliid hes Toin the sovree of all (ese soils, T procesd 1o vélale, and shall elearly
convinee thoge who hane an intsllecl and a will to attend,—that a trivial slip i the ale-
mentary precepis of w Logical Theory, becomes the canse of mightiet errovs in thae Theory
el " —GALEN, (De Temperamentiz, 1. 1, e, 5.)

“ Tus New Analytic is intended to complete and simplify the
old ;—to place the keystone in the Aristotelic areh. Of Ahstract
Logic, the theory, in particular of Syllogism, (bating some improve-
ments, and some ervors of detail), remains where it was left by the
genius of the Stagirite ; if it have not receded, still less has it ad-
vanced. 1t contains the truth; but the truth, partially, and not
always correctly, developed,—in complexity,—even in confusion.
And why? Because Aristotle, by an oversight, marvellous certainly
in him, was prematurely arrested in his analysis ; began his syn-
thesis before he had fully sifted the elements to be recomposed ;
and, thus, the system which, almost spontaneonsly, would have
evolved itself into unity and order, he laboriously, and yet imper-
fectly, constructed by sheer intellectual force, under a load of limi-
tations and corrections and rules, which, deforming the symmetry,

a An extract corresponding in part
with that now given from the Prospectus
of " Basay towards a New Analytic of
Logical Forms," is republished in the Dis-
eugsions on Philosophy, p. 650. To this
extract the Author hins prefized the fol-
lowing notice regarding the date of his
doctrine of the Quantification of the Pre-
dicate :—* Tonching the prineiple of an
explicitly Quantified Predicate, T had, by
1833, become convineed of the necessity
to extend and correct the logical doctrine
upon this puint. In the arficle on Logie

{in the Edindurgh Review) fivst published
in 1833, the theory of Induction thers
maintained proceeds on a theorough
quantification.of the predicate, in affir-
mative propositions.

Before 1840, I had, howeyer, become
convinced that it was necessary to ex-
tend the principle equally tonegatives ;
for T find, by academical documents,
that in that year, at latest, I had pub-
licly taught the unexclusive doctrine,”
—Dizcussiona, p. 650.—Ep.,




250 APPENDIX.
has seriously impeded the usefulness, of the science. This imper-
fection, as I said, it is the purpose of the New Analytic to supply.

“In the first place, in the Tlssay there will be shown, that the
Syllogism proceeds, not as has hitherto, virtually at least, been
taught, in one; but in the fwo corrclative and counter wholes
(Metaphysical) of Comprehension, and (Logical) of Eutension ;
the major premise in the one whole, being the minor premise in
in the othér, &e—Thus is velieved, a radical defect and vital in-
consistency in the present logical systen:.

“1In the sécond place, the self-evident fruth,—That we can only
rationally deal with what we alveady understand, determines the
simple logical postulate—1'o state eaplicitly what is thought vim-
plicitly. From the consistent application of this postulate, on
which Logic ever insists, but which Logicians have never fairly
obeyed, it follows :—that, logically, we ought to take into account
the quantity, always understood in thought, but usually, and for
manifest reasons, elided in its expression, not only of the subject,
but also of the predicate, of a judgment. This being done, and
the necessity of doing it will be proved against Aristotle and his
repeaters, we obtain inter alia, the ensuing results :—

“1° That the preindesignate terms of a proposition, whether
subject or predicate, are never, on that account, thought as wndefi-
nite (or indeterminate) in gquantity. The only indefinite, is parti-
culur, as opposed to definite, quantity ; and this last, as it is cither
of an extensive maaimum undivided, or of an extensive mintmwm
indivisible, constitutes quantity wniversal, (zeneral), and quantity
singular, (individual). In fact, definife and indefinite ave the only
quantities of which we ought to hear in Logic ; for it is only as
indefinite that particular, it is only as definite that individual and
general, quantities have any (and the same) logical avail.

“ 2° The revocation of the two Terms of a proposition to their
true relation ; a proposition being always an equation of its sub-
ject and its predicate.

¢ 3°. The consequent reduction of the Conversion of Propositions
from three species to one,—that of Simple Conversion.

4 4°, The reduction of all the Geneval Laws of Categorical Syllo-
gisms to a Stngle Canon.

«5°. The evolution from that one canon of all the Species and
varieties of Syllogisn.

-
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“6°% The abrogation of all the Special Laws of Syllogism.

“T°. A demonstration of the exclusive possibitity of Three syllo-
gestic Figures ; and (on new grounds) the scientific and final abo-
ition of the Fourth.

8%, A manifestation that Figure is an unessential varigtion in
syllogistic form ; and the consequent absurdity of Reducing the
syllogisms of the other figures to the first.

“9°% An enouncement of oneOrganic Principle for each Figure.

“10% A determination of the true mwmber of the legitimate
Moods ; with

“11°. Their amplification in number (thirty-siz) ;

#12°, Their numerical equality under all the figures ; and,

“13°% Their relative equivalence, or virtual identity, throughout
every schematic difference.

¢ 14°, That,in the second and third figures, the extremes holding
both the same velation to the middle term, there 78 not, as in the
first, an opposition and subordination between a term major and
w term manor, mutually contawining and contained, in the counter
wholes of Extension and Comprehension.

“15° Consequently, in the second and third figures, there is no 1
determinate major and minor premise, and there are two indiffe-
rent conclusions ; whereas, in the first the premeses are determi-
nate, and there is a single prozimate conclusion.

%16° That the third, as the figure in which Clomprehension is f
predominant, is more appropriate to Induction.

“17°, That the second, as the figure in which Extension is pre-
dominant, is more appropriate to Deduction.

#18°. That the first, as the figure in which Compreliension and
Extension ave in equilibrivmn, is common to Induction and Dedue- [
tion, indifferently. ( '

i

e

——

“In the third place, a scheme of Symbolical Notation will be
given, wholly different in principle and perfection from those
which have been previously proposed ; and showing out, in all
their old and new applications, the propositional and syllogistie
forms, with even a mechanical simplicity.

“This Essay falls naturally into two parts. There will be con- a
tained,—in the first, a systematic exposition of the new doctrine i
itself; in the second, an historical notice of any oceasional antici-
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pations of its several parts which break out in the writings of pre-
vious philosophers.

¢ Thus, on the new theory, many valid forms of judgment and
reasoning, in ordinary use, but which the ancient logic continued
to ignere, are oW openly recognised as legitimate ; and many
welations, which heretofore lay hid, now come forward into the
light. ©On the one hand, therefore, Logic certainly becomes more
complex. But on the other, this increased complexity proves only
to be a higher development. The developed Syllogism is, in effect,
recalled, from multitude and confusion, to order and system. TIts
laws. eréwhile many, ave now few,—we might say one alone—but
thoroughgoing. The exceptions, formerly so perplexing, have
fallen away ; and the once formidable array of limitary rules has
vanished. The science now shines out in the true character of
beauty,—as One at once and Various. Logie thus accomplishes
its final destination ; for as © Thrice-greatest Hermes,” speaking in
the mind of Plato, has expressed it,—* The end of Philosophy is
the intwition of Unity. "

(b)—Loeic,—Irs PoSTULATES.
{November 1848—See above, Vol. T, p. 114))

I. To state explicitly what is thought implicitly. In other
words, to determine what is meant before proceeding to deal with
the meaning, Thus in the proposition Men are anvmals, we
should be allowed to determine whether the term men means all
or some men,—whether the term animals means all or some ant-
mals ; in short, to quantify both the subject and predicate of the
proposition. This postulate applies both to Propositions and to
Syllogisms.a

a See (quoted by Wallis;, ZLoyica, argumentationis consequentia propter
P- 291)_11!1&05{5. An. Prior,, L i, . crypein] dubitatio fuerit, explenda qui
33 (Pacinus, c..3'2_. 8§ 2,8, 4, p. 261), desunt; smputandn que supersunt ; eb
and Ii.au:lua, ({from Downam, fu P, pars qualibet in locum redigenda situ
fami Dialect,, L. ii, ¢ 9, p. 410): est.’ [Cf. Ploucquet, Elementa Philo-

What is understood to be supplied ; soplio Contemplative, § 20, p. 5. Stut-
[Romus Dial., Lodi, 6. 9. “Siquaf[de gardim, 1778, ** Secundwum sensum lo-
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II. Throughout the same Proposition, or Tmmediate (not me-
diate) Reasoning, to use the same words, and combinations of words,
to express the same thoughta, (that is, in the same Extension and
Comprehension), and thus identity to be presumed.

Thus a particular in one (prejacent) proposition of an immediate
reasoning, thongh indefinite, should denote the same part in the
other. This postulate applies to inference immediate, e. g. Con-

Version.

Predesignate in same logical unity, (proposition or syllogism),
in same sense, both Collective or both Distributive. That one
term of a proposition or syllogism should not be used distributively

and another collectively.

IIL. And, e contra, thronghout the same logical unity, (immediate
reasoning), to denote and presume denoted the same sense (notion or
judgment) by the same term or termsf

This does not apply to the different propositions of a Mediate

Inference.

IV. (or V.) To leave, if necessary, the thought undetermined, as
subjectively uncertain, but to deal with if only as far as certain or
determinable. Thus a whole may be truly predicable, though we
know only the truth of it as a part. Therefore, we ought to be
able to say some at least when we do not know, and cannot, there-
fore, say determinately, either that some only or that afl is true.

(January 1850.)

IIL (or IV.) To be allowed, in an immediate reasoning, to de-

gicum cum omni termine jungendum
est signum quantitatis,”—EDp. |

& That words must be used in the
same sense. See Aristotle, Anal. Pr.,
L. ., ¢e, 88, 34, 35, 36, 87, &e

BIf these postulates (II, and IIL)
were not cogent, we could not convert,
«t least not use the converted proposi-
tion, (unlessthe 1, were cogent, thie con-
vertenda would be false). Al man g
{an) animal, i3 converted into Some
animal. is (all) man. But if the some
animal here were not thought in and
limited to the sense of the convertend,
it would be false; So in the Hypotheti-

cal proposition, If the Chinese are M-
lometans, they ure (pome) tufidals ; the
word ifidel, unless thought in s niean-
ing limited to and true of Makometans,
is inept. But if it be so limited, we
can (contrary to the doctrines of the
logicians) argue buck from the position
of the consequent to the position of the
antecedent, and from the sublation of
the antecedent to the sublation of the
consaquent, though false, If not granted,
Logic iz a mere childish play with the
vagueness sud ambiguities of language
[Of: Titius, Ars Cogitandy, ¢. =11, § 26.—
En.]

|
|
}
1

- ——— —
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note, that another part, othier, or some, is used in the conelusion,
from what was in the antecedent. Inference of Sub-contrariety.

That the some, if not otherwise gualified, means some only—
this by presumption.

That the Term (Subject, or Predicate) of a Proposition shall be
converted with its quantity unchanged, . e. in the same extension,
This violated, and violation cause of error, and confusion. No per
accidens, for the real terms compared arve the guamtified terms,
and we convert only the terms compared in the prejacent or con-
vertenda.

That the same terms, apart from the quantity, 4. e in the same
comprehension, should be converted. As before stated, such terms
are new and different. No Contraposition, for contraposition is only
true in some cases, and even in these it is true accidentally, not by
conversion, but through contradiction ; 7. e. same Comprehension.

That we may see the truth from the necessary validity of the
lugica.l process, and not infer the validity of the logical process
from its aceidental truth. Conversion per accidens; and Contra-
position, being thus accidentally trne in some cases only, are logi-
cally inept, as not true in all.

To translate out of the complexity, redundance, deficiency, of
common language into logical simplicity, precision, and integrity.*

(December 1849).

As Logic considers the form and not the matter, but as the form
is only manifested in application to some matter, Logie postulates
to employ any matter in its examples.

(January 1850).

That we may be allowed to translate into logical language the
rhetorical expressions of ordinary speech, Thus the Exeeptive and
Limitative propositions in which the predieate and subjeet are pre-
designated, are to be rendered into logical simplicity.

a See above, p. 262, note a—Fo.
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(May 1850).

As Logic is a formal seience, and professes to demonstrate by
abstract formule, we shonld know, therefore, nothing of the no-
tions and their relations except ea fucte of the propositions. This
implies the necessity of overtly quantifying the predicate.

(¢)—QUANTIFICATION OF PREDICATE,—IMMEDIATE
INFERENOR,—(ONVERSION,—OPPOSITION.*

(See above, Vol. I, pp. 244, 262.)

We now proceed to what has been nsually treated wnder the
relation of Propositions, and previonsly to the matter of Infer-
ence altogether ; but which I think it would be more correct to
consider as a species of Inference, or Reasoning, or Argumenta-
tion, than as merely a preparatory doctrine. For in so far as these
rvelations: of Propositions warrant us, one being given, to edunce
from it another,—this is manifestly an inference or reasoning.
Why it has not always been considered in this light, is evident.
The inference is immediate ; that is, the conclusion or second pro-
position is necessitated dirvectly and without a medium, by the first.
There are only two propositions and two notions in this species of
argumentation ; and the logicians have in general limited 7eason-
ing or inference to a mediate eduction of one proposition out of
the correlation of two others, and have thus always supposed the
necessity of three terms or eollated notions.

But they have not only been, with few exceptions, unsystematic
in their procedure, they have all of them, (if I am not myself
mistaken), been fundamentally ervoneous in their relative doctrin e

There are various Immediate Inferences of one proposition from
another. Of these some have been wholly overlooked by the lo-
gicians ; whilst what they teach in regard to those which they do
- eongider, appears to me at variance with the trath.

I shall make no previous enumeration of all the possible species

= Appendix (o), from p, 255 to p. 274, of Conversion as given aboye, vol, i, p.
was usually delivered by the author az o 262,—Hb,
Lecture, supplementary to the doctrine
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of Tmmediate Inference ; but shall take them up in this order . —
I shall consider, 1%, Those which have been considered by the logi-

cians; and, 2°, Those which have not. And in treating of the
fivst group, I shall preface what L think the true doetrine by a
view of that which you will find in logical books.

The first of these is Conwersion. When, in a categorical propo-
gition, (for to this we now limit our consideration), the Suhject and
Predicate ave transposed, that is, the notion which was previously
the subject becomes the predicate, and the notion which was pre-
viously the predicate becomes the subject, the proposition is said
to be converted* The proposition given, and its produet, are to-
gether called the judicia conversa, or propositiones conversm,
which I shall not attempt to render into English. The relation
itself in which the two judements stand, is called conversion, re-
ciprocation, transposition, and sometimes obversion, (conversio,
reciprocatio, transpositio, obversio.

The original or given proposition is called the Converse, or
Cmi-vi‘;"i’w'. sometimes the f'.f'rfjuh'r nt, .a’rh?_r.r'?u-»‘i:f._ -J'r.'rfr'p_‘."-uu.'. or
the other, that into
which the first is converted, is called the Converting, and some-

Propositio, CORVETSWI, CONVEYSE, Prajacens) ;

times the Subjacent, Judgment, (propositio, or jud. converténs,
subjacens). It would be better to call the former the Convertend,
(pr. comvertenda), the latter the Converse, (pr. conversa). This
language I shall use®

[Names for the two propositions in

Convers )s
. Name for
Converas, Twesten, Logik, §

a [[)uﬁl!it-ia!ls of conversion fn greneral.
'Awm-rpijr\bﬁ doriv looerpodd) 715, Phil-

opomis, (or Ammonius), fn Aw. Py, i the two correlative pro-

o, 2, E11 b, So Magentinus, fin An. Pr.,
P R T T
gisgmo, I, 42 b,
fori wowvwrla 8o wporacduyr Kard Toby

Anonymus, Da Sylio-
Mpordaeas dvriarpodhy

Hpovs dwdwariy Tileudvous, perd roi gup
aAnOedev. Aloxander, o An. Pr. i c. 4,
f. 15b, Bee the ssme in different wonds,
by Philoponus, (Ammonius), fn An, Pr.,
i.o. 2, £ 11 b, and copied from him by
Magentinus, fn An, Pr, f. 3 b. CF
Boethins, Opera, fntroductio ad Sylln-
gizmon, p. 574, Wegelin, in Grogorii
Aneponym: Phil. Syatag. (ciron 1260),
L, v, 12 p.62]. Nicephorus Blem-
midas, Epit. Log., e. 81, p. 221.]
A Sea above, vol. L, p. 202 —1in,

I.“,lri.,“.,
87, Contreaporit, I, ibad.
IL. Qriginal, or Given Propoaition.

W) r‘: TI"'H}II‘!UI'_H!'I)"I], ‘.l-‘pnh'l'i}.u"l"i]. rim‘uf'rpo-
popdim  wpdracis—COf  Strigelios, In

Melanchth. Emt. Dial, L. i, p. 681
‘Avriprpegotoal wpordras, Philopon-
us, (quoted by Wegelin, {. ¢.)

b) Conversa (= Convertenda) vulgo.
Scotus, Quetstiones in An, Prior, i
q. 12, Corvinus, Juastit. Phil., § 510.
Richiter, De Converzione, 1740, Hale
Magdeb. Baumgarten, Logiea, § 278,
Ulrich, fuatit, Loy, ¢t Met,,§182,p. 188,

o) Convertibilis (raro).

d) Convertens, Micraelius, Ler. Phil. v,
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Such is the doctrine tonching Conversion, taught even to the
present day. This in my view is beset with errore; but all these
errors originate in two, as these two are either the caunse or the
oecasion of every other.

The First cardinal error is,—That the gnantities are not con-
verted with the quantified terms.  For the real terms compared in
the Convertend, and which, of course, ought to reappear without
change, except of place, in the Uonverse, are not the naked, but the
quantified terms. This iz evident from the following considerations

17, The Terms of a Proposition are only terms as they are ferms
of relation ; and the relation here is the relation of comparison,

2°, As the Propositional Terms are teyms of comparison, so they
ave only compared as Quantities,—quantities relative to each other
An Affirmative Proposition is simply the declaration of an equation,
a Negative Proposition is simiply the declaration of a non-equation,
of its terms. To change, thevefore, the quantity of either, or of
both Subject and Predicate, is to change their correlation,—the
point of comparison ; and to exchange their quantities, if different,
would be to invert the terminal interdependence, that ig, to make
the less the greater, and the greater the less.

3%, The Quantity of the Proposition in Conversion remains always
the same.; that is, the abssclute quantity of the Converse must be
exactly equal to that of the Convertend. It was only from over-
looking the quantity of the predicate, (the second error to which we

Conversin. Tweaten, Logik., §87, An-
tecedens, Beatus, & o Strigelius, 1. o
o) Pricjacens, Scheibler, Opera Logrica,
De Propositionibus, Pavs, iil. c. x.

479.

f) Exposita, Aldrich, Comp., L. i ¢. 2.
Whately, Logie, p. 60. Propositio ex-
posita, or exponens,; quite different as
used by Logicinns, v, Schegkius, n
Avist, Ory. 162 (and above, vol. 1, p.
203.)

g) Convertenda, Corvinus, Zoe, eit, Rich-
ter, loc, vit,

1) Contraponens, Twesten, fhid.

i) Prior, Bouthins, De Syllog. Catey. L.
L Opera, p. 588,

k) Prineipium, Davjes, Vie ad Verile-
tem, § 234,

ITL. Product of Conyersion,

VOL., 11,

a) 4 wrraTpépovora.  Sep Strigelins, fop,
rit.

b) Convertens, Subjacens, Scotus, Quas
tioneg, In Awn. Prior,i. 8, 24, £ 276,
ef passim.  Krug, Logil, § 65, p. 205,
and logicians in general,

¢) Conversp, Boethius, Opere, Tutrod,
el Syll, pp. 675 et veq., B8V et seq.;
Melanchihon, Frotemata, L. ii. p. 581,
and Strigeling, ad loc, Micraelius,
Lex. Phil,, v Comversio. Noldius,
Logica Recogmita, p. 283, says thut
fhe first should more probably be
ealled Convertibilis, or Convertenda,
and the secomd Conversa.

dj Conversum, Twesten, loe, oit,

) Contrapositum, Jd. ibid.

i) Conelusio, Davjes, Vie ad Veritatem,
§284.

R
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shall immediately advert), that two propositions, exactly equal in
quantity, in fact the same proposition, perhaps, transposed, were
called the one universal, the other purticular, by exelusive refer-
ence to the quantity of the subject.

4°, Yet was it of no consequence, in a logical point of view,
which of the notions eollated were Subject or Predicate ; and their
comparison, with the consequent declaration of their mutual incon-
elusion or exclusion, that is, of affirmation or newation, of no more
l'{‘c’ll difference than the u.-gr_i{:I‘Tuil'!IrC,——J(,-"i'uufﬂw. 8 _!;r”r' hundred
males distant from Edinburgh,—Edinburgl s four h undred
miles dastant from London. Tn fact, though logicians have
been in use to place the subject fivst, the predicate last, in their
examples of propositions, this is by no means the case in ardinary
language, wheve, indeed, it is frequently even difficult to ascertain
which is the determining and which the determined notion. Out
of logical books, the predicate is found almost as frequently before
as after the subject, and this in all languages, You rvecollect the
first words of the First Olympiad of Pindar, "Apuorov p.ev voop,
“Best is water ;" and the Vulgate, (I forget how it is rendered in
our English translation), has, * Magna est veritas, et pracvalebit,”s
Alluding to the Bible, let us turn up any Concordance under any
adjective fitle; and we shall obtain abundant proof of the fact. As
the adjective greaf, magnus, has last occurred, let us refer to
Cruden under that simple title. Here, in glancing it over, T find—
“ (Great is the wrath of the Lord—Great is the Lord and greatly to be
praised—~Creat is our God—Great are thy works—Greati is the Holy
One of Israel—Great shall be the peace of thy children—Great is thy
faithfulness—Great is Diana of the Ephesians—~Great is my boldness
—Great is my glorying—UGreat is the mystery of godliness,” &e.

The line of Juvenal,

“*Nobilitas sola est atque wniea virtus,”

is a good instance of the predicate being placed first.

The Second cardinal error of the logicians is, the not considering
that the Predicate has always a quantity in thought, as much as
the Subject ; although this quantity be frequently not explicitly
enounced, as unuecessary in the common employment of language ;

o I11. Eisdras iv. 41: % Magna est veri- (1. Esdrus iv, 41), “ Great is truth, and
tas eb prevalet.” Inthe English version, mighty above all things.”—Ep.
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for the determining notion or predicate being always thought as at
least adequate to, or co-extensive with, the subject or determined
notion, it is seldom mecessary to express this, and language tends
ever to elide what may safely be omitted. But this necessity
recurs, the moment that, by conversion, the predicate becomes the
subject of the propesition ; and to omit its formal statement is to
degrade Logic from the science of the necessities of thonglit, to an
idle subsidiary of the ambiguities of speech., An unbiassed pom-
sideration of the subject will, I am confident, convince you that
this view is correct.

1%, That the predicate is as extensive as the subject is easily
shown. Take the proposition,—Al animal is man, or, All ani-
mals are men. This we ave conscions is absurd, though we make
the notion men or men as wide as possible ; for it does not mend
the matter to say,—All animal is «ll man, or, AU animals are
Il men, We feel it to be equally absurd as if we said,—Al man
18 all amimal, ov, All men ave all animals. Here we are aware
that the subject and predicate cannot be made coextensive. If we
would get rid of the absurdity, we must bring the two notions into
coextension, by restricting the wider. If we say—Man is animal,
(Homo est animal), we think, though we do not overtly enounce
it, Al man is animal, And what do we mean here by animal ?
We do not think,— A/, but Some, enimal. And then we ecan
make this indifferently either subject or predicate.  We ean think,
—we can say, Some animnal <& man, that is, Some or All Man ;
and, e converso—Man (some or all) is animal, viz. some animal,

It thus appears that there is a necessity in all cases for thinking
the predicate, at least, as extensive as the subject. Whether it be
absolutely, that is, out of relation, more extensive, is generally of
no consequence ; and hence the common reticence of common
language, which never expresses more than ean be understood,—
which always, in fact, for the sake of brevity, strains at ellipsis,

2°, But, in fact, ordinary langnage quantifies the Predicate so
often as this determination becomes of the smallest import.  This
it does either directly, by adding all, some, or their equivalent pre-
designations, to the predicate; or it aceomplishes the same end
indirectly, in an exceptive or limitative form.

a) Directly,—as Peter, John, Jomes, &c., are all the Apostles
— Mercury, Venus, &e., are all the planets.
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b) But this is more frequently accomplished indirectly, by the
equipollent forms of Limetation or Inclusion, and Exception. =

For example, by the limitative designations, alone or only, we
say,—God alone is good, which is equivalent to saying,— God is all
yr}r}(f: that iﬁ, God 15 all that 18 .f,!rrr'a-‘.;.' Vartue 1s the uH!IU noln-
lity, that is, Virtue s all noble, that is, all that is noble® The
symbols of the Catholic and Protestant divisions of Christian-
ity may afford us a logical illustration of the point. The Ca-
tholies say,—Fuith, Hope, and Charity alone justify ; that is, the
three heavenly virtues together are all justifying, that is, all that
Justifies ; omme justificans, justwm faciens. The
say,—Faith alone justifies; that is, Fuith, which they hold to
comprise the other two virtues, 15 all justifying, that is, all that

Protestants

a By the logicians this is called simply of worship. "Some n only are elect.
II. Annesed to the I ate, they

Lxclusion, and the particles, tantum, &e.,

particule exelusivee.  This, T think; is
imaceurate ; for it is inclusion, limited by
ton; that is meant.—|See Schei-
bler, Opera Logica, P, iii., e, vii., tit, 8,
p. 457 et seq.]

B (Februnry 1850.) On the Indirect
Predesignation of the Predicate by what
are called the Ezclusive and Erceptive
praticles.

Names of the particles.

Latin,— unus, unicus, wnice » solus,
solwm, solummodo, tntum, tentimmodo ;
Nikil

ELer — Pl argui,—nt migt non.
¥ i :

duntacat ; pracise ; adaquate,

English,—one, only, alone, exclusively,
precisely, just, sole, solely, nothing. but,
ol exeept, not Jw;,r--ml.

I. These particles annexed to the Sab-
Jeet predesignate the Predicate univer-
gally; or to its whole extent, deuying its
particularify or indefinitude, and defi-
nitely limiting it to the subject alone,
As, Man alone philosophizes, (thongh nat
all do),

The dog. alone barks, or, dogs
telone bark, |ﬂl|ll1,'._:f| some do not). MNan
ondy & ratiopal, oy No animal but man i
vational, Nothing but yationalls visible.
OF material things there is wothing living
(het) mot orgenised, and nothing organ-
e not living.
sl pped,

God alone is to be awor-
God is the aingle,—sole abject

limit the subject to the predicate, bt
do not define its gquantity, or exclude
AR, Peter “.'f‘l_‘_J'
plays.  The storaments are only tio.

from it other subjects.

The categories are only ten, Joho drinks
only water,

I, Sometimes the particles sole,
solely, single, alone, only, &o., nre an-

nexed to the Predicate as v predesipna-
tion tanbnmounb to wll.  As, Gwd i the
J'-"Jr:’l.;r',-—-u.lu'_— -H.fr;.n'_ — rnJ.'rn’..’, —e --.'Ea.-.a.‘{'r,

= .,m’nf:mrr-, f.f{,'-'r! qf' u'r--r‘.af.'..-"u.

On the relation of Exclusive proposi-
tlons to those in which the predicate is
pl‘i!nhu{lgn:ﬂ ed
e. vi. §5 66, 67,
Rutionaliy, & 475,

Lr-_r; i .{'__ 5 62,

30 Titiug, A rs Cogitandi,
Hollman, Philosophic

Kreil, Handbuck der
Derodon, Logica Restitute,
e f;'u'!rm\"ﬂ.h’uru': (o o 609 et #eq
Reckermun, Systema Logie; 1ib. dii., c.
I1: Opera, £o1. po TO%.

The doctrine huld by the logicians na
to the exelusum praedicatum, exelusim
sudjectuny, and ecelusum signt, 18 er-
ronoons.—Ses Scheibler, Opera Logicu,
P, il., e, vii., tit, 8, p. 457 et soq.  Jne.
Thomasiug, Krotem. Log., e. xxx. p. 67 et
#eq. [CL Fonseca, Instit, Dial., 1. 1II.
c. 23. For a detailed exposition of this
doctrine by Selieibler, see below, p. 261,
note a.—FEn.]




APPENDIX,

261

Justifies ; ommne justificans. In either case, if we translate the
watchwords into logical simplicity, the predicate appears prede-
signated.

OF animals man alone s rational ; that is, Man is all rational
anvmal.  What 1s rational s alone or anly risible; that is, All
rational ts all visible, &c.

I now pass on to the Exceptive Form. To take the motio over-
head,—* On earth there is nothing great but man.” What does
this mean? Tt means, Man—is—all earthly great—Homo—est
—omne magnum terestre.  And the second clause—*In man
there is nothing great but mind,”—in like manner gives as its
logical equipollent—AMind—is—all hwmanly great, that is, «ll that
18 great o man.  (Mens est omne magnum hivnanum.)a

We ought, indeed, as a corollary of the postulate already stated,
to require to be allowed to translate into equivalent logical terms

« Vide Scheibler, Opera Logica: T iii.  jecti, ut, solus fiomo discurrit. Hicau-

e vil. pp. 458, 460, where lis examples,
with the exposition of the Logicians,
miy be well contrasted with mine.
[Seheibler, after referring to the
Parva Logicalia of the schoolmen, ns
containing & proposed supplement of
the doctrines of Aristatle, proceeds to
expound the Propositiones Exponibiles
of those treatises. * Exclusiva enun-
cintio est, que habet particulam ex-
clusivam, ub, Solis homo est rationnlis,
« s+« w « Porro exclusivie enun-
ciationes sunt duplicis generis. Alim
sunt exclusive predicati: slie exclu-
sivae subjecti; hoe est, in aliis parti-
cule exclugiva excludit a subjecto, in
alils excludit a prodicato, veluti hoe
propositio exclusiva est: Deve tanium
est fmmorialis, Estque exclusiva a sub-
jecto, hoe sensu, Deus tantum, et non
homo vel lapis, &¢, . . Omnes
propositiones exclusive ambigum sunt,
gi habeant particulim exolnsivam, post
subjectum propositionis, atte vinculum,
ut ernt in proposito exemplo. Carent
autem propositiones exclusiva illa nimn-
biguitibe, si vel exclusiva particula, pori-
atur ante subjectum propositionis, vel
etiam  sequatur copulam. Ihi enim

indicatur esse propositio exclusiva sub-

tem indicatur, esse propositio exclusiva
pricdicsti, ot Sasramenta Novi Testa-
menti sunt fantuwm dro,  Prodicanenta
tantun decem.”

Scheibler then proceeds to give the
following general and special rules of
Exclusion —

*1. Generaliter tenendum est, quod
aliter sint exponendee exclusive a proedi-
cato, et aliter exclusive w suljecto,

11 Erelugive propositio non exeludit
concomiluntio.

“TIL. Omnisexolusiva resolotbur-in duos
simplices, alteram  afirnatam, alterom
negatany,  Atque hoc est quod wulgo
dieitur, quod omnis exclusiva sit hypo-
thetica, . Hypothetion enim propositio
est guig includit duas alins in yirtute,
vel dispositione sun.  Veluti hwe, Solus
lonmo. est rationalis, wquivalet his dua-
bus, Homa est rationalis, ot quod non est
lame, non est rationale, Bt in specie,
Bestin: non esd vutionalis,  Planta pon
eit rationalis, . . . . . Abjue
hwe dute propositiones vooantur erpon-
entes, siout proposibio exclusiva dicitur
exporbilis,

# Speciales autern regulm explicandi
exclukivas sunt octo: sicut et octo sunt
genern locutionum exclusivarum.
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the rhetorical enouncements of common speech. We should not

do as the logicians have been wont,—introduce and deal with these

in their grammatical integrity

for this would be to swell out and

deform onr seience with mere grammatical accidents; and to such

fortuitous accrescences the formidable volume, especinlly of the

older Logies, is mainly owing.

In fact, a large proportion of the

scholastic system is merely grammatical

3°. The whole doctrine of the

is only another example of the passive sequacity of

non-quantifieation of the predicate

logicians.

They follow ohediently in the footsteps of their great master, We
owe this doetrine and its prevalence to the precept and authority

of Aristotle. He prohibits once

and again the annexation of the

universal predesignation to the predicate. For why, he says, such

predesignation would render the proposition absurd ; giving as his

only example and proof of this,
anymal.  This, however, is only va
lous doctrine, held by no one, that

ST Propoaitio exelusiva universalss

_I’-".I“Hrﬂf."‘.‘:#_, 0 -rl,u'-'.l.-' ""... e wan sedgai

Dantum. empik: homo eurril;, sxponitur

gie, Omnie huino eurrit, ef nikil alivd ab

lomine eurrit. Vocari solet iy ay

tio Patin
13

i it |l|l ¥ F
indicat in posteriori syllaba litern K.

SIE f’.l'u.uu, L0 ‘..'-.l."r;r'uf-lj':", 1
Madte offirn ;

fety M dptiee
mnegatur, ut Lantwm hommo ewrit, o ]
fur .~i\‘, Huomo curpid, et wilil alind ab
homine currit.  Voeatur hmc expositio,
Nisg,

“ L Propositio e

NunL o nagatur, wiiveraalis neyater,

ira, in i sii-

!‘“ hh’fr Hn'f-'rlf-’-"f fllu- (L L il‘ & \_lr'rTlIi]\T :
Nigtlus homo currit, ot quodiibet -u.'rr-- m’u
howine ewrrit, vocatue, Trxax”

“1V., Exclusiva cujus signum non ne
gatur partiondurisvel indefinita negolive,
ut, Tantum homo non currit, exponitur
nie, Homo non currit, ef guodlilet alivd
ali omine curr i, voeitur y STORAX,

YN Ezclusiva, in qua signum negatier,
affirmativa et wniversalis, ut, Non tan.
twn omnis, homa aurrit, exponitur gie,

the judement—All man s all
lid as a refutation of the ridicu-

any predicate may be universally

(M : { alivd ab
hiotmine ey

VL Jv ’ exiatens
1L tlin o Lt

itur, Ny

litied @b homine

nesic-

al hamine ewrrit,

[ \ |I[. '\-ij,’-". it
LR propogitiones,
ub, Now tantwm wli

cponitur sie, A i

il tlind ab homine non currit, yoca-
bur, Nonprs.
' Differentin

o prop

clusivm et except -(---’l-‘.'uin‘n“ Nempe

exclusiva predicatum vendicit uni sub-

jecto, ab a subjecto excludit alin proedi-
cata, ut, Solus Douz Lonie st Exceptiva
autem statuit universale subjectum,; in-
dicatque aliquid contineri sub isto uni-

versali; de quo non dieatur predicatum,
utb, Gne animal et irvationale, proter
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quantified ; for, to employ his own example, what absurdity is
there in saying that some animal is all man? Yet this non-
sense, (be it spoken with all reverence of the Stagirite), has imposed
the precept on the systems of Logic down to the present day.
Nevertheless, it could be shown by a clond of instances from the
Aristotelie writings: themselves, that this rule is invalid; nay
Aristotle’'s own doctrine of Indunection, whiech is far more correct
than that nsually tanght, proceeds upon the silent abolition of the
erroneous canon. The doetrine of the logicians is, therefore,
founded on a blunder ; which is only doubled by the usual aver-
ment that the predicate, in what are techmically called reciprocal
propositions, is taken universally v materie and not v forme.

Bat, 4°, The non-quantification of the predicate in thought is
given up by the logicians themselves, but only in certain ecases
where they were forced to admit, and to the amount which they
could not possibly deny, The predicate, they confess, is quanti-
fied by particularity in affivmative, by universality in megative,
propositions, But why the quantification, formal quantification,
should be thus restricted in thought, they furnish us with no valid
TERsoI.

To these two errors I might perhaps add as a thivd, the confu-
sion and perplexity avising from the attempt of Aristotle and the
logicians to deal with indefinite, (or, as I would call them, vndesig-
nate), terms, instead of treating them merely as verbal ellipses, to
be filled up in the expression before being logically considered ;
and I might also add as a fourth, the additional complexity and
perplexity introduced into the science by viewing propusitions,
likewise, as affected by the four or six modalities. But to these
I shall not advert.

These are the two principal erors which have involved omx
gystems of Logic in confusion, and prevented their evolution in
simplicity, harmony, and completeness ;—which have condemned
them to bits and fragments of the science, and for these bits and
fragments have made a load of rules and exceptions indispensable, to
avoid falling into frequent and manifest absurdity, It was in
reference to these two exrors chiefly, that I formerly gave you as a
self-evident Postulate of Logic—“Explicitly to state what has been
implicitly thought:™ in other words, that before dealing logically
with a proposition, we are entitled to understand it, that is, to
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ascertain and to enounee its meaning. This quantification of the
predicate of a judgment, is, indeed, only the beginning of the appli-
cation of the Postulate; but we shall find that at every step it
enables us to cast away, as useless, a multitude of canouns, which
at once disgust the student, and, if not the causes, are at least the
signs, of imperfection in the science.

[ venture then to assert, that there is only one species of Con-
version, and that one thorough-going and self-sufficient. I mean
Pure, or Simple Conversion. 'The other species,—all are admitted
to be neither thorough-going nor self-sufficient,—they are in fact

only other logical processes, accidentally combined with a transpo-
sition of the subject and predicate. The conversio per accidens
of Boethius, as an Ampliative operation, has no logical existence ;
it is material and precarious, and has righteously been allowed to
drop out of science. It is now merely an historical curiosity., As
a Restrietive operation, inwhich velation alone it still stands in our
systems, it is either mevely fortuitous, or merely possible through
a logical process quite distinet from Conversion, I mean that of
Restrietion or Subalternation, which will be soon explained. Con-
versio per confrapositionen is a change of terms,—a substitution
of new elements, and only holds through contradiction,® being just
as good without as with conversion. The Coutingent Conversion

.3 '['h'z.'u Avistotle, Topica, 0, 8, With the single exceptionof En B (A
8. Scotus, Bannes, Mendozs, silently n A) the other seven propositions may

following each other, have held that
eonlrapodition is only mediate, infinita-
tion, requiring Constantic, & Wholly
iy, — Ctraug. Plelowo-

phicus, D, 1L 8. 4, p, 18

wrong. Sea Arri

[ Observan-
dum est preedictas consequentias (per
contrapogitioném) malas esse et insta-

hiles, nisi accesserit alia propositio in
antecedenti qume impartit - existentiam
subjecti vonsequentis. Tuwne enim firma
erit consequentin; e . Owmnis omo est

allivg et non albiim ceat, orjjo omne won
album est nan fomo. Aljoquin si con-
stantieom: illam non posueris in antece-
denti, instabitur illi consequentim in
eventy, in quo nihil sit nen album, et
omuis homo sit albus.” Bannes, Tustit,
Min. Dial. L, vi. e, 2, p. 530, —KEp, |
Rule for Finite Prejucents given.

be converted by Connterposition under
the following rule,—* Let the terms be
infinitated and transposad, the predesig-
nations remaining as before,”

With the two additional exceptions
of the two convertible propositions;
AfL and IfA, the infinitated propo-
zitions hold good without the transposi-
tion of the terma,

inle for Infinite Prejacents given.

With the single exeception of nIinl,
(nlf = n = nE being impossible), the
other six propositions may be converted
by Connterposition under the following
rule,—* Lot the terms be uninfinitated
and transposed, the predesignations re-
maining as before.

Contraposition isnotexplicitly evolved
by Aristotle in. Prior Analytics, but is
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of the lower Gireeks = is not a conversion,—is not. a logical process
at all, and has been worthily ignored by the Latin world. But
let us now proceed to see that Simple Conversion, as I have
asserted, is thorough-going and all-sufficient. Let us try it in
all the eight varieties of categorical propositions. But I shall
leave this explication to yourselves, and in the examination will
call for a statement of the simple eonversion, as applied to all the
eight propositional forms,

It thus appears, that this one method of conversion has every
advantage over those of the logicians. 1°, It is Natural ; 2°, It
is Imperative ; 3°% It is Simple; 4° It is Dirvect ; 5° It is Pre-
cise ; 6°, It is Thorough-going: Whereas their processes are—1°,

avolved from his Tepics, L, i, ¢e, 1, 8,
alibi, De Interpretations, o, 14, See
Conimbricenses, Tn Awist. Dial., An.
Prior, Ta 1. q. 1.p. 271, Bannes, Tnstif
Minoris. Dialecticm, L, v. e 2,p. 538,
Burgersdicius, fmstit, Log, L. i, o. 32

Pivst explicitly enounced by Averroes
aceording to Molinacus, (Flementa Logi-
e, L. i e, 4, p. 51). I cannot find any
noticeof it in Averroes: He ignores it,
name and thing. It isin Anonymus,
De Sytlogismo, £. 42 b, in Nicephorus
Blemmidas, Epit. Log., o, xxxi. p. 2223
but lovg before him Boetliius has all
the kinds of Couversion,—Simplex, Per
Acpidens, et Per Oppositionem (Intro-
ductio ad Syllogismos, p. 676), what Le
ealls: Por Contraporitionem, (De Syllo-
frigmo Categorico, L i 589.) 14 he the
inventor of the name? It seems so.
Long before Boethius, Apuleius, (in
second century), has it as one of the five
species of Conversion, but gives itno
name—only desoriptive, see De Habitud.
Doct. Plat., L. 1ii. p. 33, Alexander, [a
An. Pr.. L e 2, f. 10 a, has it as of pro-
positions, not of terms; which is ton-
version absolutely, Vide Philoponus, In
An, Pr, 1. . 12 a, By them called &vri-
arpodl by Gvmiférer.  So Magentinus,
In An. Prior,, 1.2, £. 3 b,

That Contraposition is not properly
Conversion—(this bising a species of con-
sequence}—an @quipollénce of proposi-
tions, not a vonversion of their terms.

Noldius, Logica Recognita, o, xii, p.
299, Crakanthorpe, Logice, L. iii. c.
10, p. 180. Bannes; Instit. Min: Dial.,
L.v. c. 2, p. 6530, Xustachius, Simmea
Philosophie, Logica, P, 1L tract. 1. q. 3,
p. 104. Herbart, Leladuck der Logik,
1. 78, Scotus, Queestiones, In An, Prior.,
L. i q. 15, £. 258 b.  Chauving v Con-
veériio, Isendoorn, Chrsus Logieis,p. 308,

That Contraposition is useless and
perplexing. See Chauvin, ». Conversio.
Arvinga, Curins, Plalosophicus, p, 18.
Titius, 4 re Cogitonds, c. viil § 19 et seq.
D'Abra de Raconis, Tot, Phil. Traet.,
Logica, 1. q. 4, p. 815, Bames, Jnstit,
Min, Dial.,p. 529.]

a [Blemmidas,] [Epitome Logioa, c.
31, p. 222. The following extract
will explain the nature of thia eon-
version. 'H & & wpordaeat ywouéim
dwrTtarpodd, B ThY uEv Tk réy Spoy
thuAdrTel, Tor almhy THpaice Kariyopot-
uevov wal Thy abrdy Gwoxeluevoy: udvmy
5 The woldryra peraBdider, wowtoa T
dmoarieny  mpdraoty keTapaTicy, ki
xarapariciy drogaraciy.  Kal Adyera
alfry vlexopde dvriaTpod, ds éxt pudims
Tijs evdexoudvms Uans euvioraué: ooy,
7is Bbpwwos Aoleral, Tis BuBpwwas od Aov-
erai” altry & otw Bv el wuplos aeri-
orpogh.  This so-called confingent eon-
version is in fact nothing more than the
assertion, repeated by many Latin logi-
viang, that in contingent matter subcon-
trary propositions are both true.—En]
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Unpatural ; 2°, Precavious ; 8° Complex; 4°, Circunitous; 5°, Con-
fused ; 6°, Inadequate : breaking down in each and all of their
species. The Greek Logicians, subsequent to Aristotle, have well
and trlysaid, dvTearpodn) éaTwv ioooTpod] Tis “omnisconversio
est aequiversio™ = that is, all eonversion is a conversion of equal into
equal ; and had they attended fo this prineiple, they would have
developed eonversion in its true unity and simplicity. They would
have congidered, 1°, That the absolute quantity of the proposi-
tion, be it convertend or converse, remaing always identieal ; 27
That the several quantities of the collated notions remain always
identical, the whole change being the transposition of the quanti-
fied notion, which was in the subject place, into the place of pre=
dicate, and vice versd.

Aristotle and the logicians were, thevefore, wrong; 1°, In not
considering the proposition simply as the complement, that is, as
the equation or non-equation, of two compared notions, but, on the
contrary, considering it as determined in its quantity by one of
these notions more than by the other. 2°, They were wrong, in
according too great animportance to the notions eonsidered as pro-
positional terms, that is

)

as subject and predicate, independently
of the import of these notions in themselves. 38°, They were
wrong, in aecording too preponderant a weight to one of these
terms over the other; but differently in different parts of the
system. For they were wrong, in the doctrine of Judgment, in
allowing the quantity of the proposition to be determined exclu-
sively by the quantity of the subject term ; whereas they were
wrong, as we shall see; in the doctrine of Reasoning, in considering
a syllogism as exclusively relative fo the quantity of the predicate
(extension). S0 much for the theory of Conversion. Before con-
cluding, T have, however, to observe, as a correction of the preva-
lent ambiguity and vacillation, that the two propositions of the
process together might be called the convertent or converting, (pro-
positiones convertentes) ; and whilst of these the original proposi-
tiou is named the convertend (propositio convertenda), its product
would obtain the title of converse, converted, ( propositio conversa).p

The other species of Tmmediate Inference will not detain us
long. Of these, there are two noticed by the logicians.

aSec above, p. 256.—En, B See aboyve, vol, i, p. 262—Lin.
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The first of these, Equipollence, (wquipollentia), o, as 1 would |
term it, Double Negation, is deserving of bare mention. It is of
mere grammatical relevancy. The negution of a negation is tanta-
mount to an affirmation. B 45 not not-A, is manifestly only a
roundabout way of saying B isd ; and, vice versd, we may express
a position, if we perversely choose, by sublating a sublation. The
immediate inference of Equipollence is thus merely the grammati-
cal translation of an affirmation into a double magation, or of a
double negation info an affrmation. Nea-nullus and Non-nemo,
for example, are merely other grammatical expressions for aliguis
or guidam, So Nonnihil, Nonnunguam, Nomnusquan, &e.

The Latin tongue is almost peculiar among languages for such
double negatives to express an affirmative. Of course the few
which have found their place in Logic, instead of being despised
or relegated to Grammar, have been fondly commented on by the
ingenuity of the scholastic logicians, In English, some authors
are fond of this indivect and idle way of speaking ; they prefer
saying—“ I entertain a not unfavourable opinion of such a one”
to saying divectly, I entertain of him a favourable opinion.
Neglecting this, T pass on to

The third species of Immediate Tnference, moticed by the
logicians. This they call Subalternation, but it may be more
unambiguously styled Restriction. If T have £100 at my credit
in the bank, it is evident that I may draw for £5 or £10, In like
manner, if I can say unexclusively, that all men are animals, T can
say restrictively, that negroes or any other fraction of mankind are 1
animals. This restriction is Bilateral, when we restrict both sub-

ject and predicate, as— $
Al Lriangle i all trilateral. All rational & all risible. '
o Some-triangle s some frilateral. . Some rational s some risible.

It is Unilateral, by restricting the omnitude or universality either
of the Subject or of the Predieate.
Of the Subject—

Al wan s some animal ; |
.~ Some man i& some animal.

Of the Predicate, as— 4
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Senn aveimad 3 all risill :

e Some animal is some risible.

It has not been noficed by the logicians, that thers is only an
inference by this process, it the some in the inferved proposition
means some atb least, that is, some not exclusive of all: for if we
think by the some, some only, that is, some, not all, so far from
there being any competent inference, there is in fact a real opposi-
tion. The logicians, therefove, to vindicate their doctrine of the
Opposition of Subalternation, ought to have declared, that the some
was here in the sense of some only; and to vindiecate their doctrine
of the [nference of Subalternation, they ought, in like manner, to
have declared, that the some was here taken in the counter sense
of some at least. 1t conld easily be shown, that the errors of the
Jogicians in rvegard to Oppoesition, are not to be attributed to
Aristotle.

Before leaving this process, it may be proper to observe that we
might well call its two propositions together the vestringent or
vestrictive, "\'}’f'r']!r.w.::‘.f,m.‘.cx restringentes vel restrictivae) ; the given
proposition might be called the restringend, (propositio restrin-
genda), and the product the restrict or restricted, (propositio
vestricha,)

o much for the species of Tmmediate Inference recognised by
the logicians.

There is, however, a kind of immediate inference overlooked by
logical writers. I have formerly noticed, that they enmmerate,
(among the :-'-}!('\‘_i(’.:i of ( '!Illll.‘i“ io11), Nubcontra ,r;',-f_r,e, (subcontrurieta 8
ﬁrer*awujﬁjg'}, to wit,—dome 18, same is nol ; but that this is not
in fact an opposition at all, (as in truth neither is Subalterna-
tion in a certain sense.) Subeontrariety, in like manner, is with
them uot an opposition between two partial somes, but between
different and different ; in fact, no opposition ab all. But if they
are thus all wWrong h}-‘ cominission, l-hl‘}‘ are 1L:|1|q]_t,f wrong h_y
omission, for they overlook the immediate inference which the
relation of propositions in Subeontrariety affords. This, however,
is sufficiently manifest. If T can say, AU men are some anvmals,
or, Some animaels are all men, I am thereby entitled to say,—
All men are not some animals, ov Some animals are not some
men,  Of course here the some in the inferred propositions means
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some other, as in the original proposition, some only; but the
inference is perfectly legitimate, being merely a necessary explica-
tion of the thought : for inasmuch as I think and say that all men
are some animals, I can think and say that they are some animals
only, which implies that they are a certain some, and not any
other animals.® This inference is thus not only to some others
indefinitely, but to all others definitely. It is further either affirma-
tive from a negative antecedent, or negative from an affirmative.
Finally, it is not bilateral, as not of subject and predicate at
once ; but it iz unilateral, either of the subject or of the predi-
cate. This inference of Subcontraviety, I would call Tntegration,
becanse the mind here tends to determine all the parts of a whole,
whereof a part only has been given. The two propositions toge-
ther might be called the entegral or integrant, (propositiones
integrales vel integrantes). The given proposition would be styled
the integrand, (propositio integranda); and the product, the
integrate, (propositio integrata).p

T may refer you for various observations on the Quantification
of the Predicate, to the collection published under the title,
Discussions on Philosophy and Literature.

The grand general or dominant result of the doetrine on which
1 have already partially touched, but which I will now explain
consecutively and more in detail, is as follows :—Touching Proposi-
tions,—Subject and Predicate ;—touehing Syllogisms,—in Catego-
vicals, Major and Minor Terms, Major and Minor Premises, Figures
First, Second, Third, Fourth, and even what I call No Figure, are
all made convertible with each other, and all eonversion reduced fo a
simple equation ; whilst in Hypotheticals, both the species, (viz.
(fonjunctive and Disjunctive reasonings), are shown to be forms

a If we say some animel i3 all man, Therefore, some animals are not some
and some animal 78 not any man ; in that animals,
case; we must hold some as menning B Mem. Tmmediate inference of Con-
fome m;:'_r.r. We way have n mediste tradiction omitted. Also of Relation,
which would eome under Equipollence,
[For Tabular Schemes of Propositional
Some animals are all men ; Forme, and of their Mutual Relations,
Some animals wre not any man ; see below, pp. 277, 278.—En.]

syllogism on if, 08 i—

|
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not of mediate argumentation at all, but merely complex varieties
of the immediate inference of Restriction or Subalternation, and
are relieved of a load of perversions, limitations, exceptions, and
rules. The differences of Quantity and Quality, &e thus alone
remain ; and by these exclusively arve Terms, Propositions, and
Syllogisms formally distingnished. Quantity and Quality combined
constitute the only real discrimination of Syllogistic Mood. Syllo-
gistic Figure vanishes, with its perplexing apparatus of special
ritles ; and even the General Laws of Syllogism proper are reduced
to a single compendious canon.

This doetrine is founded on the postulate of Logic :—To state
in language, what is efficient in thought ; in other words, Before
proeeeding to deal logically with any proposition or syllogism, we
must be allowed to determine and express what it means.

First, then, in regard to Propositions—In a proposition, the
two terms, the Subject and Predicate, have each their quantity in
thought. This quantity is not always expressed in language, for
language tends always to abbreviation ; but it is always under-
stood. For example, in the proposition, Men are animals, what
do we mean? We do not mean that some men, to the exelusion
of others, ave animals, but we use the abbreviated expression
men for the thought all men. Logie, therefore, in virtue of
its postulate, warrants, nay requires, ns to state this explicitly.
Let us, theretore, overtly quantify the subject, and say, All men
are apimals.  So far we have dealt with the proposition,—
we have quantified in language the subject, as it was gquantified
in thonght,

But the predicate still remains. We lave said—Al men are
animals.  But what do we mean by animals 2 Do we mean all
antmals, or some animals 2 Not the former; for dogs, horses,
oxen, &e. are animals as well as men. and dogs; horses, oxen, &e.
are not men. Men, therefore, are animals, lml_:-xr:l|1.~;i-\-~ij_.' of dogs,
horses, oxen, &e. Al men, therefore, are not equivalent to all
animals ; that is, we cannot say, as we cannot think, that oll men
are all animals. But we ean say, for in thought we do affirm,
that all men are some animals.

But if we can say, as we do think, that all men are some
animals, we can, on the other hand, likewise say, as we do think,
that some animals are all men. )

|
'ﬁ
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If this be true, it is a matter of indiffevence, in a logical point
of view, (whatever it may be in a rheforical), which of the two
terms be made the subject or predicate of the proposition ; and
whichsoever term is made the subject in the first instance, may,
in the second, be converted into the predicate, and whichsoever
ferm is made the predicate in the first instance, may, in the
second, be converted into the subject.

From this it follows:—

1%, That a proposition is simply an equation, an identification,
a bringing into congrnence, of two notions in respeet to their
Extension. I say, in respeet to their Extension, for it is this quan-
tity alone which admits of ampliation or restriction, the Compre-
hension of a notion remaining always the same, being always taken
at its amount,

2°, The total guantity of the proposition to be canverted, and
the total quantity of the proposition the produet of the conver-
sion, is always one and the same. In this nnexclusive point of
view, all conversion is merely simple conversion ; and the dis-
tinetion of a conversion, as it is called, by accident, avises only
from the partial view of the logicians, who have looked merely to
the quantity of the subject. They, accordingly, denominated a pro-
position universal ov particular, as its subject merely was quanti-
fied by the predesignation some or all ; and where a proposition
like, Al men wre unvmals, (in thought, some animals), was con-
verted into the proposition, Some animals are men, (in thonght,
all men), they erroneously supposed that it lost quanfity, was re-
stricted, and became a particnlar proposition.

It can hardly be said that the logicians contemplated the re-
conversion of such a proposition as the preceding; for they did
not (or rarely) give the name of conversio per accidens to the case
in which the proposition, on their theory, was turned from a par-
ticular into a universal, as when we reconvert the proposition,
Some antmals are men, into the proposition, All men are ani-
mals® They likewise neglected such affirmative propositions: as

a See shove, vol. 1. p. 264.—Ep. [A  lius; egiva, t. 1l 1§ g.4. e, 2, p. 32. For
mistake by logicians in general, that Aristoble sea the terms universef, and
partial conversion, é¢ uépey, isthe mere partial conversion, eimply to express
gynonym . of per aecidens, and that the whether the converfens is an universal or
former is 80 used by Aristotle. See Val-  partieular proposition. See § 4 of the
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had in thought both subject and predicate quantified to their |
whole extent ; as, Al triangular figure is trilateral, that is, if
expressed as understood, AU triangular is all trilateral figure,—

All rational is visible, that is, if explicitly enounced, Al rational .
i3 all risible animal. Aristotle, and subsequent logicians, had ]
indeed frequently to do with propositions in which the predicate "
was taken in its full extension, In these the logicians,—but, be it
observed, not Aristotle,—attempted to remedy the imperfeetion of

the Aristotelic doctrine, which did not allow the quantification of
the predicate to be taken logically or formally into account in
affirmative propositions, by asserting that in the obnoxious cases
the predicate was distributed, that is, fully quantified, in yvirtue of
the matter, and not in virtue of the form, (ve materie, non vatione
Jorme). But this is altogether erroncous. For in thought we
generally do, nay, often must, fully quantify the predicate. In our
logical conversion, in fact, of a proposition like AUl men are
antmals,—some amimals, we must formally retain in thouglt,
for we cannot formally abolish, the universal guantification of
the predicate. We, accordingly, must formally allow the propo-
gition thus obtained,—Some anvmals are all men.

The error of the logicians is further shown by our most naked
logical notation ; for it is quite as easy and quite as matural to
quantify A, B, or C, as predicate, as to quantify A, B, or U, as
subject. Thus, Al B ¢s some A ; Some A is all B,

B A,

[ may here also animadvert on the counter defect, the counter

clhiapter on Conversion; (dn. Prior, i. 2), less,orfrom less to greater, salve vevitate,
where particular affirmatives ave eaid to  the quality of the terms anid propogi-

e necesgarily converted, &v pépe. tions remaining alwuys the rame. So

Conversio per aceidens is in two forme Ridiger, e Se i Veri et Peelsi, p. 308,
differently defined by difforent logicinng. The second i8 that of logicinns in gene-
The first by Boethius, by whom thename  ml, where the quantity of the }al\;ljna;‘i-
was origimally given, is that in which the tion is diminished, the quality of the
quantity of the proposition is contin- propositions and torms remaining the
genlly clianged either from greater to  same, salva b ritale,)
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error, of the logicians, in their doctrine of Negative Propositions.
In negative propositions they say the predicate is always distri-
buted,—always taken in its full extension. Now this is altogether
untenable. Tor we always can, and frequently do, think the pre-
dicate of negative propositions as only partially excluded from the
sphere of the subject. For example, we can think, as our naked
diagrams can show,—All men are not some animals, that is, not
irrational animals, In point of faet, so often as we think a sub-
Jjeet as partially included within the sphere of a predicate, eo ipso
we think it as partially, that is, partieularly, excluded therefrom,
Logicians are, therefore, altogether at fault in their doetrine, that
the predicate is always distributed, é.e. always universal, in negative
propositions.*

But, 3° If the preceding theory be true,—if it be true that sub-
ject and predicate are, as quantified, always simply convertible,
the proposition being in fact only an enouncement of their equa-
tion, it follows, (and this also is an adequate test), that we may at
will identify the two terms by making them both the subject or
both the predicate of the same proposition. And this we can do.
For we can not only say—as A s B, so conversely B 75 A, or as
Al men are some awimals, so, conversely, Some animals are all
men ; but equally say— A and B are convertible, or, Convertible
wre B and A ; All men and some animals are convertible, (that is,

« [ Melanchthon, (Erotemate, L. il De
Conversione, p. 616), followed by his
pupil and commentator Strigelivs, (In
Erotemata, pp. 676, 581), and by Keck-
ermant, (Syst. Log, Minws, T il ¢. 3, Op,
p- 222), and others, thinks that * there
is & greater force of the particle none,
(nullus, not any), than of the particle all,
(omniz), For, in a universal negative,
the force of the negation is so spread
over the whole proposition, that in its
conversion the eame sign is vetained, (ps
—No star {3 consumed ; therefore, no
Magne whick ts consumed. i& a atar) :
wherens such conversion does not tuke
place in a universal affirmative.” This
Strigelins compares to the diffusion of
o ferment or acute poison ; adding that
the affirmutive particle is limited to the
subject, whilst the negative extends to

VOI. 1L

both subject and predieate, in other
waords, to the whole proposition.

This doctrine is altogether erroneous.
It ia an erroneous theory devised to
explain an erroneous practice. In the
first place, we have here a commutation
of negation with quantification; and, at
the rame time, conversion, direct con-
version at least, will not be said to
change the quality either of a negative
or affirmative proposition. In the se-
cond place, it cannot be pretended that
negation has sn exelusive or even greater
affinity to universal than to particu-
1 quantification.  We can equally well
say not some, not allynot any ; and the
reason why one of these forms is pro-
ferred, lies cortainly not in any abbrac-
tion or affinity to the negative pur-
ticle.]

S
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some convertible things), o, Convertible, (that is, some convertible

Ugf.n.r;.s;'l‘ are 80nie aniinals and all men.

By convertible, T mean

the same, the identical, the congruent, &e.«

ard
which all the rest proceed, are—

The general ervors in reo

to Clonversion,—the errors from

1%, The omission to quantify the predicate throughout.
2%, The conceit that the gquantities did not belong to the terms.

37, The conceit that the quantities were not to be transposed

with their relative terms.

1°, The one-sided view that the proposition was not equally

composed of the two terms, but was more dependent on the sub-

jeet than on the predicate.

5° The consequent error that the quantity of the subject term

determines the quantity of the proposition absolutely.

a [With the doctrine of Conversion
taught in the text, compars tha follow-
ing authorities - Viilla,
Dhinlectioa, L. ii. Titiuns,
Arvs Cogitandi, (v.

e

Laurenting
o. 24, £ 37.
Ridiger, De
L. i, e d p-
Reusch, 380, p, 418
et e,y el 1741, Hollmann, Logiea, §
I 172. |||I-1I.\'n|lh'.!, Fries, Lo 8 8
p 146, E. Remhold, Zogik, § 117, P.

986, to« by Am-

Senane

232).

l'.".n,

temee Logicim, §

'l
3

Ancients referred
moning, i Do Interp., & vik, 84, £....
Paulus Vallius, Logica, t. ii., fn dn.
Priar, L, i q. it ¢ iv] [Valla L e

sy 1 —* Non amnpliug se latius nccipitur

priedieatum quam subjectum.  Idepque

ut omanis fomo

cum illo converti potest;
est animal ! non utique totum genus
animal, sed Il!il.{n'.'l. pars |l1ljl1.‘¥ generis:. .
orgo, 4 ligua pars animalis est in onni

homine, Ttem, Quidam homo est ani

wmal, ¢ b est quardam pavs anzmalis,
ergo, {‘iru:'.-:‘(x;;-' pars animalis est r’,r!frfﬂ.ut
Le Gottlieb Gerhard Titius,
Ary (_’r_',:;,-'f._-m,f,’_ vil. § 8 a2 86q., s 125.
Lipeise, 1723 (first ed. 1701).  “ Nihil
autem alind agit Conversio, quam uf
simpliciter proodicatum et subjectum
transponat, hine nec

p’p“.m,

neo qualitatem

quantifatem fia lnrgitur, aut eas mutat,
Ex

sod |\]-..|11’. l'l'ilt‘l'if.' itn convertit.

quo gecessario  sequitur  conversionem

esse uniformem fc omnes propositiones
Per ex-
empliy, (1), Nullus komo est lapis, ergo,
Niwllug lapi

nom est medions (omnis), ergo, Medicus

eodem plang mode converti,

eat homa, (2), Quidam homo

now est homo quidam, sew Nullua medicits
. _"'l)_. e Patrmie

non est dootud (omnis), ergo, Omnis doe-

tat frm'arufjr"l'r;!l'fﬂl —_—
tig nom eat hic Petrux ., . . (1), Omnis
Feerio est animal {guodditm), ergo, Quod-
dan animal est homo (5); Quidam homo
currit (partivilariter), ergo, Quidan cur-
reir et fomo, (8), Hie Pawlus est doctus
(quidam), ergo, Quidam doctus est hie
Paulus,
jectum

It omnibus his exemplis sub-
cum sun quantitate in locum
pricdieati, et hioe, sadem modo, in illins
sadem transponitur, ut nulla penitus
ratio solitda appareat, (uare conversi-

onom in diversas ‘_\l\l}f'ir:ﬁ-\ divellere de-
Vulgo tamen nliter

quando triplicem conversionem, nempe

beamuns, pentiunt
stmplicem, per accideng, ac per contia-
;I“;’.J‘_f{.f‘;?r'l’“:r‘-L]h[rilrl]it. . « » Enimvero
gonversio per acoidens et per contraposi-
fionem gratis asseritur, nom conversio
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6°, The consequent error that there was any increase or dimi-
nution of the total quantity of the proposition.

Ta

and that the simple, form.

, That thoroughgoing conversion could not take place by one,

87, That all called in at least the form of Accidental Conversion ;
all admitting at the same time that certain moods remain incon-

vertible.

9% That the majority of logicians resorted to Contraposition,
(which is not a conversion at all); some of thern, however, as
Burgersdyk, admitting that certain moods still remained obstinately

inconvertible.

10°, That they thus introduced a form which was at hest indi-
reef, vagne, and useless, in fact not a conversion at all.

11°, That even admitting that all the moods were convertible
by one or other of the three forms, the same mood was convertible

by more than one.

propogitionis affirmantis universalis per-
inde simplex est ac en qua universalis
hegana convertitur, licet post eam sub-
jeotum sit particulare; conversionis
enim hic nulla eulpa est, qua quanti-
tatem, qua non adest, largivi nec potest
nee debet. , .. Error vulgaris doetying,
nisi fallor, inde est, quod existimavering
wl conversionem simplicem requird, wf
proadicatumn agspmal sigmun et quantiio-
tem sulijeoti . . Conversionem pir
contrapositionom quod attinet, facile os-
tendi potest (1) exempla heie jactar
polita, posse converti simpliciter; (2)
conversionem per contrapositionem, re-
vers non esse conversionem ; interim (3)
putativam istam conversionem non in
universsli affirmante, et particulari ne-
gunte solum, sed in omnibus potius pro-
pogitionibus locum habere e,
Quoddam animal non est quadiupes, exgo,
Nullus quadrupes et animal quoddam.”
See the criticism of the doctrine of
Titius by Ridiger, quoted below, p. 311,
Ploucquet, Methodus Coleulandi in

Loyleis, p, 49 (1703}, ‘“Intellectio identi-
tatis subjecti et praedicati est afirmatio.
. . Owmnis civeulus est lined eurvd.
Que propositio logice expressa hme est:
—Omaiis circulus eat quodam linea curvd.

Quo pacto id, quod ntelligitur in predi-
catoidentificatur cum eo quod intelligitur
in subjecto. Sive norim, sive non norim
privter eivoulum dari guogue aliss cur-
VR spt‘.cic:s, verura tomen est guan-
dan lineam curvam sensu oomprehensico
stntam, esse omnen eiroulum, seu ome
pen cirenlum esse gquandam lineam our-
vam." Yallius, 1. ¢. “Negutivie voro
convertuntur et in partioulares et in
universales negativas; ut =i dicamus,
Soerates mon est lapis, convertens illiug
erit, Aliguiz lopis non est Socrates, et
Nullus tapiz est Soerates, et idem di-
cendum erit de omni alia simili proposi-
fione,”—kEn.]

[That Universal Affirmative Proposi-
tions mpy be converted simply, if their
predicates are reciprocating, see Cor-
vinus, Tnseit, Phil, flat, § 514, Ienm,
1742,  Baumgarten, Logica, § 280,
1785, Seotns; In. An Pr, Lo gu.
14, Ulrich, Inatit. ZLog. et Met,
§1.2, 177, (1785). Kreil, Logik, §§ 46,
62, (1789), Isendoorn, Logica Peripu-
tetiea, L. iii. c. 8, pp. 480, 431. Wal-
lis, Logica, L. i1, o 7, Zabavella, 7In,
An, Prior. Talule, p. 148, Loambert,
De Universaliort Culewli Tdea, § 24 ot
e




276 APPENDIX.

12°, That all this mass of error and confusion was from their
overlooking the necessity of one simple and direct mode of con-
version ; missing the one straight road.

We have shown that a judgment (or proposition) is only a
comparison resulting in a congruence, an equation, or non-equa-
tion of two notions in the guantity of Extension ; and that these
compared notions may stand to each other, as the one subject and
the other predicate, as both the subject, or as both the predicate of
the judgment. If this be true, the transposition of the terms of
a proposition sinks in a very easy and a very simple process ;
whilst the whole doctrine of logical Conversion is snperseded as
operose and imperfect; as useless and erroneous. The systems, new
and old, must stand or fall with their doctrines of the Conversion
of propositions.

Thus, according to the doctrine of the logicians, conversion
applies only to the naked terms themselves:—the subject and
predicate of the prejacent interchange places, but the quantity
by which each was therein affected is excluded from the move-
ment ; remaining to affect its correlative in the subjacent proposi-
tion. This is altogether erroneous, In conversion we transpose
the compared notions,—the correlated terms. If we do not, ever-
sion, not conversion, is the result.

If, (as the Logicians suppose), in the convertens the subject
and predicate took each other's quantity, the proposition would
be not the same relation of the same motions. It makes 1o
difference that the converse only takes place when the subject
chances to have an equal amount or a less than the predicate.
There must be at any rate a reasoning, (concealed indeed), to
warrant it : in the former case—that the predicate is entitled to
take all the quantity of the subject, being itself of equivalent
amount ; in the second, (a reasoning of subalternation), that it is
entitled to take the quantity of the subject, being less than its
own. All this is false. Subject and predicate have a right to
their own, and only to their own, which they carry with them,
when they become each other. . :
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(d) APPLICATION OF DOCTRINE OF QUANTIFIED
PREDICATE TO PROPOSITIONS.

(1). New ProposiTioNAL FoRMS—NOTATION.

Instead of four species of Proposition determined by the Quantity
and Quality taken together, the Quantity of the Subject being
alone considered, there are double that number, the Quantity of the
Predicate being also taken into account,

OO0

A firmative.
(1) [AfA] €
i [AfI] C

(3) [IfA] A, =see:(C
(iv) [1fI] ©
Negative.
(v) [EnE] ¢:=t—1:D
(A) (A)
(6) [EnO] C: ==t B
(A) (T)
(vii) [OnE] B, sp—:C
@ (A)

(8) [On O]
(D @

# {In this table the Roman numerals
distinguish such propositional forms as
are recognised in the Aristotelic or
common doetrine, whereds the Arvabic
ciphers mark those (hali of the whole)
which I think ought likewize to be
recognised. In the literal symbols, 1
gimplify and disintricate the scholastic
notation ; taking A and 1 for universal
and particulay, but, extending them to
either quality, marking affirmation by f,
negation by n, the two first consonants

Ot B

e : [" All Triangle is all Trilateral [fig, 17].
;e A All Triangle is some Figure (A)

[fig. 21.

Some Figure is all Triangle [fig. 2].
, =0 B Some Triangle is some Equilateral

(I) [fig. 4].

Any Triangle is not any Square (E)

[fig. 81

Any Triangleis not some Hquilateral

[fig. 4]

Some Tquilateral is not any Triangle

(0) [fig. 4]

Some Triangle is not some Equila-

teral [fig. 412

of the verbs afirmo and nepo,—verbs
from which T have no doubt that Petrus
Hizpants drew, respectively, the two fivst
vowels, to denofe his four complications
of quantity and quality.]—Disoussions,
p. 686,

[In the notation emyilayed above, the
comma , denotes some ; the eolon : afl
the line w=— denotes the affirmative
copuln, and megation is expressed by
drawing & line through the affirmative
copula esbe ; the thick end of the: line
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(2). QUANTITY OF PROPOSITIONS—DEFINITUDE AND
INDEFINTTUDE.

Nothing can exceed the ambiguity, vacillation, and uncertainty
of logiclans eoncerning the Quantity of Propositions.

L As regards what are called indefinite (adtoptoToL more pro-
perly indesignate or preindesignate propositions. The absence of
overt quantification applies only to the subject; for the predicate
was supposed always in affirmatives to be particular, in negatives to
be universal Referring, therefore, only to the indesignation of the
subject ;—indefinites were by some logicians, (as the Greek com-
mentators on Aristotle (?), Apuleins apud Waitz, In Org. i p.
338, but see Wegelin, In Aneponymi Phil. Syn., p. 588), made
tantamount to particulars: by others, (as Valla, Dinlectica, L
ii. ¢ 24, £ 37), made tantamount to universals. They ounght
to have been considered as merely elliptical, and to be definitely

referable either to particulars or universals.e

denotes the subject, the thin end the predicate, is placed beyond douhtb by
fon  numerons passages in papers (not print-

predicate, of Extension. In Intens
the thin end denotes the subject, the ed), and by mar
thick end the predicate. Thus:;— writtenatvariousperiods betwean 1839-
C:m—, Aid rend, AIl C i some A. 40,nnd the date of his illuness, July 1844,
€ s=b—: 1) is read, No C is any D, The when he was compelled to employ an
Trble given in the textis from n copy amanuensis, The letters in round brack-

al notes on books,

of an early scheme of the author's new ets, (A) and (I), are the vowels finally
Propositional Forms. For some time adopted by the Author,in place of Eand
after hia discovery of the doctring of a 0. See below, p. 288, Ep.]

gquanfified predicate, Sir W. Hamilton a [That Indefinite
seems to have used the vowels E and be referred to un

propositions are to
|"!'!-.\.1“‘ Bee I'I!l'(']l\'t.
0 in the formuli of Negative Proposi- FTustit. Phil. Logica, 1. § ii. ¢. 2, pp: 124,
tions; nnd the full period () as the 125, 120. Rottenbeccius, Logine Con-
gymbol of zome (indefinite quantity). In tra
the college session of 1845-45; he had Jast, Phil. Rat., § 213. J. C. Scaliger,
adopted the comma () a8 the symbol of  Exercitationes, Ex. © Drobisely,
indefinite quantity, As the period ap- Logik, § 80. Neomagus; Ad Trapezun-
penrs in the original copy of this table #iwm, £.10. To be referved to partioular;

@, ¢ vio p, 92, (1560).  Baumeister,

ns the symbol of some, its dafe «
be later than 1845. The comma () has 161. Molinwus, Elementa Logica, L, 1.
Lean substituted by the Editors, toadapt o, 2. Alex. Aphrod, fa An. Priov., o ii.
the table to the Author's latest form of p. 18. Denzinger, Logica, § 71. Either
notation, The translation of its symbols universal or particular, Keckermann,

annot see Lovanienses, Com. tn Arist. Dial. p.

into concrete propositions, affords decis Opergyp. 220,  Aristotle doubis : see
give ovidence of the meaning which the An, Prior, L. 1. ¢, 27, 8 7, and De
Author attached to them on the new Juferp. ¢ 7. That Indefinitude is no
doctring,  That this, moreover, was the separate species of quantity, see Schei-
uniform import of Sivr W. Hamilton's bler, Opera Logica, p. fi. o 6, p. 448,
tropositional notation, from the eavliest Gracus Anonymus, De Syllogismo, L,
development of the theory of aquantified i, ¢ 4, f. 42, Leibnitz, Opera, t. iv

T,
o




APPENDIX. 279

. A remarkable wncertainty prevails in regard to the meaning
of particularity and its signs—some, &e. Here some may mean
some only—some not all. Here some, though always in a certain
degree indefinite, is definite so far as it excludes omnitnde,—is used
in opposition to /l. This I would call its Semi-definite meaning.
On the other hand, some may mean some at least,—some, perhaps
all. In this signification some is thoroughly indefinite, as it does
not exclude omnitude or totality. This meaning I would call the
Indefinite.

Now of these two meanings there is no doubt that Aristotle uged
particularity only in the second, or thoroughly Indefinite, meaning,
For 1°, He does not recognise the incompossibility of the super-
ordinate and subordinate. 2°, He makes all and 0¥ 7as or partiou-
lar negative, to be contradictories ; that is, one necessarily true, the
other necessarily false. But thisis not the case in the Semi-definite
meaning. The same bolds good in the Universal Negative, and
Particular Affirmative.

The particularity,—the some,—is held to be a definite some when
the other term is Definite, as in ii and 3, in 6 and vii. On the
other hand, when both terms are Indefinite or Particular, as in iv.
and 8, the some of each is left wholly indefinite.

The quantification of definitude or non-particularity (}) may
designate ambignously or indifferently one or other of three con-
cepts.  1° It may designate explicit ommitude or totality ; which,
when expressed articulately, may be denoted by (1), Thus—Al
triangles are wll trilaterals. 2°, It may designate a class con-
sidered as undivided, though not positively thought as taken in its
whole extent ; and this may be avticulately denoted by (:.). Thus
—The triangle is the triluteral ;—The dog s the latrant—
(Here note the use of the definite article in English, Greek, French,
German,* &e.) - 3°% It may designate not what is merely undivided,

p. dil. p. 128, Kries, Systens der Logik,
§ 80.p. 137, Ramus, Sehol. Dial, L.
vii, ¢, 2, p. 467. Downam, Ja Rami
Dialect,, L i c. 4, p. 350,  Faociolati,
Rud. Log. p. il e iiL, p. 67, Delari-
vitre, Nowwelle Logigue Classigue, L. il
5, i, e, 3,8 580, p. 834,

That Indefinitude has sometimes a

logieal import, when we do not know
whether all, or some, of the one be to
be affirmed or denied of the other, K.
Reinhold, Logik, § 88, Anm. 2, pp. 193,
184, Ploucquet, Methodus Calowlaidi,
PP 48, 53, ed, 1773, Lambert; Neues
Organon, L., § 235, p. 148.]

a [On effect of the definite article and
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though divisible,—a class, but what is indivisible,—an individual ;
and this may be marked by the small letter or by (:)—Thus
— Socrates 1s the husband of Xanthippe ; — This horse 1s
Bucephalus.

In like manner particularity or indefinitnde (,), when we wish
to mark it as thoroughly indefinite, may be designated by (°,)
whereas when we would mark it as definitely indefinite, as ex-

cluding all or not any, may be marked by ().
The indefinites (€optoTa) of Aristotle correspond sometimes to
the particular, sometimes to one or other, of the two kinds of

universals.@

The designation of indefinitude or particulwrity, some (, or .)

b

may mean one or other of two very different things.

1°, It may mean some and some only, being neither all nor none,
and, in this sense, it will be hoth affirmative and negative, (,,).

25, It may mean, negatively, not all, perhaps none, some at
most,; affirmatively, not none, perhaps all,—some at least, (, ).

Avistotle and the logicians eontemplate ouly the second mean-

its absence in differentlanguages, in re-
ducing the definite to the indefinite,
see Delarivitre, Logique, 8§ 580,

On the Greek article, see Ammaoniug,
In De I'nterp,.c. vii. 1. 67 b,

On use of the Arbic article in quan-
tification,
a9, ed. 15

“ A1 in the Arabic tongue, and Hua
in the Hebrew, and in like mauner the
articles in other langnages, sometimes
have the power of universal predesigna-

gea

Avervoes, D¢ Interp,; p.

tione, sometimes of particular, I the
former, then they have the force of con-
travies; if the latter, then the force of
sub-contraries. For it is true to say, al,
that is, ipge homo is white, and of, that
is, ipae homo 15 not white ; that is, when
the article al or ha, that iz, {pee, denotes
the designation of particularity. They
muy, however, ha at once false, whon
the article el or fa bas the force of the
universal predesignation,” (See also p.
52 of the same boolk.)

In English the definite article always
defines,—renders definite,—but some-
times individualises, and sometimes ge-

neralises. If we wonld ase man gmme:
rally, we must not prefix the article, as
in Greek, German, Frencl, &c., so woalth,
government, &c. DBut in definition of
horge, &e.; the reverse, us the doy, (le
chien, & xbwy, &o.) A in English is often
equivalent to any.|

a [Logicians who have marked the
Quantities by Definite, Indgfinite, &e.

Aristotle, Awn. Pp. c¢. iv. § 21, and
there Alexander, Pacius. Theophrus-
tus, (Feeciolnti, Rud., Log., p. i o 4,
p. 88.) Ammoniug, I [e Inter., . 72 b.
(Brandis, Scholia, p, 113) Stoies and
Non-peripatetic Logicians in general,
see Sext. Hmpiriens, Addv, Log., § 08
af geq., p. 470, ed. Fabricii; Diog,
Laert. Libe wii. seq. 71, ubi Menngius,
Downam, [fn Rami Dialecticam, 1. il
¢ 4, p. 363, motices that a parti-
cular proposition ““was ealled by the
Stoies indefinite, (dpioTor); by some
Lating, and sometimes by Ramus him-
self, infinite ; because it does not de-
signate some certain species, but leaves
it uncertain and indefinite.” Hurtado de
Mendozs, Disp. Log. eb Met., b, L d. iv. §

A~

e m—
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ing. The reason of this perhaps is, that this distinction only
emerges in the consideration of Opposition and Immediate Infer-
ence, which were less elaborated in the former theories of Logic ;
and does not obtrude itself in the econsideration of Mediate Infer-
ence, which is there principally developed. On the doctrine of the
logicians, there is no opposition of subalternation ; and hy Aris-
totle no opposition of subalternation is mentioned. By other
logicians it was erroneously introduced. The opposition of Sub-
contraries is, likewise, iproper, being precarious and not between
the same things. Anristotle, though he enumerates this opposition,
was quite aware of its impropriety, and declares it to be merely
verbal, nof real.e

By the introduction of the first meaning of some, we obtain a
veritable opposition in Subalternation ; and an inference in Sub-
contrariety, which I would call Integration.

(3.) OrrosITioN oF PROPOSITIONS,

Propositions may be considered under two views; according as
their particularity, or indefinitude, is supposed to be thoroughly
indefinite, unexclusive even of the definite ; someé, meaning some
at least, some, perhaps all, some, perhaps not any; or definite
indefinitude, and so exclusive of the definite ; some, meaning some
wt most,—some only.—some not all, &e. The latter thus excludes
omnitude or totality, positive or negative ; the former does not.
The former is the view promulgated as alone contemplated by
Aristotle ; and has been inherited from him by the Logicians, with-
out thought of increase or of change. The latter is the view which
I wonld introduce; and though it may not supersede, ought, I
think, to haye been placed alongside of the other.

Causes of the introduction of the Aristotelic system alone :—

1%, To allow a harmony of Logic with common language ; for
language eliding all that is not of immediate interest, and the
determination of the subject-notion being generally that alone
intended, the predicate is only considered in so far as it is thought
to cover the subject, that is, to be at least co-extensive with it.
2,p. 114, Lovanienses, fin Liist. Dial,p. a On both forms of Opposition, see
161, Hollmann, Logice,p.173. Boethius, Scheibler, [Opera Logica, § iii., de Pro-
Opera, p. 345, Reurch, Syst, Log.,p. 424, positionibus, c. xi. p. 487, and above,
Esser, Logik, §58. Weiss, Logek, §§ 149, vol. i. p. 261.—En.]

150, So Kiesewstter, Logik, £§ 102,103,]
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But if we should convert the terms, the inadequacy would be
brought to light.

2°, A great number of notions are used principally, if not ex-
clusively, as attributes, and not as subjects. Men are, consequently,
very eommonly ignorant of the proportion of the extension be-
tween the subjects and predicates, which they are in the habit of
combining into propositions,

3°, In regard to negatives, men naturally preferred to attribute
positively a part of onme notion to another than to deny a part.
Hence the unfrequeney of negatives with a particular predicate.

On the doctrine of Semi-definite Particularity, I would thus
evolve the Opposition or Incompossibility of propositions, neglect-
ing or throwing aside (with Aristotle) those of Subalternation
and Sib-contrariety, but introducing that of Inconsistency.

Incompossibility is either of propositions of the same, or of dif-
ferent, quality. Incompossible propesitions differing in quality are
either Contradictories without a mean,—no third,—that is, if one be
true the other must be false, and if one be false the other must be
true ; or Contraries with a mean,—a third,—that is, both may be
false, but both cannof be true. Incompossible propositions of the
same quality are Inconsistents, and, like Contraries, they have a
mean, that is, both may be false, but both cannot be true.

Contradictories are again either simple or complex. The simple
are either, 1° Of Universals, as undivided wholes; or, 2°, Of In-
dividuals, as indivisible parts.a

The complex are of universals divided, as 4—5.

Contraries, again, which are only of divided universals, are 1°
Bilateral, as 1—5 ; or, 2°, Unilateral, as 1—6, 1—7, 2—5, 3—5;
or, 8%, Cross, as 2—7, 3—6.

Inconsistents are either, 1°, Affiomatives ; or, 2°, Negatives. Af-
firmatives, as 1—2, 1—3, 2—8, Negatives, as 5—6, 5—T7. The pro-
positions 6—7 are sometimes Inconsistents, sometimes Consistents.

All the other propositional forms, whether of the same or of
different qualities, are Compossible or Unopposed.

The differences in Compossibility of the two schemes of Indefin-
ite and Definite particularity lies, 1°, in the whole Tneonsistents ;

%, in two Contraries for Contradictories. 1°, According to the

a General forms, used as individual Mon is not mortal. Ko that there are

terms, when apposed to each other, may three kinds of contradictories.
be  contradictorics, as Man' is mortal,
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former, all affirmative and all negative propositions are consistent,
whereas in the latter these are inconsistent, 1—2, 1—8,2—3;
among the aflirmatives, and among the negatives, 5—6, 5—7.
(As said before, 6—7 is in both schemes sometimes compossible,
and sometimes incompossible). 2°, Two ineompossibles, to wit,
2—T7, 3—6, which, on the Aristotelic doctrine, are Contradictories,
are in mine Confraries,

The propositional form 4 is consistent with all the afirmatives ;
8 is not only consistent with all the negatives, but is eompossible
with every other form in universals, It is useful only to divide a
class, and is opposed only by the negation of divisibility,

By adopting exclusively the Indefinite particnlarity, logicians
threw away some important immediate inferences ; those, to wit, 17,
From the affirmation of one some to the negation of another, and
vice versa, and, 2°, From the affirmation of one inconsistent to the
negation of another. 1°% Thus, on our system, but not on theirs,
aflivming all man to be some animal, we have a right to infer that
no man s some (other) animal; affirming that some animal is all
man, we have a right to infer that some (other) animal is not any
man ; affirming some men are some blacks, (Negroes), we are en-
titled to say that (same) some men are not some (other ) blacks,
(Hindoas), and also that (other) some men are not the (same) some
blacks. And so backwards from negation to affimation. This
inference I would call that of [Integration],

2°, Aflirming «all men are some animals, we are entitled to
infer the denial of the propositions, all men are all animals, some
men are wll animals,  And so in the negative inconsistents.

AFFIRMATIVES,
1) Toto-total = ArPA = All —isall —.
i) Toto-partial — Awr = All — is some —. (A)
3) Parti-total = Ira = Some —isall —
iv,)) Parti-partial = IFr = Some — is some —, @
NEGATIVES,
v.) Toto-total = ANA = Any —isnotany —. (E)
6.) Toto-partial = ANI = Any — is not some —.
vii) Parti-total = INA = Some— isnot sny —. (0)

8) Parti-partial = Int = Some — is not some —,

_———‘
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(¢) SYLLOGISMS,

OBSERVATIONS ON THE MuTvAl RELATION OF SYLLOGISTIC
TErMS IN QUANTITY AND QUALITY.

General Canon—TWhat worst relation of subject and predicate,
subsists between either of two terms and a common third term,
with which one, at least, is positively reluted ; that relation
subsists between the two terms themselves.

There are only three possible relations of Terms, (notions, repre-
sentations, presentations).

1°, The relation of Toto-total Coinclusion, (coidentity, absolute
convertibility or reciprocation) (AfA)

2°, The relation of Toto-total Coexclusion, (non-identity, abso-
lute inconvertibility or non-reciprocation) (AnA).

3°, The relation of Incomplete Coinclusion, which involves the
counter-relation of Incomplete Coewclusion, (partial identity and
non-identity, relative convertibility and non-convertibility, reci-
procation, and non-reciprocation). This is of varions orders and
degrees.

a) Where the whole of one term and the part of another are
coinclusive or coidentical (AfT). This I call the relation of
toto-partial comnclusion, as All men are some awimals, This
necessarily involves the counter-relation of foto-partial coexclu-
gion (Anl), as Any man 1is not some animal. But the con-
verse of this affirmative and negative affords the relations of

b) Parti-total Covnclusion (IfA), and Coexclusion (InA), as
Some animal is all man, Some animal is not any man.

¢) There is still & third double relation under this head, when
two terms partially include and partially exclude each other (IfI
Iul), as Some women are some authors, and Some women are
not some authors. This relation T call that of Parti-partial
Cotneclusion, and Parti-partial Coexclusion.

Of these three general relations, the first is [technically styled]
the best ; the second is the worst ; and the third is intermediate,

Former logicians knew only of two worse relations,—a particular,
worse than a universal, affirmative, and a negative worse than an
affirmative. As to a better and worse in negatives, they knew
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nothing ; for as two negative premises were inadmissible, they had
no oceasion to determine which of two negatives was the worse or
better. DBut in gquantifying the predicate, in connecting positive
and negative moods, and in generalising a one supreme canon of
syllogism, we are compelled to look further, to consider the inverse
procedures of affirmation and negation, and to show (e.g. in v. a.
and vi b, ix. a. and x. b), how the latter, by reversing the former,
and turning the best quantity of affirmation into the worst of
negation, annuls all vestriction, and thus appavently varies the
quantity of the conclusion. It thus becomes necessary to show
the whole order of best and worst quantification throughout the
two gualities, and how affirmation commences with the whole in
Inclusion and Negation, with the parts in Exclusion.«
1) : = : Toto-total,

2.) 1= Toto-partial, I
3.) ,=— : Parti-total, ’
4.) ,m=——0 B Parti-partial.
C;},) s Parti-partial,

6.) j===t—0 : Parti-tofal, ]
) sme=b—  Toto-partial,
3.) i===— : Toto-total.

As the negation always reduces the best to the worst relation,
in the intermediate relations determining only a commutation from
équal to equal, whilst in both, the symbols of quantity, in their in-
verse signification, remain externally the same ; it is evident, that
the quantification of the conclusion will rarely be apparently diffe-
rent in the negative, from what it is in the corresponding positive,
mood. There are, indeed, only four differences tobe found in the
negative from the positive conclusions, and these all proceed on the
same principle—viz in v, a and vi. b, in ix. &. and x. b, Here
the particular quantification of the positive conclusions disappears
in the negative moods, But this is in obedience fo the general
canon of syllogism,—* that the worst relation subsisting between
either extreme and the middle, should subsist between the extremes
themselves.” For what was the best relation in the former, becomes
the worst in the latter ; and as affirmation comes in from the
greatest whole, whilst negation goes out from the least part, so, in
point of fact, the some of the one may become the not any of the

Best

) Identity or Coinclusion.

~1

[Nr=11~ide11t-itym' Coexclusion.

Worst

@ See Magentinus, (in Brandis, Scholia, p. 113, and there the Platonies.)
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other. There is here, therefore, manifestly no exception. On the
contrary this affords a striking example of the universal applicabi-
lity of the canon under every change of circumstances. The canon
would, in fact, have been invalidated, had the apparent anomaly

not emerged.

L Terms each totally eoinclu-
sive of a third, ave totally eco-
inelusive of each other.

II. Terms each parti-totally
coinclusive of a third, ave parti-
ally eoinclusive of each other,

IIL A term totally, and a
term parti-totally, coinclusive of
a third, are toto-partially coin-
clusive of each other,

IV. A term parti-totally, and
a term totally, coinclusive of a
third, are parti-totally coinclu-
sive of each other.

V. A term totally, and a term
toto-partially, coinclusive of a

a) A term totally coexelu-
sive, and a term totally coin-
clusive, of a third, are totally
coexclusive of each other.

L) A term totally coinclu-
sive, and a term totally coex-
clusive, of a third, are totally
coexclusive of each other,

a) A tam parti-totally co-
exclusive,and a term parti-totally
coinelusive, of a fhird, are parti-
ally coexelngive of each other.

b) A term parti-totally coin-
clusive, and a term parti-totally
coexclusive, of a third, are par-
tially coexclusive of each other.

a) A term totally coexclusive,
and a term parti-totally coin-
clusive, of a third, are toto-parti-
ally coexclusive of each other.

b) A term totally coinelusive,
and a term parti-totally coexelu-
sive, of a third, are toto-partially
coexclusive of each other.

a) A term parti-totally co-
exclusive, and a term totally co-
inclusive, of a third, are parti-
Lotally coexclusive of each other.

b) A term parti-totally co-
inclusive, and a term totally co-
exclusive, of a third, are parti-
totally coexclusive of each other.

a) A term totally coexclusive,
and a term toto-partially coin-
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third, are pati-totally coinclu-
sive of each other

VI. A term toto-partially,
and a term totally, coinclusive
of a third, are toto-partially
coinclusive of each other.

VIIL A term parti-totally, and
a term partially, coinclusive of a
third, are partially coinclusive
of each other.

VIIL A term partially, and a
termn parti-totally, coinclusive of
a third, ave paxtially coinclusive
of each other,

IX. A term ftotally, and a
term partially, coinclusive of a
third, are partially coinclusive of
each other,

X. A term partially, and a
term totally, coinclusive of a

APPENDIX.

clusive, of a third, ave totally
coexclusive of each other.

b) A term totally coinclusive,
and a term toto-partially coex-
clusive, of athird,are parti-totally
coexclusive of each other.

a) A term toto-partially co-
exclusive, and a term totally co-
inclusive, of a third, are toto-par-
tially coexclusive of each other.

b) A term toto-partially co-
inclusive, and a term totally co-
exclusive, of a third, ave totally
coexelusive of each other,

a) A tern parti-totally co-
exclusive, and a term partially
coinclusive, of a third, are parti-
ally coexclusive of each other.

b) A term parti-totally co-
inclusive, and a term partially
coexclusive, of a third, are par-
tially coexclusive of each other.

a) A term partially coexclu-
sive, and a term parfi-totally co-
inclusive, of a third, ave partially
coexclusiva of cach other.

b) A term partially coinelu-
sive, and a term parti-totally co-
exclusive, of a third, are partially
coexclusive of each other.

a) A term totally coexclusive,
and a term pactially coinclusive,
of a third, are parti-totally co-
exclusive of each other.

b) A term totally coinclusive,
and a term partially, coexclnsive
of a third, ave partially coexclu-
sive of each other.

a) A term partially coexclu-
sive, and a term totally coinclu-

e ——
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third, are partially coinclusive of sive of a third, are partially co-

each other.

XI. A term parti-totally, and
a term toto-partially, coinelusive
of a third, are parti-totally co-
inclusive of each other:

XII. A term toto-partially,
and a term parti-totally, coinclu-
sive of a third, are toto-partially
coinclusive of each other.

exclusive of each other.

b) A term partially coinelu-
sive, and a term totally coexelu-
sive, of a third, are toto-partially
coexclusive of each other,

a) A term parti-totally coex-
clusive, and a ferm toto-parti-
ally coinclusive, of a third, are
parti-totally coexclusive of each
other.

b) A term parti-totally coin-
clusive, and a term foto-partially
coexclusive, of a third, are parti-
totally coexclusive of each other.

a) A term toto-partially coex-
clusive, and a term parti-totally
coinclusive, of a thivd, arve toto-
partially coexclusive of each
ather.

b) A term foto-partially co-
inclusive, and a term parti-fotally
coexclusive, of a third, are toto-
partially coexclusive of each
other.

(/)—OBJECTIONS TO THE DOOTRINE OF A QUANTIFIED
PREDICATE CONSIDERED.

(1). GENERAL.

MATERTAT, AND FORMAL—THEIR DISTINCTION,

But it is requisite, seeing that there are such misconceptions
prevalent on the point, to determine precisely, what is the formal
which lies within the jurisdiction of Logie, and which Logic gua-
rantees, and what the material which lies without the domain of
Logie, and for which Logie is not responsible. This is fortunately

easy.
YOL. 1L

/Y

e e &
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Logic knows—takes cognisance of] certain general relations;
and fmm these it infers certain others. These and these alone it
knows and guarantees; and these ave formal.  Of all beyond these
forms or general relations it takes no cognisance, affords no assur-
ance ; and only hypothetically says,—If the several notions applied
to these forms stand to each other in the relation of fhese forms;
then so and sois the result., But whether these notions ave rightly
applied, that is, do or do not bear a certain veciproeal dependence,
of this Logic, as Logic, knows nothing, Let A B C represent three
notions, A cuntztiuil_!g B. and B containing €: in that case Logic
assures us that € is a part of B, and B a part of A; that A contains
(; that € is a part of B and A. Now all is formal, the letters
being supposed to be mere abstract symbo
them,—fill them up by,—the three determinate notions,— A nimal

s.  Bub if we apply to

— Man—Negro, we introduee a certain metter, of which Logie is
not itself cognisant ; Logic, therefore, merely says,—If these notions
hold to each other the velations represented by A B €, then the
same results will follow ; but whether they do mutually hold these

relations,—that, as material, is extra-logical. Logic is, therefore,
bound to exhibit a scheme of the forms, that is, of the rvelations in
their immediate and mediate results, which are determined by the
mere necessities of thinking —»by the laws of thought as thought ;
but it is bound to nonght beyond this. That, as material, is beyond
its jurisdiction. However manifest, this has, however, been fre-
guently misunderstood, and the material has been currently passed
off in Logic as the formal.

Bub further, Logic is bound to exhibit this scheme full and un-
exclusive, To lop or limit this in conformity to any circumstance
extrinsic to the bare conditions,—the niere form, of thought, is a
material, and, consequently, an illegitimate cuvtailment. To take,
for instance, the aberrations of common language as a model,
would be at once absurd in itself, and absurd as inconsistent even
with ifs own practice. And yet this double absnrdity the Logie
now realised actually commits, For while in }u'i:;r'ii;h'- it avows
its allegiance to thonght alone ; and in part it has overtly repudi-
ated the clisions of language ; in part it has accommodated itself
to the usages of speech, and this also to the extent from which even
Grammar has maintained its fr
per;—the nomology, of language, has not established ellipsis as a

eedom. Grammay, the science pro-
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third law beside Concord and Government ; nor has it even allowed
Concord or Government to be superseded by ellipsis.  And why ?
Becanse the law, though not externally expressed in language, was
still internally operative in thought. Logie, on the contrary, the
seience proper,—the nomology, of thonght, has established an im-
perative ellipsis of its abstract forms in conformity to the precari-
ous ellipses of outward speech ; and this, although it professes to
Iook exclusively to the internal process, and to explicate,—to fill
up what is implied, but not stated, in the short cuts of ordinary
language. Logic has neglected,—withheld,—in fact openly sup-
pressed, one-half of its forms, (the quantification of the predicate
universally in affirmatives, particularly in negatives), because
these forms, though always operative in thought, were usually
passed over as superfluous in the matter of expression

Thus has logie, the science of the form, been made hitherto the
slave of the matter, of thought, both in what it has received and in
what it has rejected. And well has it been punished in its servi-
tude. More than half its value has at once been lost, confusion
on the one band, imperfection on the other, its lot ; disgust, con-
tempt, comparative neglect, the consequence. To reform Logie,
we must, thevefore, vestore it to freedom ;—emancipate the form
from the matter ;—we must, 1°, Admit nothing material under
the name of formal, and, 2°, Reject mothing formal under the
name of material. When this is done, Logic, stripped of its acci-
dental deformity, walks forth in native beauty, simple and com-
plete ; easy at once and useful.

It now remains to show that the quantities of the Predicate de-
nounced by logicians are true logical forms.

W+ 2 & * k3 2

The logicians have taken a distinction, on which they have de-
fended the Aristotelic prohibition of an overt quantification of the
predicate ; the distinction, to wit, of the formal, in opposition to
the material—of what proceeds wi jformue, in contrast to what
proceeds v materice. It will be requisite to determine explicitly
the meaning and application of these expressions; for every
logical process is formal, and if the logicians be correct in what
they include under their category of material, the whole system
which I would propose in supplement and correction of theirs,
must be at once surrendered as untenable.
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In the first place, the distinction is not established, in terms ab
least, by Aristotle. On the contrary, although the propositional
and syllogistie relations which he recoguises in his logical precept
be all formal, he, as indeed all others, not unfrequently employs
some which are only valid, say the logicians, v¢ materie, and not
vatione forme, that is, in spite of Logic,

But here it is admitted, that a distinction there truly us ; it is,
consequently, only necessary, in the second place, to ascertain its
import,  What then is meant by these several principles ?

The answer is easy, peremptory, and unambiguous. Al that is
Jorinal, is true as consci ously necessitated by the laws of thought;
all that is material, is true, not as necessitated by the laws of
thought, but as legitimated by the eonditions and probabilities dis-
coverable in the objects about which we chance to think. The one
is @ priort, the other @ posteriori ; the one is necessary, the other
contingent ; the one is known or thought, the other unknown or
unthought,

For example ; if T think that the notion triangle eontains the
notion ¢rilateral, and again that the notion #rilateral contains the
notion triangle; in other words, if I think that each of these is
inclusively and exclusively applicable to the other ; T formally say,
and, if T speak as T think, must say— AU triangle is all trilateral.
On the other hand,—if I only think that all triangles are trilateral,
but do not think all trilaterals to be triangular, and yebt say,—All
triangle is all trilateral, the proposition, though materially true,
is f(l!‘]'_uauy false.

Again, if I think, that this, that, and the other iron-attracting
stones are some magnets, and yet thercon overtly infer—AN
magnets attract iron ; the inference is formally false, even though
materially not untrue. Whereas, if I think that this, that, and the
other iron-attracting stones are all magnets, and thenee conelude,—
Al magnets attract iron ; my conclusion is formally true, even
should it materially prove false,

To give the former example in an abstract notation : If I note
O': mmmm—: 1, T may formally convert the proposition and state
I : O, But if I note C'; e 17, I cannot formally
convert it ; for the I' may mean either ; Por,1; and if I do,
the product may or may not be true according as it is accidentally
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applied to this or that particular matter. Asto the latter ex-
ample ; O~ ; (m m’ m," &) : AL
—ma—tER

-5

This syllorism is formally legitimate. But, to take the following
antecedent : this, if formally deawn, warrants only, (1), a particular
conclusion ; and if, (2), a universal be drawn, such is logically null:
(), —m ; (mm’ M &) e, T
1. |
2 =)

This being the distinction of formal and material,—that what
is formally true, is true by a subjective or logical law ;—that what
is materially true, is true on an objective or extra-logieal condition;
the logicians, with Aristotle at their head, are exposed toa double
acensation of the gravest character. For they are charged:—T1%
That they have exclnded, as material, much that is purély formal ;
9°, That they have included, as formal, much that is purely material.
Of these in their order.

1%, I shall treat of this under the heads of Affirmative and of
Negative propositions.

Of the four Affirmative velations of concepts, as subject and
predicate ; to wit—1, The Toto-tetal ; 2, The Toto-partial ; 3, The
Parti-Total ; 4, The Parti-Partial ; one half (1, 3) are arbitrarily
excluded from logie. These are, however, relations equally neces-
sary, and equally obtrusive in thonght, with the others; and, as
formal realities, equally demand a logical statement and considera-
tion. Nay, in this partial proceeding, logicians are not even self-
consistent, They allow, for example, the toto-partial dependency
of notions, and they allow of their conversion. Yet though the
terms, when converted, retain, and must retain, their original re-
lation, that is, their reciprocal quantities ; we find the logicians,
after Aristotle, declaring that the predicate in affirmative proposi-
tions is to be regarded as particular; howbeit, in this instance,
where the foto-particl is conyerted into the parti-total relation,
their rule is manifestly false. When I enounce,—Al man s
animal, T mean,—and the logicians do not gainsay me,—All man
is some animal. I then convert this, and am allowed to say,—

aTor anexplanation of tho notation glsm, see helow, Appendix XI.—Ep,
here employed, in reforence to Syllo-
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Some animal is man. But I am not allowed fo say, in words,
though I say,—indeed must say, in thought,—Some animal is
all man. And why? Simply becanse there is an old traditionary
rule in Logie, which prohibits us in all cases, at least of affirmative
propositions, to. quantify the predicate universally ; and to estab-
lish a reason for this exclusion, the principle of materiality has
been ealledin. Butif all is formal which is necessitated by thonght,
and if all that is formal ought to find an expression in Logle, in
that case, the nniversal quantification of the notion, when it stands
as predicate, may be, onght, indeed, on demand, to be, enounced,
10 less explicitly than when it stood as'subject. This quantifica-
tion is no more material on the one alternative than on the other 3
it is formal in both.

In like manner, the foto-total relation is denonnced. But a
similar exposition shows that notions, thought as reciprocating or
coequal, are entitled, as predicate, to have a universal (uantifica-
tion, no less than as subject, and this formally, not materially.*

In regard to the four Negative relations of terms,—1. The Tofo-
total,—2. The Toto-partial,—3. The Parti-total,—+. The Parti-
partiol; in like manner, one half, but these wholly different
classes, (3, 4), are capriciously abolished. I say capricionsly ; for
the relations not recognised in Logic are equally real in thought,
as those which are exclusively admitted. Why, for exmmnple, may
I say, as I think,—Some animal s not any man ; and yet not
say, convertibly, as T still think,—Any man ¥s not some animel 2
For this no reason, beyond the caprice of logicians, and the elisions
of common language, can he assigned.  Neither can it be shown,
as Lmay legitimately think,—Some animal is not some antnial,
(to take an extreme instance , that T may not formally express the
same in the technical language of reasoning,

In these cases, to say nothing of others, the logicians have,
therefore, been guilty of extruding from their science much that
is purely formal ; and this on the mutenable plea, that what is
formal is material,

@ It is hardly requisite to notice the opinion jx explicitly renounced by the
blundering doctrine of some suthors, - acuter logicinng, when they have chanved
th;ttllapmdicntaiamtuﬂnllqumtmud, to notice the ahsurdity,—See Fouseca,
even when predesignated as univensal Tnatit, Dial. 1; vi,, e. 20.
1t i pufficient to observe that this
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(2). SPECTAL.

Two objections have been taken to the universal quantifieation
of the predicate. It is said to be—1°% False; 2° If not false,
useless. '

1. The first objection may be subdivided info two heads, inasmuch
as it may be attempted to establish it, a), on material ; b), on
formal, grounds, Of these in their order :

a). This ground seems to be the only one taken by Aristotle,
who, on three (perhaps on four) different ocegsions denonnces the
universal quantification of the predicate (and he but implicitly
limits it to affirmative propositions), as “ adlways untrue’s The
only proof of this unexclusive denunciation is, however, one special
example which he gives of the falsity emerging in the proposition,
All man is all animal. This must be at once confessed false ;
but it is only so materially and contingently,—argues, therefore,
nothing for the formal and necessary illegitimacy of such a quanti-
fication.  As extra-logical, this proof is logically incompetent ; for
it is only because we happen, throngh an external knowledge, to
be aware of the relations of the concepts, man and animal, thab
the example is of any import. But, because the universal quanti-
fication of the predicate is, in this instance, materially false, is such
quantifieation, therefore, always formally illegal? That thisis not
the case, leb us take other material examples, Is it, then, materially
false and formally incompetent, to think and say,—AU human 1s
all vational,—All rational is all risible,—All risible 18 all cupa-
ble of admiration,—AlU trilateral is all triangular,—All trian-
gular is all figure with its angles equal to twe right angles, &e.?
Or, employing Aristotle’s material example, is it untrue, as he
asserts, to say—Some animal ¢s all mar ; and this either collec-
tively—A part of the class animal is the whole of the class man,
—aor distributively,—Some several animal is every several man.

But the absurdity of such a reasoning is further shown by the
fact, that if it were cogent at all, it would equally conclude against
the validity of the universal quantification of the subject. For
this proposition is equally uutrue (employing always Aristotle’s
own material example),—Al animal is man,

After this, it may the less surprise us to find that Aristotle

= Soe below, p. 298, —Eb,
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silently abandons his logical canon, and adhieres to truth and nature.
In fact, he frequently does in practice virtually quantify the predi-
cate, his common reasonings often proceeding on the reciprocation
or coextension of subject and predicate. Nay, in his logical
system, he expressly recognises this coextension ; unless, indeed,
we overtly supply the quantification of the predicate, his doctrines
of Tnduction and of Demonstration proper have no logical nota-
tion ; and, unless we covertly suppose it, they are actually arrested.
His definitions of the Universal, as severally given in his Prior
and Posterior Analytics, are, in this respeet, conflictive. In the
former, his universal, (known in the schools as the Universale
Prioristicum), explicitly forbids, whereas the latter, (the Univer-
sale Posterioristicum of the schoolmen), implicitly postulates, the
quantification of the predicate.

b). The defect in the polemic of their master was felt by his
followers. They, accordingly, in addition to, but with no correc-
tion of, Aristotle’s doctrine, argue the question on broader ground ;
and think that they disprove the formal validity of such quantifi-
cation by the following reasoning, Overlooking the case, where
the subject is particularly, the predicate universally, quantified, as
in the instance I have just given, they allege the case of what are
called reciprocating propositions, where hoth subject and predicate
are taken in their utmost extension, vi materie, as subsequent
logicians * say, but not Aristotle, In this case, then, as in the
example, Al man s all risible, they assert that the overt quanti-
fication of the predicate is inept, because, the all as applied to
the subject heing distributively taken, every individual man, as
Soarates, Plato, &e., wonld be all, (that is, the whole class), risible.
This objection is only respectable by authority, through the great,
the all but unexclusive, number of its allegers ; in itself it is futile,

Terms and their quantifications are used eitherin a distributive,
or in a collective, sense. It will not be asserted that any quantifi-
cation is, per se, necessarily eollective or necessarily distributive ;
and it remains to ascertain, by rule and relation, in which signi-
fication it is, or may be, employed. Now a general rule or postu-
late of logic is,—That in the same logical unity, (proposition or
syllogism), the same term or quantification should not be changed

* w [Bee, for example, Pacius, Jn An. i An, Priop, Li. i, e.9, and above, p.
Frior, L. &, ¢ 5, p. 184, Alexander, 974, note a, sub. fin.]

e B
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in import.e If, therefore, we insist, as insist we ought; that the
quantification here, all, should be used in the swme proposition
in the same meaniiyy, that is, as applied to the one term, callee-
tively or distributively, it should be so applied likewise to the
other, the objection fails, Thus taken collectively :—All, (that
is, the whole class), man 18 all, (that is, the whole class), visible,
the proposition is valid. Again, taken distributively :—AU, (that
is, every several), man s all, (that is, every several), risible, the
proposition is, in like manner, legitimate. It is only by violating
the postulate,—That in the same logical wnity, the swme sign or
word showld be wsed in the swme sense, that the objection applies
whereas, if the postulate be obeyed, the objection is seen to be
absurd.

It is hardly necessary to say anything in confutation of the
general doetrine, that in Reciproeating propositions the predicate is
taken in its full extent, vi materic. In the first place, this doc-
trine was not promulgated by Aristotle ; who frequently allowing,—
frequently using,—such propositions, implicitly abandons the rule
which he explicitly lays down in regard to the non-predesignation
of the predicate by a universal. In the second place, apart from
aunthority, such doetrine is in itself unfounded. For as form is
merely the necessity of thought, it is as easy to think two notions
as toto-totally coinciding, (say, triangle and trilateral), as two
notions toto-partially and parti-totally coinciding, (say, iriangle
and figure), Accordingly, we can equally abstractly represent their
relations both by geometric quantities, (lines or figures), and by
purely logieal symbols, Taking lines :—the former T ; the
latter ——— . Taking the symbols, the former C & mm— —: T';
the Jatter A, mem— : B. But if the reciprocation were deter-
mined by the mere matter, by the ohject contingently thought
about, all abstract represenfation would be impossible, So much
for the first objection,—that the universal quantification of the
predicate would, at least in affirmative propositions, be false.

11 As to the second objection, that such quantification would
be nscless and superfluous, disorderly, nay confusive, this only
manifests the limited and one-sided view of the objectors, even
though Axistotle be at their head

& Seo whove, p. 253 —Eb.
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Is it useless in any case, theoretical or practical, that error be
refuted, truth established? And in this case :—

1% Is it disorderly and confusive, that the doctrine of Ezpon-
wbles, as they are called, should be brought back from anomaly
and pain to ease and order,—that propositions Exclusive and
Exceptive, now passed over for their difficulty, and heretofore
confessedly studied as “opprobria and exernciations,” should be
shown to be, ot merely reducible by a twofold and threefold tot-
tuosity, through eight genera and eight rules, but simple, thongh
misunderstood, manifestations of the universal quantification of
the predicate 7 ©

2% Ts it useless to demonstrate that every kind of proposition
may be converted, and not some only, as maintained by Aristotle
and the logicians? And is it disorderly and confusive, in all
cases, to. abolish the triple (or quadruple) confusion in the triple
(or quadruple) processes of Conversion, and to show, that of these
processes there is only one legitimate, and that, the one simple of
the whole ?

3, Is it disorderly and confusive to abolish the complex confu-
sion of Mood and Figure, with all their array of rules and excep-
tions, general and special ; and thus to recall the science of reason-
ing to its real unity?

4%, Isib useless and superfluous to restore to the science the
many forms of reasoning which had erroneously, ineffectually, and
even inconsistently, been proseribed ?

6% Is it useless or superfluous to prove, that all Judgment, and,
consequently, all reasoning, is simply an equation of its terms, and
that the difference of subject and predicate is merely arbitrary ?

6°, In fine, and in sum, is it nscless or superfluous to vindicate
Logie against the one-sided views and ervors of logicians, to recon-
cile the science with truth and nature, and to reestablish it, at
once, in ifs amplitude and simplicity ?

(9.)—HisroricAL Noricrs oF DoCTRINE oF
QUANTIFIED PREDICATE.
T.—AnisrorLe,

1t will be sufficient to make one extract from Axistotle in illus-
u Ses above, p. 261.—Ep,
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tration of his doctrine upon this point, and I sclect the following
passage from his Categories, e. v. § T.

“ Further, the primary substances, [7p@rat odolay,—individnal
existences],—because they are subjects to all the others, and as all
the others are predicated of, or exist in, them,—ave, for this reason,
called substances by pre-eminence. And as the primary sub-
stances stand to all the others, so stands the Species to the Genus.
For genera are predicated of species;, but not, conversely, species
of genera; so that of these two, the species is more a substance
than the genus.”

Ammonius, who has nothing in his Commentary on the Clte-
gories velative to the above passage of Aristotle, states, however,
the common doctrine, with its reasons, in the following extract
from his Commentary on Porphyry's Inivoduction, (£ 29, ed. Ald.
1546). )

 But confining ourselves to a logical consideration, it behoves
us to inquire,—of these, which are subjected to, which predieated
of, the others; and to be aware, that Genera are predicated of
Differences and Species, but not conversely, These, as we have
gaid, stand in a certain mutual order,—the genus, the difference,
andl the species ; the genus first, the species last, the difference in
the middle. And the superior must be predicated of the inferior;
for to predicate the inferior of the superior is not allowable, If
for example, we say,—All man 15 animal, the proposition is true;
but if we convert it, and say,—Al animal s man, the enounce-
ment is fulse.s  Again, if we say,—A[l horse 18 irrational, we are
right ; butif conversely we say,—All vrrational is horse, we are
wrong. For it is not allowed us to make a subject of the acei-
dental. Hence is it incompetent to say that Aduimal is man, as
previously stated.”

[Categ. ch. ii. § 1.
“When one thing is predicated of another as of its subject, all
that is said [truly] of the predicate will be said [truly] also of

a The converse of a true proposition animal, and, A{ Korse i some irpa-

is alwnys troe; but the false proposi- tiomal. Convert these—Some antmal

tiona which are heve given, as conver-
giong of the true, are nob conversions
wb all.  The true propositions, if ex-
plicitly stated, are,—A U man {2 some

i all man, and, Some irrational 4 all
hore; the trath remaing, but the one-
sided doctrine of the logieinns is ex-
ploded.
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the subject. Thus man is predicated of this and that man,® and
aninul of man ; animal will therefore be predicated of this and
that individual, for this and that individual is both man and
miml'”-

De Interpret, c. vii. § 2-4; seealso e, x.

“To enounce something of a universal universally, T mean as,
Al or every man 1s white, No man s wihite, o
To enounce something of universals not universally, I mean as,
Man is white, Man is not white ; for whilst the term' man
is universal, it is not used in these enouncements as universal,
For all or every (wds) does not indicate the universal [itself],
but that [it is applied to a subject] universally. Thus, in
reference to an universal predicate, to predicate the universal, is
not true.  For no aflirmation is true, in which the universal is
predicated [of an universal predicate], as, AU or every man 13 oll
or every anvinal.” (See Ammonins, Boethius, Psellus, Magentinus,
&e).

Prior Analytics, Bk. L e. 27, §. 9. “The conseqnent [i.e. the
predicate] is not to be taken as if it wholly followed [from the
antecedent, or subject, exclusively]. T mean, for exam ple, as if
all or every] aninul [were consequent| on man, or all [or every]
seience on musie, The consequence simply [is to be assumed), as
in our propositions has been done; to do otheryise (as to say that
all [or every] man s all [or every] animal, or that justice vs
all [or-every] good, is useless and impossible ; but to the antece-
dent [or subject] the all or [every] is profixed.”

Posterior analytics, B, 1 ¢. xii, § 10. “The predicate is not
called @ll [or every]; [that is, the mark of universality is not
annexed except to the subject of a proposition].

In refutation of Aristotle’s reasoning against the universal pre-
designation of the predicate—it will equally disprove the universal
predesignation of the subject. For it is absurd and impossible to
say, All animal is man; All (every) vmmortal is the soul ;
AU pleasure is health; Al science is music ; Al motion s
pleasure®  But in point of fact such examples disprove nothing ;
for all universal Predesignations are applicable neither to subject

& [For the #ls hers, us elsowhere, do- g Examples from Wezelin, Jn Greg.

mteeﬂm individuum signatum, not the Ancporiymi Comp. PIiL. Syt L. iv. ¢,
individuun vagion,) Lp. 4795 L. vi e 1, p. 673,
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nor predicate, nor to both subject and predicate—are thoughts not
things ; and so ave all predesignations; therefore, &e. Tt is only
marvellous that such examples and such reasoning could satisfy the
acutest of intellects; that his authority should have imposed on
subsequent logicians is less wonderful«a]

Quantification of Predicate—Aristotle.
1. Admits that syllogism mental not oral (An. Post. I 10). This

to be horne in mind.

9. That individual it never predicated, (Cut. ¢. 2), refuted by re-
ciprocation of singular, (dn. Pr.ii. 23§ 4).

3. That affirmative universal not [to] be added to predicate, incom-
patible with what he says of reciprocation, (in An. Py. il ce.

92 and 23 alibi).

e And heve I'may corroet an error, na
1 eonceive it ta be, which has descended
frotir the oldest to the most recent in-
terpreters of the Organon, and been
adopted implicitly by logicians in gene-
ml It i found in Alexander and
Ammonins, a5 in Trendelenburg, Snit-
Hiluire, and Waifz; nor mdeed, as far
az 1 know, has it ever been called in
question during theinteryal, 1t regards
the meaiing of the definition elevated
into a two-fold axiom, tha esss in fofo,
&e., and dici de omni, &eo., toward the
conclusion of the first chapter of the
first book of the Prior Analytics. T &€
&y g elvar Frepov Erépy deal Td Katd
saprds karyryopsio o Barépov BdTepov al-
wdy v, This, with its ambiguity, may
be thus literally, however awkwardly,
translated :—* But [to say] that one
thing i in « whole otfier, and [to say]
tlist one thing de predicated af all an-
uther, ave ideatieal"—Now, the question
arises,—What does Aristotle here mean
by “a wholy.other 1™ for it may signify,
either the class or hightr notion nnder
which an inferior concept oomes, or the
inferior concept itself, of which, a8 of a
mibject, the higher is predicated. The
former is Ghe sense given by all the
commentatorsy thoe latter, the seuse

That his custom to draw universal conchu-

which, I am confident; was intended by
Avistotle,

There ave only two grounds of inter-
pretation. The rule must be expoanded
in consistency—1°, With itaelf ; 27, Must
be with the analogy of Aristotelicusage.

1¢, On the former ground, the eom-
mon dostring seems untenuble; for what;
Aristotle declives to be identical, by that
doetrine becomes different, nay opposed.
An inferior-concept may be in a higher
whole or cluss, either partially or totally;
and the definition on the prevalent in-
tevpretation ¥irtunlly runs—*To say
that one thing is «lf or peret in the whole
of another, and to say thab this other
e predicated of it unéxclusively, ave
convertible.” Hud Aristotle, therefore,
nsed the exprossion in the signification
attributed to him, he must, to avoid the
contradietion, have said —Td 88 war
Erepoy dv B elvae drdpp erds (“ But
to say that one thing is afl in nwlole'
other," &)

2: On the second ground, it may,
hiwever, be answered, that the nmbi-
guity of the word, as it stands, i=snper-
sudaed, its signification being determined
by sther prssages. 1 joindssue j-and on
this ground sm well content to let the
question be decided.




gions in Third Fignre and affirmative in Second® with allow-
ance of simple conversion in certain universal affivmatives.
4. That particular not in negative predicate, absurd in 0 was,

ROR OMNS.

Aristotle’s doctrine of Predesignation,

17, How ean Aristotle, on his doctrine, make universal terms taken
indifferently, or without predesignation, be tantamount to parti-
colars? (An. Prior, L ¢. 4, § 18, Org. Pacti, p. 135, alib),

2°, An, Prior, 1, ¢. 27, § 7. He says, as elsewhere, “a proposi-
tion being indefinite, [preindesignate], it is not clear whether it be
universal ; when, however, it is definite, [predesignate], that is
manifest.” Contrast this statement with his doctrine of the all.

3, There are syllogisms in Aristotle, which are only valid
through the quantity of the predicate.8

4", Aristotle requires, though Le does mot admit, the universal

In the first place, the menning I attri-
hiite to the expression, “whole ather "—
that i, whole subject or inferior notion,
14, in short, in trict conformity with
Aristofle's ordinavy language., There

ure, 1 ndmit, sundry passages in s logi--

enl writings, where the term whole is
clearly used as gynonymous with elass
or kigher notion; as, to limit ourselves
to tha Prior Analytics, in Book L iv., §
25 and IL 1 § 4. But, every single text,
in which the term whole appenrs in this
velation, is overraled by wore than five
others, in which it is no less clenrly ap-
plied to denote the ttality of a lowér
notion, uf which ahigher s predicated —
passages insehiclh the word whole (BAos)
is mied conyertibly with all (rds). See
for example, An, Pr. I, § 5, § 16—iii.
§ 5,87 (bin), §18 (bis), § 14, §15—iv. §
6 (bie), § 8, § 10, § 12 (his.)—xxii. § 7, §
8—xxiii, § 4, -

But in the second place; (and this is
directly subversive of the counter-opi-
nion, even in the principal of the fow
pastages where the term wliole is used
for clasy), the lower notion may be in
or.under the higher, only partieularly;
and this manifestly shows that Aristotle
eoull wot possibly mean, by merely

snying, that oné thing is another, as in a
class, it it iz so wnaeclusively, or wni-
vorsally, Compare dn, Pr, 1. iv, §82,
3,10, On this interpretation, Daréinnd
Fepio wonld than be aunulled ; a special
reault which ought to linve startled {he
logicians into & doubf of the acouracy
of the received doctrine in general. (Sea,
ingtar omniwm, Pacius, in hig relative
Notes and Commentary,)

That dootring must, therefors, be akian-
doned, and the mile rediced to u defini-
tion, rend in the following signification ;
—“But to suy that one thing is i the
whole of another, as in a subjeot, and (o
predicate one thing untversally of another,
aré merely vavious oxpressions of the
same meaning,” This, in fact; is just
the preliminary explanation of the two
wrdinary modes of stating a propozition,
subsequently used by Aristotle, Here,in
both convertibles, be descends from ex-
tension to comprehonsion, from the pre-
dieate to the subject; and the ingenious
exposition by the commentators, old and
nuw, of the inverse intoution of the phi-
losopher in the two cluuses; must bere-
garded as erroneocus.

a See below, p. 846.—En,

B See balow, p. 846,—Ep.
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predesignation of the predicate in his syllogism of Induetion. Vide
An. Prior, L. ii, c. 23, § 4, Organon Pavit, p. 399. Compare
also his doctrine, p. 396.)

IT. ALEXANDER APHRODISIENSIS,

Alexander Aphrodisiensis, in his commentary on the first book
of the Prior Analytics, and in reference to the second passage: of
Avistotle, states as follows;

“And in the book of Ewouncement Avistotle explains, why he
there says :—* that to predicate the universal of a universal predi-
cate is not true ; for there will be no proposition; if in it we pre-
dicate the universal of the universal, as, Al man is all animal.’
He repeats the same also here; showing, how it is useless to
attempt thus to express the conseeution, [of higher from lower
notions] ; and adds, that it is not only useless, but impossible.
For it is empossible, that all man should be «ll animal, as
[useless to say, (axpnoTov eimew must have dropt out)], that all
man 13 all risible. We must not, therefore, apply the all to the
consequent, [or predicate], but to that from which it follows, [or
subject]. For mun is to be taken universally, as that from which
animal follows, supposing this to be the consequent of all man,
Thus shall we obtain a stock of universal propositions. The process
is the same, in making man the consequent on its proper all;
but man is not eonsequent on all biped, but on all rational.

“The words; ‘as we express ourselves,” mean—as Wwe express
ourselyes in common usage. For we say, that all man s simply,
antmul, and not wll animal, and that all pleasure is natural, not
all natural; prefixing the all, not to the eonsequent, but to the
subject from which the predicate follows.” (Edd. Ald., £. 100 a;
Junt., £ 122 a ; Compare Ald, f. 86 a; Junt., £ 105 a.)

T —AxmoNtus HERMLE.

Ammonins Hermiwe, In de Interp. ¢ vil § 2. (Aldine edi-
tions, of 1508, sig. U. vii. 59, of 1546, ff. 70, 74).

“Tn these words Aristotle inquires :—Whether, as the an-
nexation of the affirmative predesignation (mpoadlopuopds) to the
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subject constitutes one distinet class of propositions, the same
‘ammexation to the predicate, may not, likewise, constitute another ;
and he answers, that the supposition is absolutely groundless.
Thus the enouncement—all (or every) man s all (or every) axi-
mal, (was dyBpwmos wav {Dov €ory) ; asserts that each man is
all animal—as horse, ox, &. But this proposition is impos-
sible ; as is shown by Aristotle in his here omitting the word
‘true.” For no affirmation can be true, in which the universal is
predicated of a universal predicate ; that'is, in which the universal
predesignate is added to a universal predicate ; as when we say
that man (of whom all, or, as he says, universally, animal is
predicated), is not simply enimal, but all animal. He, therefore,
teaches, that such an affirmation, as utterly untrue, is utterly in-
competent. ', . .

“Neitlier does Aristotle allow the predesignation some to be
annexed to the predicate, that propositions may, thereby, become
trae always or occasionally, For logicians, (as they do mot pro-
pose to themselves every superfluous variety of enunciation), are
prohibited from considering propositions, (not only those always
true or always false), but those which express no difference in re-
ference to necessary or impossible matter, and afford us absolutely
no discrimination of truth from falsehood. Thus, particular pro-
positions, which may be alternatively true and false, ought not to
have a predesignated predicate. For in a proposition, which has
all their power, without any predesignation of its predicate ; why
should we prefer to the simpler expression, that which drags about
with it a superfluous additament? Why, for example, instead of—
Al man s some animal, [ read, Te {@ov], or, All man is not ol
anvial,® should we not say—d Il man s animal, and in place of
All man is no stone, not say,—AlU man s not stone ; or, what
is a simpler and more natural enouncement still, —No man is stone,

“And when we find some of the ancients teaching that the
particular affirmative predesignation is to be eonnected with the
predicate, as when Aristotle himself styles the soul a certain (some)

a Tt will be observed, that Ammo- trine; and this impossibility itself cught
mius does nok attempt an equivalent for to have opened his eyes upon the insof-
this proposition, In fact it is fmpos- ficioncy of the view he maintained.
Eible on the common or Aristotelic doo-
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entelechy, (érrehéxewdty Twa), and Plato, rhetorie, a certain (some)
experience, (€umewplay Twa); it is to be observed that the some
is there added for the sake of showing, that the predicate is not
convertible with the subject, hut is its genus, and requires the
adding on of certain differences in order to yender it the subject's
definition,

“But, add they, is not the reasoning of Aristotle refuted by
fact itself, secing that we say, AU man is capable of all science;
thus truly connecting the universal predesignation with the uni-
versal predicate ? - The answer is this :—that, in truth it is not the
predicate to which we here annex the all. For what is predi-
cated, is what is said of the subject. But what is here said of
man is, not that he is science, but that he is capable of science.
If, therefore, the all were conjoined with the capable and the
proposition then to remain true, as when we say—all man s all
capable of science; in that case, the reasoning of Aristotle would
be refuted. But this proposition is necessarily false. If, in fact,
asserts nothing less, than that of men, each individual is all
the kind ;—that Socrates is not Socrates only, but also Plato,
Aleibiades, and, in short, every other man. For, if all man is all
capable of science, Socrates being one of the all, is, therefore,
himself all capable of science; so that Socrates will be Plato,
Alcibiades, &c., since they also ave capable of science. For if
Socrates be not, at onee, Plato, Alcibiades, &e., neither will ke be
all capable of science. . . , . .

“ Now, that we ought not to prefix the universal affirmative pre-
designation to the predicate, (whether the predicate be more gene-
ral than the subject, as A1l man is all animal, or, whether they be
co-adequate, as All man is all risible)—this is manifest from
what has been said. Even when the terms are coadequate or re-
ciprocating, the proposition runs into the absurd, For, declaring
that all man s all risible, it virtnally declares, that each indi-
vidual man is identical with all men ; that Soerates; in that he is
a man, is all risible, consequently, all man, . . . . . .

“But why is i, that the predicate is intolerant of the predesig-
nation «ll, though this he akin to the counter-predesignation 7o
or none? Is it because the affirmative predicate, if predicated
universally, tends always to contain under it the subject, and this
not only when itself coadequate with the subject, but when trans-

YOL. IL U
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cending the subject in extension ; while, moreover, through a parti-
cipation in its proper nature, it is suited to bind up and reduce to
unity the multitude of individuals of which the subject is the
complement? Tor, as Avistotle previously observed—*The all
does not indicate the universal, but that [the universal predicate
inheres in, or is attributed to, the subject] universally. If, there-
fore, the affirmative predicate thus tend to collect into one what
are by nature distracted, in virtue of having been itself previously
recognised as simple ; in this case, the all, [superadded to this
amiversal predicate, in fact], enounces not a unity, but a multitnde
of several things,—things which it is manifestly unable to complicate
into reciprocity. But, on the other hand, since what is negatively
predicated of, is absolutely separated from, the subject; we are,
consequently, enabled to deny of the subject all under the predicate,
as in saying, Al man s no stone. We may indeed condense
this proposition, and say more simply, A1l man is not stone ; or
more simply still, No man 1s stone; thus dispensing with the
affirmative predesignation in a negative proposition.”

IV.—Boermius,

Boethius, I'n Librwm de Interpretatione, editio secunda, et in tex-
tum laundatum, Opera, p. 348,

“What he says is to this purport :—Every simple Proposition
congists of two terms. To these there is frequently added a de-
termination either of universality or of particularity ; and to
which of the two parts these determinations are to be added, he
expounds, If appears to Aristotle that the determination ought
not to be conjoined to the predicate term ; for in this proposition,
Man s anvmal—(Homo est animal,) it is inquired whether the
determination ought to be coupled with the determination, so that
it shall be—(Ommnis homo animal est)—All (or svery) man is ani-
mal ; or with the predicate, so that it shall be,—(Homo omne arni-
mal est)—Muam vs all (or every) animal ; or with both the one and
thie other, so that it shall be, A% (or every) mamn is all (or every)
animal, (Omnds homo omne animalest). But neither of these
latter alternatives is competent. For the determination is never
Joined ‘to the predicate, but exclusively to the subject ; seeing
that all predication is either greater than the subject, or equal.
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Thus in this proposition—A {or every) inan is animal, (omuds
lomo animal est), animal [the predicate] is greater than man
[the subject]; and, again, in the proposition—Man s tisible,
(homo risibilis est), risible [the predicate] is equated to man [the
subject] ; but that the predicate should be less and narrower than
the subject is impossible. Therefore, in those predicates which ave
greater than the subject, as, for example, ywhere the predication is
antmal, the proposition is manifestly false, if the determination of
universality be added to the predicate term. For if we say, Man
w8 amimal, (homo est animal), we contract animal, which is greater
than man, by this determination to [an identity of extension with]
man, the subject, althongh the predicate, animad, may be applied
1ot only to man, bit to many other objects. Moreover, in those
[subjects and predicates] which are equal, the same ocenrs; for if T
say, AU (or every) man is all (ov every) risible, (omai's homo omne
risibile est)—in the first place, in reference to the nature of man
itself, it is superflucus to adject the determination: and, again,
if this be added to all several men, the proposition becomes false,
for when I say, AU (or every) man 3 all (or every) risible, by this
I'seem to signify that the several men are [each of them] all or
every risible, which is absurd. The determination is, therefore, to
be placed not to the predicate but to the subject, But the words
of Aristotle are thus reduced to the following import =—1In those
predicates which are wndversal, to add to them wught universal,
80 that the wniversal predicate may be predicated universully,
8 nat true, For this is what he says—“1In the case of a univer-
sal predicate,” (that is,in a proposition which has an universal pre-
dicate), “to predicate the universal, itself universally, is not true.”
Forin an universal predicate, that is, which is universal and is
itself predicated, in this case universally to. predicate the predi-
cate which is universal, that is, to adject to it a determination of
universality, is not true : for it cannot be that any affirmation

should be tme in which a universal determination is predicated of '
a predicate universally distributed ; and he illustrates the concep-
tion of the matter by the example, * A% o every man 18 all (or i

every) ammal, (omnis homo omne unimal est), of the incompe-
tency of which we have already spoken.”

Boethins, In Libram de Tnterpretatione, editio prima.  Opera,
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p. 236. (Text so wretchedly printed that the sense must be con-
stituted by the reader.)

[Awristotle, c.vii. § 4]. “*In what is predicated as an universal,
to predicate the universal universally is not true."

**In this sentence he instructs us what is the place to which the
determination of universality should be rightly added. For he
teaches that the universality, which we call the universal determi-
nation, is to be conneeted with the subjeet term, never with the
predicate. For were we to say—All (or every) man is animal,
(omnis homo animal est), we should say rightly, annexing the
all (or every) to the subject, that is, to the term man. But if we
thus speak—All or every man 1s all or every anwimal, (omnis
homo  omme animal est), we should speak falsely. He, therefore,
does not say this [in the words]—'in what is predicated as an
aniversal, as animed of man ; for animal is universal, being pre-
dicated of all or every man. [But he says]—To predicate this
mmiversal itself, unvmal, to wit, universally, so that we enounce
—All (or every) animal is man, (omne animal esse hominem), is
not true ; for he allows this to be rightly done neither in these nor
in any other affirmation® He adds, therefore :— For no affirma-
tion will be true in which a nniversal predicate shall be univer-
sally predicated, as Al or every man 1s all or every animal,
(ommis homo est omne animal))

“Why this happens, I will explain in a few words. The
predicate is always greater than the subject, or equal to it.
Greater, as when I say Man is animal, (homo animal est) ; here
animael is predicated, man is subjected, for animal is predicated of
more objects than man. Again, it is equal when we thus speak—
Man is visible, (homo »isibilis est) ; here man is the subject,
risthle the predicate. But man and ristble are equal; for it is
proper to man to be a risible animal. DBut that the predicate

@ Tho Coimbra Jesuits (Sebastinnus
Contua, 10608), erfoneously mnke Bop-
thine and Averroes oppose Aristotle,
#thinking that the sign of universality
may be annexed to the predicate of a
universal proposition, when it is coexten-
mive with the subject.” (ad locum iL, p.
158), This, a mistake, hnz been copied

by their brother Jesuit, P. Valliua of
Rome, in his mighty Logie (ad lociimn),
With Boethins he'joins Levigersonides 5
—lis meais the Rabhi Levi Ben Gerson,
nf Catalonia, who died af Perpignan in
1870, who wrote on Theology, Phileso-
pliy, Mathematics, snd Logic, SeeJacher
w», Levi, from Bartolocei and Wolf,
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should be found less than the subjeet, is impossible. s thepredi-
cate the greater? Then, to adject the universal to the predicate, is
Jalse, as in the example he himself has given—AU (or every) man
is all (or every) animal, (omnis homo omme animal est). Is it
equal 7 Then, the adjection is superfluons, as if one should say, Al
every man s all or every visible, (omuis homo omme risibile
est). Wherefore, to predicate a universal predicate universally is
incompetent.”

V.—AVERROES.

Averroes, Perihermenias, 1. 1, c. v,

“ Propositions are not divided from the eonjunction of the pre-
designation (clausuree) with the predicate; because the predesig-
nation, when added to the predicate, constitutes a false or a super-
fluous proposition :—False, as AU or every man is all (or every)
animal, (omnis. homo est omne antmal) ; superfluous, as All (or
every) man is some or « certain animal, (omnis homo est quod-
dam animal).”  Vide Conimbricenses, ITn Arist. Dial, ii. 158,

VI.—ABERTUS MAGNUS.

Albertus Magnus, Perikermindas, L. L, Tractatus, v. . 1, (Op.
ed. Lugd. 1651, t. I, p. 261).

[“Ly “omnis” non est universale, sed signum universalitatis.
Quare ly “ommis’ et hujusmodi signa distributiva non sunt uni-
versalia, secundum Avicennam” |. Hoc enim signum distyi-
butivam, quod est omnis, non est universale, proprie loquendo :
sed est signum per quod stat pro particularibus universaliter uni-
versale, cui tale signum est adjunctum.  Causa autem, quars non
sit universale, est:—quia, quamyis seeundum grammaticum sit
nomen appellativam, hoe est, multis secundum nature sue apti-
tudinem conveniens ; tamen est, secundum formam, infinitnm,
nullam enim naturam unam dicit. Propter quod omnis naturse
communis est distributivam. Universale antem est, quod est in
multis et de multis, suw naturm, suppositis.  Ideo omais, et
aullus, eb lmjusmodi signa universalia csse non possunt; sod
sunt signa designantia utrum universale sit acceptum universaliter
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vel particulariter, secundum sua supposita. Et hsee sunt verba
Avicenn,

[“Quare signum universale mon sit ponendum a parte
priedicati]  In subjecto universali signum distributivam ordi-
nandum: quia per divisionem subjecti, preedicatum partibus
attribuitur  subjecti, nt divisim participent id per prasdica-
tionem, et nonin preedicato ponendum : quia quum pricdicatum
formaliter sit acceptum, non proprie dividitur, nisi alterins, hoe est, ‘
subjecti divisione : sed inmqualiter redditur subjecto et partibus
¢jus. Unde id quod est universale, preedicari potest, ut Omnis
homo est antmal ; sed universale universaliter acceptum non po-
test preedicari : nulla enim vera affirmatio esse potest, in qua de
universali aliquo praedicato predicetur sive praedicatio fiat ; quo-
miam universaliter sic patet, quod falsum est, Onmis homo est
onmne animal, et si ponatur, quod Nullum animal sit wisé hono.
Cum enim Jomo subjiciatur gratia partium suaram, et preedi-
cata formaliter accipiantur, oportet quod Quilibet homo esset
omne animal, quod falsum est.”

VIL—Livr BeEx (ensow.

Levi Ben Gerson (or Levi Gersonides), a Jewish philosopher,
wha died in 1370 at Perpignan, wrote commentaries on Averroes’
Commentary upon the logical books of Avistotle, The following is
what he says on Averroes’ doctrine touching the quantification of
the predicate, as it i§ found (f. 39) of the Venice edition, in folio,
of 1552, of the works of Aristotle and Averroes i—* Although
it be not necessary thut when the quantitative note is attached to
the predicate, this should he false or superflnous, seeing that it
may be neither, as when we say, All man is all rational ;. and the
same holds good in all other reciprocating propositions ;—never-
theless; as in certain matters it may so happen, Aristotle has de-
clared that the quantitative note is not to be Jjoined to the predi-
cate in any language. But it may be here objected, that if this
be the case, the quantitative note should ot be annexed even to
the subject, since there too it may be either false or superfluons.
Superfluons,—as when we say, Some animal s rational. For the
very same follows here, as if we simply say, Anomal is rational ;

@ Nob in the 8vo edition of these works, YVenics, 1560, L
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the some, therefore, is superfluons.  False—as when we sy, AU
animal is rational. The reason, therefore, assigned by Aristotle
why the quantitative note should not be annexed to the predicate,
is futile, seeing that for the same reason it should not he contiected
with the subject: To this we may answer: That the cause why
the gquantitative note is not usually conjoined with the predicate,
is, that there would thus be two quesita at once,—to wit, whether
the predicate were affirmed of the subject, and, moreover, whether
it were denied of everything beside. For when we say, Al man
@ abl rational, we judge that all man s rational, and judge, like-
wise, that rational 4s dented of all but man. But these are in
reality two different: qusesita ; and therefore it has become nsual
to state them, not in one, but in two several propositions. And
this is self-evident ; seeing that a quasitum, in itself, asks only—
Does, or does not, thisinhere in that ? and not—Does this inhere
in that, and, at the same time, inhere in nothing else ?

VIII. —Thar MASTERS oF LOUVAIN.

Fagullatis Artium in Academia Lovaniensi Commentaria in
Aristotelis Libros de Dialectica, (1535), Tr, iii. e, 1,p. 162, ed. 1547.

Speaking of the text in the De Interpretatione, the Masters, inter
alia, allege: * But if it be even elegantly said by a poet—Nemo
est omnis homo,—* Non omnes omnibus artes’—|proverh, ‘ Unus
homo nullus homo'], why may we not contradict this aptly,
howbeit falsely,— Aliquis est omnis homo'? Why, (they say), do
you determine the predicate by the note of universality, secing
that the quantity of the proposition is not to be sought from the
predicate, but from the subject? We answer, because we wish
to express a certain meaning in words, which by mo others can be
done. But if the mark of universality could only be employed in
changing the quantity of propositions, it would not be lawful to
annex it to the part of the predicate. We have, therefore, thonght
these few eautions requisite to evince that what is condemmed by
these critics for its folly, is not incontinently sophistical or foolish
babbling., But as to the nniversal rule which Aristotle enounces,
—*No affirmation will be true,’ &e.—it is sufficient if it hold good
in the majority of cases; whether the predicate exceed the subject,
as, All man s all animal,—be its equal, as, Al man 13 all risible,
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or its inferior, as, [Some] animal is all man. In a few cases,
however, the exception' is valid ; as—7is sun 4s every sun, One
phoenie is all phenie, and some others. Nor are these futile
subtleties, since reason herself approves,”

IX—Timus Axp Ripicer

The only notice of these speculations of Titinsa which T have
met with in any subsequent philosopher, (and T speak from an
inspection of several hundred logical systems, principally by Ger-
mans), is his friend Ridiger’s; who in his elaborate work De Sensw
Veri et Falsi, fivst published some eight years subsequently, (in
1709, but T have only the second edition of 1722), attempts a
formal refutation of the heresy of a quantified predicate. It was

a [Titiug, A re Cogitandi, ¢, vi,, has the
following relative fo the gquantification
of the predicate’:—§ 36, “ Licet autem
Fropositionum quantitas ex Subjecto
astimetur, attamen Predicstum mon
penitus negligendum videbatur, ce yil-
goin oo tractatione fiéri soleb, nomiet
Lujus. quantitatem observasse utilo est,
ev crediderim et disquisitionis hujus
neglecti varios ervores tam in doctring
Conversionis, quam Syllogistica esse ex-
ortos, fquos suie locis videbimus, § 87,
Breviteritaque observandum,in proposi-
tionibus affirmativis, licet universulibus,
pradicatum pleriimqne esse pawtioulure,
tribuique subjecto secundum totam qui-
dem summ compredensionem, non vern
extengionsm. § 39, T contravio in propo-
rilionibus negativis, licet particularibus,
plerumgue prodiostum est wniveraade,
ac fam secundum  comprehensionem
quam extensionem suam totam, a sub-
Jecto removetur. § 41, Intarim non pu-
tarem  affirmationem  vel negntionem
ipsom diversam illam praodicati quan-
titutem necessario postulive, sod eredi-
derim potiug, id omne a diverso rernm
et ldewrum Tabitw ovird, affirmationi
vero eb negationi predicati quantita-
tem esse velub indiffeventem, § 42,
Nam plevumque praodicata subjectis sunt
Iatiora ; quodsi igitur illa cum Lis com-
Ponas, non paterit non predicatum par-
ticulare inde emorgere, dum wnice i

subjectum restringi nequit, sed ad alia
quoque extendi aptum manet. § £3,
Ast si prodicntum: o subjecto removens,
universale illud erit, cum quiequid in
ejus vel comprehensions vel extensione
est aby hoe sejungatur, nec imminuib
umiversalitatem, quod idem ab aliis sub-
jectis' quoque removeatur, nam & proe
dicatum aliis etiam  conveniat, tum qui-
dem uni subjecto non' potest diei uni-

versaliter tributum, verum =i de muliis.

nogetur, potest nihilominus de certo
aliquo subjecto wniversiliter guoque 1e-
gud. § 44, Quodsi habitus attributi
permittat, poterit aliguando propositio
affirmativa.  predicatum  universale, st
negbiva particulare habere 3 nilil enim
obstat, quo minus aliquando totum ol
teri jungere, vel partem ab eodem ra-
movere queas, § 45, Hwme itaque pro-
posititio t— Omads komo  eat. visibilis,
habet preedicatum universale, & risibili-
tatem pro hominis proprio habeas; sicub
hee;—Nullus Turca est homo, (Sil, Chiris:
timnug), vel Quidape mecicus non est bamo
quidam, predicatom porticulare conti-
netd, dum pars solum comprehensionis
et extensioniz vemovetur” IFor the
application, by Titius, of the principle of
a (quantified prodicate to the doctring of
Conversion, sée shove ppe 274, 276; and
to the theory of Syllogism, see below,
p- 375, and Appendix, X.—Ep.]
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only, hiowever, after “the most manifest demonstrations of the
falsehood of this novel prejudice had been once and again privately
communicated to his very learned friend,” (Titius ), that Ridiger
became at length tired, as he expresses it, “of washing a brick,”
and laid the polemic before the public. It was not certainly the
cogency of this refutation which ought to have thrown the counter
opinion into oblivion ; but this- refutation, such as it is, though
with nothing new, is deserving of attention, as presenting the most
elaborate discussion of the question to be met with, after Am-
monius, and in modern times. But the whole argument supposes
cerfain foundations ; and it will be sufficient to show that these
ave false, to dispose of the whole edifica erected upon them. I
ought to mention, that it was Ridiger’s eriticism which first directed
my attention to the original of Titius.

“ Origo autem hujus erroris neglectus notissimse acquivoca-
tionis signorum emnds et guidem esse videtur, qua hme signa,
vel collective sumi possunt, vel distributive. Priori modo, quan-
titas in preedicato concepta sensum quidem infert mon penitus
absurdum, ceterum propositionem constitwit “denticam et frus-
traneamn,” Ridiger then goes on to a more detailed statement
of what he supposes to be the grounds on which the erroncous
opinion proceeds,*

First Case.—* Verbi gratia, Quoddam animal est ommis homo ;
hoc est, Species quwedam anvmalis, homo nempe, omne id, quod
homo est : quod alium sensum, habere nullum potest, quam, quod
omnis homo sit homo: sic autem collective sumitur et signum
subjecti et signum preedicati.” This objection is absurd, for it is
suicidal ; applying equally to the proposition which the objector
holds for good, and to that which he assails as bad. AU man s
(some) animal. Here, is not animal or some animal, just a
certain species of animal, and is not this species, man, to wit, all
that @ man, and nothing else? There is, consequently, the same
tautology in the one case as in the other; and if we are blamed
for only victually saying, by the former, Al man is man, does
the ohjector say a whit more than this, by the latter? Ridiger
goes on: “Quodsi vel alterum signum, vel ntramque, destributive
sumatur, semper absurdus erit propositionis sensus.”

« Second Edition, pp. 282, 302,
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. Second Oase.—Verbi gratia, sumatur utrumque signum distri-
butive, sensus eri, Quoddam individuwm animalis, (v. g. Petrus,)
est omne tndividuum hominds, (v. g. Davus, Oedipus).” This is a
still higher flight of absurdity ; for, to refute the proposition, it is
first falsely translated into nonsense. Its true meaning, both
quantified terms being taken distributively, is —All several men
wre dome several awimals, or, Every several man is some several
animal.,

In these two cases, therefore, all is correet, and the objection
from the identity or absurdity of a quantified predicate, null.

Third Case—* Sumatur signum subjecti distributive, signum
preedicati collective, sensus evit: Quoddam tndividuum animalis
est universu species hominis.”

Fourth Case.—* Sumatur, denique, signum subjecti collective,
signum preedicati distributive, sensus erit - Queedam species ani-
malis, ut universale et pradicabile, est omne individuwm hominis,"

In regard to these last two cases, it is sufficient to refer to what
has been already said in answer to Ammonius (p- 296) ; or simply
‘torecall the postulate, that in the same logical unity (proposition
or syllogism) the terms should be supposed in the same sense, If
this postulate be obeyed, these two cases are inept, and, conse-
quently, the objections superfluons,

Ridiger then proceeds to treat us with four long “demonstra-
tions a priory,” and to one elaborate “ demonstration « posteriors;”
but as these are all founded on the blunders now exposed, it would
be idle to refute them in detail.

Ridiger, it may well surprise us, howbeit the professed chamn-
pion of “the old and correct doctrine,” is virtually. pérhaps uneon-
scionsly, a confessor of the truth of “ the new and false prejudice ; *
for I find him propounding four several syllogistic forms, three of
which are only valid through the universal (uantification of the
predicate in affirmatives, and two, (including the other one), proceed
on a corvect, though partial, view, opposed to that of the logicians,
touching the conclusion of the Second Figure, (L. IL e vi) 1
shall insert the quantities, operative hut not expressed.

- In the First Figure— At, ant ego nihil video, aut longe natu-
valior est hic processus —Quoddam flwidum cst [quoddam] leve ; ‘I
quoddam. corpus est [omme] Auidum ; ergo quoddam corpus est '
quoddam leve; quam si dicas, &, (§ 34).—Here the middle ,

:,nll_'

|
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berm is, and must be, affirmatively distributed as predicate;
Oy | NE—
—————mUEEN

In the Second Figure.— Verbi gratid : — Quoddam ens est
[omne] antmal: omnis homo est [quoddam] animal ; erqo, omnts
homo est [quoddam] ens. Hewme conclusio verissima, &e.!” (§ 39.)
Iu like manner the middle is here universally quantified in an
affirmative.  C, pomm—; M~ T

e —

The following, Ridiger (p. 330) gives, as “two new moods,
which cannot be dispensed with."—“Quoddam animal est [omnis]
homo ;. wullwm brutum est [wllus] homo ; ergo, quoddam wwimal
non est [wllum] brutum’  Ttem :—Quoddam animal non est
[dlus] homeo ; omwis civis est [quidam] homo ; ergo, quoddam
animal non est [ullus] civis."—In the first of these, the middle,
as predicate, is affirmatively distributed ; and in both syllogisms,
one conclusion, denied by the logicians, is asserted by Ridiger,
although the other, which involves a predicate, particular and
negafive, is recognised by neither,

0,_——-:M:—-—_:P O, m— : M | ey :

! [e— 1

p——

X.—GoDFREY PLOUCQUET.

Godfrey Plouequet, a philosopher of some account, Professor
of Logic and Metaphysic in the University of Tiibingen, by various.
writings, from the year 1759, endeavoured to advance the science
of reasoning; and his failure was perhaps owing more to the
inadequacy and limitation of his doctrine, than to its positive
errar. To say nothing about his attempt to reduce Logic to a
species of computation, in which his one-sided views came into
confliction with the one-sided views of Lambert, he undoubtedly
commenced auspiciously, on the principle of o quantified predicate.
This, like a few preceding logicians, he certainly saw afforded a
mean of simplifying the conversion of propositions ;e but he did
not see that it could accomplish much more, if properly applied,

a An extrnok from his Fundamente quantification of the prediste, will he
Phitmophie Speeulating, 1760, contain:  found in Mr Baynes' Bssay, . 128,
ing Plonequet’s doetrine touthing the
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Jin the theory of syllogism. On the contrary, in syllogistic, he pro-
fessedly returns, on mature consideration, to the ordinary point
of view, and thinks himself snceessful in recalling the common
doctrine of inference to @ single canon. That canon is this:—
“The terms in the conclusion are to be taken absolutely in the
same extension which they hold in the antecedent.”—In conclusi-
one sint termini plane iidem, qui in preemissis, intuitu quantitatis.”
(Methodus tam demonstrandi dirvecte omnes syllogismorumn
species, quam. vitie formae detegendsi, ope unius requlce ;—Me-
thodus caleulandi in Logicis; passim. Both in 1763). This
rule, as applied to his logical caleulus, he thus enounces: “Arrange
the terms in syllogistic order; strike out the middle; and the
extremes then afford the conelusion.”—* Deleatur in prasmissis
medius ; id quod vestat indicat conclusionem.”  (Methodus caleu-
landi, passim ; Elementa Philosophie Contemplative, Lagiea,
§122,1778.) This rule is simple enough, but, unfortunately, it is
both inadequate and false Imadequate (and this was always
sufficiently apparent) ; for it does not enable us to ascertain, (and
these the principal questions), how many terms,—of what identity
—of what quantity—and of what quality, can be legitimately
placed in the antecedent. But it is not true, (though this was
neyer signalised); for its peculiar principle is falsified by eight of
the thirty-six moods, to wit, in affirmatives, by ix., x., xi., xii, and
in negatives, by ix.b, x.a, xi.b, xii.a.@ In all these, the quan-
fity of an extreme in the conclusion is less than its quantity in the
antecedent, We can hardly, therefore, wonder that Ploucquet’s
logical speculations have been nezlected or contemned ; although
their anthor be an independent and learned thinker, and his works
all well worthy of perusal. Bub, though dismissed by Hegel and
other German logicians, not for its falsify, with supreme contempt,
Plouequet’s canon has, however, found its admirers in this country,
where I have lately seen it promulgated as original.

XIL—UxRIicH.

Institutiones Logicw et Metaphysice, § 171, 1785.—“Non
tantum subjecto sed et pradicato, ad subjectum relato, sua constat
quantitas, suumeue igitur signum quantitatis prafigere licet. Sed
he preedicati quantitas ex veterum praeceptis sepe justo minor

w Seée Table of Moods below, Appendix, XI.—Fn.
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invenitur. Tn loco de eonversione distinctius de eo exponetur.”
In that place, however, nothing of the kind appearsa

1IV.

(ANONS OF SYLLOGISM ; GENERAL HISTORICAL
NOTICES AND CRITICISM.

A. HISTORICAL NOTICES..
(1) QUOTATIONS FROM VARIOUS LOGICIANS,
(Collected anid Translated Autumn 1844, See ahove, Vol. L p. 808—Eb.)

I—Davip DERoDON,

David Derodon (who died at Geneva in 1664, and had been
previously Professor of Philosophy at Die, Orange and Nismes),
was a logician of no little fame among the French Huguenots ; the
study of his works was, (if T recollect aright), even formally recom-
mended to the brethren of their communion, by one of the Galli-
can Synods. « Either the Devil or Doctor Derodon,” was long

o [That the Extension of Predicate ie
always reduced to Extension of Subjeet,
1.6, Is oquivalent to it, sce I'nrchot,
Inastit. Phil,, Logica, i pp. 128, 125,
Tracy, Elémena o Idéologie, t i1 Dise,
Prel, pp. 89, 100, Crousaz, Logigue, t.
iii, p. 190, Derodon, Logiea Restituta,
P.ii, ooy, ark 4, o224, Boethias, Opera,
[ 348, (ses nbove, p. 806). Sergeant,
Method fo Seience, br ii., less. i p. 127,
Bencke, Lehpbueh der Logiky § 156, p.
100, Stattler, Logica, § 196,

That the T'redicate has quuintity ; and
potential designation of it as well s
the Subject, see Hoffbauner, Analytik
der Urtheile wnd Schliisae, § 31 et seq.
Lambert, Dentscher Gelehrter Brigfivech
#el, Brigf vi. vol. i. p. 895. Platner,
Philosophizche Aphorismen, i § 546,
Corvinus, Iugtit. Phil. Rat, § 413,
Conimbricenzes, In Arigt, Dial,, &, i

pp. 158,285, Scotus, fn An. Prior. L. 1.
qu. 4,5 2405 quo 13, 12545 2560 qu,
14, f. 266" ; qu. 23,1 2738,

For instances of Aristotle virtually
uking distributed predicate,see An, Post,
i6,§ 1. Ci Zabarells, ad loe. Opera
Liogica, p. 735. The same, fn An. Post,
I 2. Opera, p. 827, and De Quarte
Figuwra Syllog. Op.. p. 123. Theadding
mirk of universality to pradicate is,
Avistotlo says, “ useless and impossible”
{dn Prior., L ¢. 27, § 0); yet see il o
22,88 7, ;0. 23, 88 4, 6. On thia
question, see Bolmno, Logik, § 181, p.
27, (nnd above, pp, 205, 801, 302,)

That the predesignation of the predi-
cate by all collectively, in fact, reduces
the universal to a gingnlar proposition,
see Purchot, Instit. Phil,, L p. 124. Cf,
Logiea Contracta Trajecting, P, ii o 5,
(1707.)]
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a proverbial expression in France for the authorship of an acate
argument ; and the “ Sepulchre of the Mass” has been translated
into the vernacular of every Calvinist country. Derodon has left
kwo systems of Logic ; a larger, (Logica Bestituta, 1659), and a
smallex (Logica Contracta, 1664), both published in 4to.a Ishall
quote only from the former.

It is impossible to deny Derodon’s subtlety, but his blunders
unfortunately outweigh his originality, Leaving Conversion as he
found it, after repeating, with approbation, the old ruleg,—that the
predicate is not to be overtly quantified universally, (p. 578), but
to be taken, in affirmative propositions particularly, as in negative
propositions wniversally, (p. 623} ; we are surprised to find him
controverting, in detail, the special rules of syllogism. This polemic,
as might be expected, is signally unsuecessful : for it is frequently
at variance with all principle, and uniformly in contradietion of his
own. It is, indeed, only interesting as a manifestation, that the old
logical doctrine was obscurely felb hy so original a thinker to be
erroneous ; for the corrections attempted by Derodon are, them-
selves, especially on the ground which he adapts, only so many
errors. He unhappily starts with a blunder ; for he gives, as reclus,
an example of syllogism, in which the middle term is, even of ne-
cessity, undistributed ; and he goes on (pp. 627, 628, 636, 637, 638,
639, 649) cither to stumble in the same fashion, or to adduce rea-
sonings, which can only be vindicated as inferential, by supplying
o universal quantity to the predicate in affirmative propositions,
or by reducing it to particularity in negatives ; both in the teeth
of Derodon’s own laws. 1 have, however, recorded, in my Table of
Syllogisms, some of his examples, both the two forms which he has
named, and four others which he only enounces ; aceording, by
liberal eonstruction, what was requisite to give them sense, and
which, without doubt, the author would himself have recognised,

IT—Rarry.

Rapin, Réflezions sur la Logique, § 4, 1684,
- “Before Aristotle there had appeared nothi ng on logic systematic

' = Derodon seems wholly unknown to o eangiderable number in the same bind-
‘the German logicisne, and, T eed haridly ing must have been fmported at once,
add, o those of. other countries. In probably in consequence of the synadical
Seotland his works are nog of the ravest ; recomimendation,
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and established. His genius; so full of reason and intelligence,
penetrated to the recesses of the mind of man, and laid epen all
its secret workings in the accurate analysis which he made of jts
operations. The depths of human thought had not as yet been
fathomed.  Aristotle was the first who discovered the new way
of attaining to seience, by the evidence of demenstration, and of
proceeding geometrically to demonstration, by the infallibility of
the syllogism, the most accomplished work and mightiest effort of
the human mind,” &e.

Rapin errs in making Avistotle lay the rule of proportion along
with the Dictum de Omni as a principle of syllogism, |

IIT.—LEemsNtz.

Leibnitz, De la conformité de la Foi avee la Raison, § 22,
Op.t.i,p. 81. “Hence the facility of some writers is too greaf,
in conceding that the doctrine of the Holy Trinity is repugnant
with that great principle which enonnces— What are the swme
with the swme third, are the same with each other 5 that is, if A
be the same with B, and O be the same with B, it is necessary that
A and C should also be the same with one another, For this
prineiple flows immediately from the principle of Contradiction,
and is the ground and basis of all Logie; if that fail, there is no
longer any way of reasoning with certainty.” '

IV.—REuscm

Reunsch, Systema Logicum, 1734,

§ 506. “That dictum of the Aristotelians de Omni ot Nullo,
(503), evinces, indeed, a legitimate consequence, bub it only regu-
lates one species of syllogisms, at least immediately. By this reason,
therefore, logicians have been induced to prove the consequence of
the ofher species by menns of the first, to which they are reduced,
But, that we may be able to supersede this labour, I have en-
deavoured to give a broader basis to the Dietnm de Omni ot Nullo,
or by whatever name that rule is called, to which, in the construe-
tion of syllogisms, the order of thought is conformed.

§ 507. “For the whole business of ordinary reasoning is accom-
plished hy the substitution of ideas in place of the subject or predi-

S -
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cate of the fundamental proposition, This some eall the equation
of thoughts. Now, the fundamental proposition may be either
affirmative or negative, and in each the ideas of the terms may be
considered either agreeing or diverse, and according fo this various
relation there obtains a vavions substitution, which we shall clearly
illustrate before engaging with our doetrine of the Dictum de
Omni et Nullo.” [Having done this ab great length, he proceeds].

§ “510, From what bas been now fully declared, the following
Dictam de Omni ¢t Nullo may be formed, which the definition
itself of reasoning and syllogism (§ 502) supports, and to which
all syllogisms in every figure and mood may be accommodated.

“ If two ideas (two terms) hawe, through a judgment, (proposi-
tion), received u relation to each other, either uffirmuative or nega-
tive, in that case it is allowable, in place of either of these, (that
is; the subject or predicate of that judgment or proposition), to sub-
stitute another idea, (term), according to the rules given of Equi-
pollence or Reciprocation (§ 508, s. 9), of Subordination, of Co-
ordination,” (see Waldin, below, p. 324).

IV.—CRrusivs.

Crusius, Weg zur Gewissheit, Ed.i. 1747 ; Ed. ii. 176

§ 256. “ The supreme law of all syllogism is, What we carmot
otherwise thanlk than as true, 18 truwe, and what we absolutely can-
not think at all, or cannot think but as fulse; s fulse."a

§ 259, Of necessary judgments, of judgments which we canmot
but think, *“ which are not identical, and which constitute, in the
last result, the positive or the kernel in our knowledge ; to which
we apply the principle of Contradiction, and thereby enrich the

= Kanb, ({fber die Beidenz in meta-
plysischon Wiksensehaften, 1763, Verm.
Sehrift, i, 43), hos hereon the following
ohservation: — % In regard to the so-
premia tule of all certainty which this
colebrated man thought of placing as
the principle of ol knowledge, and,
consequently, also of the metaphysical,
—What Ieannot otherwise think than as
ftrue 14 trie, &e. ; it 34 manifest that Ehis
proposition ean mever be a principle of
truth for any knowledge whateyer, For

if it be agreed that no other principle
of truth is possible than inssmuch as
o ave incapable of holding a thing'nob
for true, in this case it is ncknowledged
that no other principle of truth s com-
petent, aud that knowledge is indemon:
strable. TItis indeed true that there aro
many indemonstrable kuowledges, but
the feeling of conviction in regard fo
them is & eonfession, but not a- ground
of proof, that they are truc."—Sée alsa
Reid, Jatellectunl Povers, Fysay iv. ch. &

|
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understanding with a knowledge of real Judgments"—such judg-
ments are principally the following : Lvery power or force is in-
herent in a subject ; AT that arises, (begins to be), arises in virtue
of a sufficient cause ; Al whose non-ewistence cannot be thought,
has its cause, and has at some time arisen, (begun to be) ; Erery
substance exists somewhere 7 Al that exists, exists at some time ;
Twomaterial things cannot exist at the same time,and in precisely
the same place. There are also many other propositions, which
treat of the determinate qualification of things as present ; for ex-
ample—Z%he same point of a body cannot be at oncered and green ;
A man cannot be in two places at once, and so forth,

“§ 261. All the judgments previously alleged, (§ 259), may be
comprehended under these two general propositions,— What can-
not in thought be separated Jrom each other, cannot be separated
Jrom each other in reality ; and, What cannot in thought be con-
nected into a notion, cannot in reality be connected ; to wit,
although no contradiction shows itself between the notions, but we
are only eonscious of a physical necessity to think the thing so and
50, tleamrly and after a comparison of all the circumstances with
each other. For we now speak of propositions which are not
identical with the Principle of Contradiction, but of such as prima-
rily afford the matters on which it may be applied. Hence we see
that the supreme principle of our knowledge given above, § 256),
has two determinations ; inasmuch as the impossibility to think a
something arises, either because a contradiction would ensne, or
because we are positively so compelled by the physical constitution
of our thinking faculties,

“§ 262. The highest prin ciple of all syllogism thus resolves itself
into the three capital propositions ;

L. Nothing can at once be and not be in the same povnt of view.

2. Things which cannot be thought without each vther, without
each other cannot ewist.

8. What cannot be thought as with and beside eacl other, can-
not exist with and beside each other, on the sipposition even that
between the notions there is no contradiction.

“The second of these capital propositions I call the Prineiple
of Inseparables, (principium inseparabilivm) ; and the third
the Principle of Inconjoinables, (principiwm inconjungbilivm).
They may be also termed the three Principles of Reason.

VOL. IL X
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Ch. VIIL OFf the différent species of syllogisms, he says, (§ 272),
“among the higher principles of syllogisms it is needful only
to enumerate the Principle of Contradiction, and the Prineiple
of Sufficient Reason, which is subsumed from the principle of In-
separables, (§ 262). We shall state the laws of syllogism in this
order,—Consider those which flow, 1°, From the Principle of
Contradiction ; 2°, From the Principle of Sufficient Reason ; and,
3° From both together.”

V.—Frawcis HUTCHESON,

[Francisci Hutcheson.] Logioe Compendiwm. Glasguee, in
wdibus academicis, excudebant Robertus et Andreas Fowlis, Aca-
demice Typographi. 1764

Part 111, Ch. ii. p. 58,

“1he whole force of syllogism may be explicated from the fol-
lowing axioms,

« First Axiom.—Things whick agree in the same third, agree
wmong themselves.

«Second Axiom—Things whereof the one agrees, the other
does not agree, in one and the sume third, these things do mot
ayree among themselves.

«Third Axiom.—Things whick agree in no third, do not agree
amony themselves.

Fourth Axiom—7Things which disagree in no third, do not
disagree among themselves.”

“Hence are deduced the general rules of syllogisms,

«Of these the three first regard the Quality [not alone] of Pro-

positions. _

« Rule 1.—If one of the premises be negative, the conclusion
will be negative (by Ax. 2).

“Rule 2. If both premises be affirmative, the conclusion will be
affirmative (by Ax. 1).

« Rule 3—If both premises be negutive, nothing follows: becanse
of things mutually agreeing and mutually disagreeing, both may
be different from a third thing (by Ax. 3, 4).

“Two Rules regard the Quantity of Terms.
- “Raule 4—Let the middle be once at least distributed, or taken
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wunversally; for the common term frequently contains two or more
species mutually opposed, of which it may be predicated according
to various parts of its extension ; these [specific] terms do 1ot,
therefore, truly agree in one third, unless one at least of them
agrees with the whole middle (by Ax. 8, 4).

“Rule 5—No term ought to be taken more universally in the
conolusion than in the premises : because no consequence is valid
from the particular to the universal [Because we should, in that
case, transcend the agreement or disagreement of the two terms
in a third, on which, ez kypothesi, wa found].

“[In like manner there are two rules] concerning the Quantity
of Propositions.

“ Rule 6.—7If one of the premises be particular, the conclusion
will also be particular.

“For, Case T.—If the conclusion be affirmative, therefore both
premises will be affirmative (by Rule 1), But, in a particular pro-
position, there is no term distributed : the middle is, therefore, to
be distributed in one or other of the premises (by Rule 4), Tt will,
therefore, be the subject of a universal affirmative proposition ;
but the other extreme is also taken partienlarly, when it is the
predicate of an affirmative propesition, the conclision will, there-
fore, be particular (by Rule a).

“Case 2—Let the conclusion be negative ; its predicate is,
therefore, distributed : hence, in the premises, the major and the
middle terms are to he distributed (by Rules 5 and 4),

“ But when one of the premises is negative, the other is affirma-
tive (by Rule 8). Ifone premise be particular, these two terms only
can be distributed ; since one premise affirms, whilst the other is
partienlar, The minor extreme, the subject of the conelusion, is
not, therefore, distributed in the premises; it cannot, therefore, (by
Rule 5), be distributed in the eonclusion,

“ Rule 7.—From two particular premises nothing follows ; at
least according to the aceustomed mode of speaking, where the pre-
dicabe of a negative proposition is understood to be distributed.
For, 1%, If the conclusion affivm, both premises will affirm, and,
consequently, no term is distributed in the premises ; contrary to
Rule 4. 2°, Let the conclusion be negative, its predicate is there-
fore distributed ; but in particular premises there is only distributed
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the predicate of a negative proposition ; there is, therefore, neces-
sarily a vice, (either against Rule 4 or Rule 5).” a

] VI—SAVONAROLA.

Savonarola, Compendiwm Logices, L. iv. p. 115, ed. Venetiis,
1542 — In whatever syllogism any proposition can be concladed,
there may also be concluded every other proposition which follows
out from it.” On this he remarks : “ When any syllogism infers a
conelusion flowing from its immediate conclusion, it is not to be
called one syllogism but two. For that other eonclusion does not
follow simply in virtue of the premises, but in virtue of them
there first follows the proper conclusion, and from this conelusion
there follows, by another syllogism, the conclusion consequent on it,
Hence there are tacitly two syllogisms ; otherwise the moods of
syllogisms would be almost infinite.”

. VIL—BAUMGARTEN,

Baumgarten, Acroasis Logice. Ed Tollner. Ed. L 1765,

§ 297. “Every reasoning depends on this proposition :—A and
B connected with a third O, are connected with each other : in
affirmation immediately, in negation mediately. This proposition
is, thevefore, the foundation and principle of all reasoning ; which,
however, is subordinate to the principle of Contradiction.

§ 324, “ Every ordinary syllogism concluding according to the

a “Rules 1 and 7 are thus cantracted
into one: The conolwsion follows the
soéaker papt; that is, the negative or

A B
Saome Frenchmen uve [some] lenrned ;
o] B

the particular.  All these Rules are in-
aluded in the following verses :—

Distribuas medium, nee guartus ter-
minus adsif,
Utrague nee promisss negans, neo
particuluris,
Sectetur partem conclusie  deterio-
Tem ;.
Kt non distribuat nisi eum preomissa,
negetve. i
In anunusual mode of spenking, a cer-
tain negative conclugion may be effected
with a non-distributive predicate. As
in this example

Some Englishmen are not [any] learned,
Therefore, some Englishmen die not some
Lrenclanen.”

2T

A B [ ————=mm ,C

e

(What are within [ ] are by me).
[Written Autumn 1844, In the latest
notation (,) is substituted for (), and (:)
for (1), Bee below, Appendix X1.—Ep.]
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Dictum, either de Omni, or de Nullo, This Dictum is thus the
foundation of all ordinary syllogisms.” (It had been préviously
announced, §§ 319, 321.)

“Whatever is truly affirmed of a notion universally, is also truly
affirmed of all that is contained under it. Whatever is truly
denied of a notion universally, is also truly denied of all that is
contained under it,”

VIIL—Rumvarys,

Reimarus, Vernunfilehre. 1766.

§ 176. “ The fundamental rules of syllogism are, consequently,
1o other than the rules of Agreement [dentity] and of Contradie-
tion. For what the geometer in regard to magnitudes fakes ag
the rule of equality or inequality, that the reasoner here adopts as
the universal rule of all mediate insight : —77 two things be iden-
tical with  third, they ure also in so Jur identioal with each
other. But tf the one be, and the other be wot, identical with the
thivd, then they are not mutbually identical, but rather mutually
repugnant,”

§ 177. Here he notices that the Dictum de Omny et Nullo is
not properly a rule for all firures, but for the first alone. '

IX—Warpix,

Waldin, Novum Logicee Systema. 1766,

§ 335, « Since the syllogism requires essentially nothing but a
distinet cognition of the sufficient reason of some proposition, the
most universal rule of all syllogisms is,— Ilhe sufficient reason of o
given proposition is to be distinetly cogmised.

§ 364 “ The most general rule of all reasonings, (§ 335), remains
also the rule of all reasonings as well in synthesis as in analysis.
But in the synthesis of the ordinary syllogism, the middle term in
the major proposition is referred to the major term, in the minor
proposition to the minor term, (§ 360). Wherefore, from this
relation we must judge whether the middle term be or be not the
suficient reason of the conclusion. Wherefore, the synthesis of the
ordinary syllogism is to be cognised from the relation of its ideas.
This you may thus express :

“L) dfter the true proposition, the relation of whose ex-
tremes youw distinetly apprehend ;




“9 Add fo its subject or predicate another idew difierent

from both, whether agreeing or disagreeing ;

« 3) Inquire into the velution of the added idea, to the end
that you may kenow whether the middle term in the given relation
infer the conclusion ; and this s known by the application of the
rules of Reciprocation, Subordination, Co-ordination, and Oppo-
sition. If any onewish to call this the Dictum de Omns et Nullo,
I have no ohjections.”

« Observation. This they call the Dictum de Omni et Nullo of
the colebrated Reusch. It stands true indeed ; but is beset with diffi-
culties, inasmuch as it is rather a complexus of all rules than one
only, which as yet is to be referred to the class of pia desideria.
Logicians have, indeed, taken pains to discover one supreme 1ile
of all ordinary reasonings; but no one has as yet been so happy
as to find it out” Then follows a criticism of the attempts by the
Port Royal and Syrbius.

X, —STATTLER.

Stattler, Philosoplic, P. 1. Lagica, 1769.

§ 287. “In this comparison of two ideas with a third, six
different cases may in all occur : for either,

1.) “ One of the two ideas contains that same third, which
again contains the ather ; or,

2.) “ Both of the two are contained in the third ; or,

3)) “Buch of the two contains the third ; o,

4) % One of the two contains the third, the other being repug-
nant with it ; or,

5.) * One of the two is contained in the third, with which the
other is repugnant ; o,

6.) Both of the two are repugnant to the third.

« The former threée cases generate an affirmative conclusion, the
latter three anegative.” Tu 4 note Stattler eliminates a geventh case;
in which neither may contain, and neither be repugnant to the
third. :

§ 244 General Law of all Reasonings. “ In all reusonings,
as. often as a consequent i, by legitimate form, inferred from
an antecedent, so often is there included in the antecedent what
the consequent enounces ; cither the congruity and reciprocal

o
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containment, or the vepugnance of A and C; and if sueh be not
tncluded in one or other of the antecedents, whatever s tnferred
an the consequent is void of legitimate Jorm.”

XI.—SAUTER.

Sauter, Institutiones Logice, 1798,

§ 123, « Foundations of Syllogism—In every syllogism there
are two notions compared with a third, to the end that it may
appear whether they are to be coujoined or sejoined. There are,
therefore, here, three possible cases. For there agree with the
assumed third, either both notions, or one, or neither. In reasoning,
our mind, therefore, reposes on these axioms, as on fundamental
prineiples.

L) “ Where two notions agree with the same third, they agree
with one another,

2.) « Where one is contained by the third, with which the other
is repugnant, they are mutually repugnant.

3.) « When neither notions agrees with the third, there is between
them neither agreement nor repugnance.”

XIT.—SvuTER.
Suter, Logica.
§ 61, “Qum eidem tertio conveniunt vel disconveninnt, etiam
conveniunt vel disconveniunt inter se”

XIIT.—SEauy.

Segny, Philosophia ud Usum Scholarum Accommodata, T, 1,
Logica. Paris, 1771.

P. 175, ed. 1785. “ Concerning the rule of recent philoso-
phers.”

Having recited the general rule of the Port Royal Logic, he
thus comments on it :—

“1°, Thisis nothing else than the principle of reasoning ; there-
fore, it is improperly adduced as a new discovery, or a rule strictly
so called.

“2° Tt may be useful, to the rade and inexperienced, to recog-
nise whether a gyllogism be legitimate or illicit.

“But the prineipal fault of this rule is, that it contains no certain
method whereby we may know when, and when not, one of the
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~premises contains a conclusion ; for the discovery of which we
must frequently recur to the general rules.” «

P. 178. Beguy exposes Father Buffier's error in saying “ that,
according to Aristotle and the common rules of Logie, the middle
term ought absolutely to be the predicate in the first or major
proposition ;” seeing that the middle term is not the predicate in
the first and third Figures. This must be a mistake ; for I can-
not find such a doetrine in Buffier, who in this respect, in many
places, teaches the correct.

XIV.—HOFFBAUER,

T —

: Hoffbaner, Anfangsgriinde der Logik, 1794, 1810,

“§ 817. Fundamental Principles. A
“L 1.) An attribute which belongs to all and every of the objects

contained under a notion, may also be affirmed of these objects so

contained.  (Dictum de Omni.) :
“2.) An attribute which belongs to none of the objects contained

under a notion, must also be denied of these objects so contained.

(Dictum de Nullo.)

“II. When, of the objects X and Z, the one contains an atttri-
bute which the other does not contain, and they are thus different
from each other, then X is not Z, and Z is not X.

“IIL. 1.) When objects which are contained under a notion « are
also contained under another noticn %, then this last notion eon-
tains under it some at least of the objects which are contained
under the first.

#2.) If certain ohjeets which are not contained under a notion «
are contained under b, then b contains under it some at least of
the objects which are not contained under .

“IV. 1.) If objects which are contained under a notion a belong

a Followed by Larroque, £ldmene de B contra, Philosophic Lugdunensis, i
Philosophie, p. 231 ; Galluppi, Lesioni di 159, Troxler, Logik,ii. 41.
Logica e di Metagisica, 1. 47, i $48.
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to those which are contained under another notion b, then this
second notion b contains under it some at least of the ohjects
which are contained under .

*2.) If all objects which are contained under a notion « belong
to those which are not contained under a certain other notion b,
then this notion b contains under it no object which is contained
under the notion @.

“3.) If all the objects contained under a certain notion « are
different from certain other objects contained under b, then b con-
tains under it at least some objects which are not contained
under .

XV.—EKANT.

Kant, Logik. 1800-6. 1L Syllogisms.

“§ 36. Syllogism in general —A syllogism is the eognition that
a certain proposition is necessary, through the subsumption of its
condition under a given géneral rule.

“§ 57. General principle of all Syllogisms—The general
principle whereon the validity of all inference, through the
reason, rests, may be determinately enounced in the following
formula :— :

“ What stands under the condition of a rule, that stands also
under the rule itsely.

“ Observation.—The syllogism premises a General Rule, and a
Subsumption under its Condition. Hereby we understand the eon-
clusion @ priori, not as manifested in things individual, but as
universally maintained, and as necessary under a certain condition.
And this, that all stands under the universal, and is determinable
in universal laws, is the Principle itself of Rutionality ov of Neces-
sity, (principium rationalitatis seu necessitatis.)

“§ 58. Essential constituents of the Syllogisn.—To every syl-
logism there belong the three following parts :—

“1.) A general rule, styled the Major proposition, (propositio
major, Obersatz.)

“2.) The proposition which subsumes a cognition nnder the con-
dition of the general rule, called the Minor proposition, (propositio
minor, Untersatz) ; and, finally,

#3.) The proposition which affirms or denies the predicate in the




rule of the subsumed cognition,—the Concluding proposition, or
Conclusion, (Conclisio, Sehlusssatz).

“The two first propositions; taken in connection with each other,

are called the Anfecedents, ox Premises, ( Vordersatze).
A “ Observation—A rule is the assertion of a general condition,
The relation of the condition to the assertion, how, to wit, this
stands under that, is the Exponent of the rule. The cognition,
that the condition, (somewhere or other), takes place, is the Sub-
swmption,

“The nexus of what is subsnmed under the condition, with the
assertion of the rule, is the Conclusion.”

Haying shown the distribution of syllogisms into Cutegorical,
Hypothetical, and Disjunctive, Le proceeds to speak of the first ’
class,

“§ 63. Principle of Cutegorical Syllogisms—The principle
whereon the possibility and validity of Categorical Syllogisms
is this—What pertains to the attribute of a thing, that pertains to |
the thing itself ; and what is repugnant to the attribute of a thing,
that is repugnant to the thing itself, (Nota note est nota vei ipsius;
Repugmans note, repugnat rei ipsi).

“Observation.—From this principle, the so-called Dietum de Omni
et Nullo is easily deduced, and cannot, therefore, be regarded as the
highest principle either of the Syllogism in general, or of the Cate-
gorical Syllogism in pavticular. Generic and Specific Notions are
e in fact the general notes or attributes of all the things which stand +

under these notions. Consequently the rule is here valid— What
pertains or s repugnant to the genus or species, that also per-
tains or is repugnant to all the objects which arve contained
under thut genus or species, And this very rule it is which is
called the Dictum de Omni et Nullo.”

Xﬂ—éﬂnmm WEiss. T

Christian Weiss; Logik, 1801,

“§ 216. Principle for all Syllogisms—The principle of every
perfect Sylloglsm cousists in the relation of one of the notions
contained tn the conclusion to a third notion (terminus medius),
to which the other nation of the conclusion belongs. Now the re-
lation which the first of these holds to the middle notion, the




swine must hold fo the second, just lecause the second coin-
eides with the middle notion to the same extent us the first.

“ Remark. — ‘Relation to’ means only any determinately
thought relation, expressed in a judgment. . . , .

“The older logicians adopt, some of them, the principle Nota
nolw est nata rei ipsius,—quod repugnat note, vepugnat ipsirvei ;
this, however, is only properly applicable to the first fizure. The
expression of others is preferable, Quacumque conveniunt (vel
dissentiunt) in wwotertio, eadem conveniun (vel dissentiunt) tnter
s, Others, in fine, among whom is Walf, give the Dictum de
Omni et Nullo (ef § 233) as the principle of syllogisms in gene-
ral ; comparve Philosophical Aphorisms [of Platner], P.i. § 546.
All inference takes place according to a universal rule of reason,
here only expressed in reference to syllogism, to which, however,
some have chosen to give a more mathematical expression ;—If
two notions be equal to a third, they are also equal to each other.

[Nota bene.—Weiss's mistake (§ 231) in supposing that Aris-
totle “ designated the syllogistic moods with words, lilke his learned
followers."]

*“§ 23L Categorical Syllogisms, Figure I.—The first figure con-
cludes by means of a subordination of the minor term in the
conclusion under the subject of another judgment.

"§ 233, This takes place under the general principle :—

“1,) What pertains to all objects contwined under @ nation,
that pertains also to some and to each individual of their num-
ber among them.

“2) What belongs to none of the objects contained wnder a
notion, that also does not pertain to some or to any individual of
their number among them.

“These are the celebrated Dicta de Omni and de Nullo,—Quid-
quid pradicatur de omni, idem etiam de aliquo, and, Quidquid
preedicatur de nullo, id niee de aliquo pradicatur.”

XVII.—FriEs,

Fries, System der Logik.

“§ 52 Hitherto we have maintained two views of the Syllogism
in connection. The end in view of reasoning is this—that cases
should be subordinated to general rules, and through them become
determined, For example, the general law of the mutual attrac-
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tion of all heavenly bodies has its whole significance, for my
knowledge, in this, that there are given individual heavenly
bodies, as Sun and Barth, to which T apply it. To enounce these
relations, it is, in the first place, necessary that I have a general rule,
as Major Proposition, (Obersatz) ; in the second, a Minor Propo-
sition, (Untersatz), which subordinates cases to the rule, and,
finally, a Coneluding Proposition, which determines the ecases
through the rule. On the other hand, we see that every Con-
clusion is an amalytico-hypothetic judgment, and this always
flows from the Dictum de Omni et Nullo, inasmuch as the relation
of subordingtion of particular under universal notions, is the only
relation of Reason and Consequent given in the form of thought
itself. Now, if' the conclusion, as syllogism, combines a plurality
of judgments in its premises, in this case the principle of the in-
ference must lie in 4 connection of the thoughts—a econnection

- which is determined by the matter of these judgments. In the

simplest case, when taking into account only a single syllogism,
I thus would recognise in the premises the relation of subordina~
tion between two notions by reference to the same third notion,

and therethrough perceive in the conclusion the relation of these

two notions: to each other. I know, for example, that all men
wre maortal, and that Cadus is @ man. Consequently, through the
relation of the motion of mortality, and of wy imagination of
Cagus, to the notion man, the relation of Clwius to mortality is
likewise determined :— Cadus is mortal. The first of these views
is a mere postulate; but in eonformity to the second we are
enabled immediately to evolve the general form of syllogisms, and
from this evolution does it then become manifest that all possible
syllogisms satisfy the postulate. We, therefore, in the first instance,
attach ourselves to the second yiew. Through this there is deter-
mined as follows :—

“1.) Here the determination of one notion is carried over to an-
other, superordinate or subordinate to itself. To every syllogism
there belong three notions, called its ferms, (termini). (We say
notions, (Begriffe), becanse they are, in general, such, and when indi-
vidual representations [or images] appear as terms, in that case
there is no inter-commutation possible). A major term, or supe-
wior motion, (Oberbegrifl), P, is given as the logical determination
of a middle term or notion, (Mitielbegriff), M, and, through this,
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it is positively or negatively stated as the determination of a minor
term or notion, (Unterbegriff), S.

“2.) If, then, we regard the propositions in which these relations
are enounced ; there is, firstly, in the conclusion, (Sehlusssutz),
the minor term, or inferior notion, subordinated to the major term,
or superior notion, (S 45 P). Further, in one of the premises, the
middle must be connected with the major term or notion, (M i P).
This is called the major proposition, (Obersatz). Tn the other,
again, theminor is connected with the major term or notion, (S ds
M); this is ealled the menor proposition, ( Untersatz),

“The form of every syllogism is therefore:—

Major Proposition, Mis P,
Minor Proposition, Sids M.

Conelusion, Sis P

“In the example given above, man is the middle term maortality
the major term ; and Cazus the minor term, The syllogism is:+—

Major Proposition, All men ave mortal ;
Minor Proposition, Caius s o men ;
Conclusion, Cuing is mortal.

“The fandamental relation in all syllogisms is that of the
middle term to the major and minor terms, in other words, that of
the carrying over of a logical determination from one notion to
another, throngh certain given subordinations. For howbeit the
Dictum de Omni et Nullo, as a common principle of all syllogisms
in the formula,— What holds good of the universal, holds also good
of the particulars subordinate thereto, and still more in that
other,—The attribute of the attribute is also the attribute of the
thing itself—is proximately only applicable to the categorical sub-
ordination of a representation [or notion] under a mnotion ; still,
however, the law of mental connection is altogether the same in
syllogisms determined by the subordination of consequence under
a reason, [Hypothetic Syllogisws], or of the complement of parts
under a logical whole, [Disjunctive Syllogisms]. The displayed
form is the form of every possible syllogism. Tn fact, it also coin-
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cides with the first requirement that, in the syllogism, a case

‘should always be defermined by a rule, inasmuch as every syllo-

gism proposes a universal premise, in order rigorously to infer its
conclusion. This will be more definitely shown, when we treat of
syllogisms in detail, Only the declaration, that the rule is always
the magjor proposition, is sometimes at variance with the declara-
tion, that the major proposition containg the relation of the
middle term to the major term. We must, however, in the first
place, always follow the determination of the latter. For every
syllogism properly contains the three processes:—1). The subor-
dination of a particular under a universal ; this is the function of
the minor proposition, and the relation hetween the minor and major
terms; 2), Postulate of a logical determination for one of these
two ; this is the function of the major proposition, and the relation
of the middle to the major term 3 3), The carrying over this deter-
mination to that other; this is the function of the conelusion and
the relation of the minor to the major term.

8§ 53, The subordination of a particular to a universal must,
therefore, in every syllogism, be understood wholly in general.
Here either o particular may be determined throngh its superordi-
nated universal, and such an inference from universal to particular
we shall call a syllogism in the first figure ; or there is a universal
kmown through its subordinated particular, and this inference from
the partienlar to the universal is called a syllogism in the zecond
[third] figure. Tf, for example, the subordination is given me,—
All gold s metal ; T can either transfer an attribute of metal,
for instance fusibility, to the gold, or enounce an attribute of
gold, ductility, for instance, of some metal. Tn the first case, I
draw a conclusion in the first figure, from the universal to the
particular ;—

AU metad 18 fusible ;
AUl gold is metal ;
AU gald is fusible,
“In the other case, I conclude in the second [third] figure from

the particular to the general :(—

Al gold is ductile ;
Al gold s metal ;

Some metal &y ductile”

[re— _Ml‘f
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Then, after distribution of the Syllogism into Categorieal, Hypo-
thetical, and Divisive, (Disjunctive), he procecds with the first
class, -

XVIIL—KIESEWETTER.

Kiesewetter, Aﬂgemeiue'.&ogik, 1801, 1824, T. Theil

“§ 228.—All pure Categorical Syllogisms, whose conclusion is an
affirmative judgment, rest on the following prineiple :— What per-
tains to the attribute of an object, pertains tothe objectitself.  All
syllogisms, whose conclusion isa negative judgment, Are based npon
the principle :— What is repugnant to the attributes of an object,
i repugnant to the object Wself Tivo principles which ean be
easily deduced,—the first from the principle of Identity, the second
from the principle of Contradiction.

“§ 229—If we take into consideration that the major proposi-
tion of every categorical syllogism must be a universal rule—frons
this there flow the following rules :—

“1. Whatever is universally affirmed of a notion, that is alsa
affirmed of everything contained under it. The Dictum de Omni.

“2. What is universally denied of a notion is denied also of every-
thing contained under it. The Dictum de Nullo.

* These rules are also thus expressed :—

“What pertains to the genus or species, pertains also to whatever
is contained under them., What is repugnant to the genus or
species, is repugnant also to whatever is contained under them.”

See also the Weitere A useinandersetzung on the paragraphs,

XIX—LARROQUE,

Larroque, Elémens de Philosophie, Paris, 1830. Logique,
Ch.i, p. 202, “The attribute of an affirmative proposition is
taken sometimes particularly, sometimes universally. It is taken
particularly, when it has a greater extension than the subjeet ; nni-
versally, when ithas not a greater extension, which occurs in every
proposition where the two terms ave identical. The reason of this
difference is palpable, If the attribute be a tevm more general
than the subject, we affirm that the sulject is a species pr indivi-
dual contained in the extension of the attribute ;:—Man is mortal 3
Paul ts learned :—that is, man is one, and not the only, species
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contained in the extension of the term norial ; Paud is an indivi-
dual, and not every individual, contained in the extension of the
term learned. If on the contrary, the aftribnte he not more
general than the subject, the attribute is the same thing with the
subjeet, and, consequently, we affirm that the subject is all that is
contained in the extension of the attribute :—d circle is a plane
surface, which has all the points, in [a line called) its circumfer-
ence, at an equal distance from a point called its centre—thab is,
a civcle is all or every plane surface, &e.

“The attribute of a negative proposition is always taken univer-
sally. When we deny an attribute of a subject, we deny of this
subject everything that has the nature of that attribute, that is to
sy, all the species, as all the individuals, contained in its extension ;
The soul is not extended ; to wit the soul is not any of the species,
not anyy of the individuals contained in the extension of the term
extended.”

Ch. ii, p. 280. “We have supposed, in the demonstration of
these rules [the general rules of the Categorical Syllogism], that
the attribute of an affirmative premise is always taken particularly.
1t would, therefore, seem that the caleulations on which this demon-
stration rests, ave ervoneous, whensoever the attribute is not a term
more general than the subject, for we have seen that, in these cases,
the attribute can be taken universally. Butitis to be observed, that
when the two terms of a proposition ave identical, if the one orthe
other may be taken universally, they cannot hoth be so taken at
onee ; and that, if it be the attributé which is taken universally, it
ought ta be substituted for the subject, which then affords a parti-
cular attribute. A triangle s a figure which has three sides and
three angles. We cannot say, Al triangleis all figure, which, &e. ;
but we can say, A U triangle s some figure, which, &e.; or, AU figure
which has three sides and three angles, is some triangle. Now, in
adopting either of these last expressions of the proposition, the
attribute is particular.”

Ch. ii., p. 231, “We have seen that the Syllogism inferred from
its premises a proposition to be proved ; now this conclusion ean-
not be inferred from, unless it be contained in, the premises. From
this incontestable observation, the author of the Port Royal Legic
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has endeavonred to draw the following pretended rule, by aid of
Which we may detect the vice of any fallacions reasoning whatso-
ever: Thus, should one of the Jremises contain the conclugion,
and the other show that i¢ 13 so contained, A great many treatises

which the ancients had no vonception,—at some consummative
result of the efforts of the human intelleet, Tt ig true, indsed, that
a syllogism is invalid, if the conclusion be not. contained in the
premises ; but a fine discovery forsooth! This al) the world
already knew,—Aristotle among the rest ; but he Justly noted that
it is not always easy to see whether the eomélusion be contained
in the premises, and it is to assure ourselves of this that he laid
down his rales, The pretended rale of the Port Royal i, therefore,
not one at all ; it enounces only an observation, true but barren.”

XX —(ALLUPPL

Galluppi, Lezions di Logica e di Metafisica. 1533, Lez.
xlvii, p. 853, ed. 1841.

“In a reasoning there must be an idea, commion to the two pre-
mises; and a judgment which affirms the identity, either partial
or perfect, of the other two ideas”

In the same Lecture, (p. 348), he shows that he is ignorant of the
law quoted from the P ilosophia Lugdunensis, being by the
authors of the L' At de Penser.

XXI—Burriig,

Buflier, Pyemidre Logique, about 1725, The following is from
the Recapitulation, § 109 —

The Syllogism is defined, a tissue of three propositions so con-
stituted, that if the two former be true, it is impossible but that
the third should be true also. (§ 62)

The first Proposition is called the Major ; the second the
Minor ; the third the Conelusion, whieh last is the essential end
in view of the syllogism. § 65.)

Its art consists in causing a consciousness, fhat in the conclusion
the idea of the subject comprises the idea of the predicute ; and
this is done by means of a thind idea, called the Middle Term,
(becanse it is intermediate between the subject and predicate), in

VOL, 11, X
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such sort that it is comprised in the subject, and comprises the pre-
dicate. (§ 67.)

If the first thing comprise a second, in which a third is comprised,
the first comprises the third If a fluid comprise chocolate, in
which cocoa is comprised, the flwid itself comprises cocoa. (§ 68.)

To reach distant conclusions, there is required a plurality of
syllogisms.  (§ 71)

Qur rule of itself suffices for all syllogisms ; even for the nega-
tive : for every negative syllogism is equivalent to an affirmative.
] 77)

Hypothetical syllogisms consist in the enouncement by the
major premise, that a proposition is true, in case there be found a
certain condition ; and the minor premise shows that this condition
is actually found. (§ 79.)

Disjunctive syllogisms, to admit of an easy verification, ought to
be reduced to hypotheticals. (§ 81.)

Althongh the single rule, which is proposed for all syllogisms, be
subject to certain changes of expression, it is nevertheless always
the most easy ; in fact, all logical laws necessarily suppose this
condition. (§ 87.)

The employment of Grammar is essential for the practice of
Logic. (§ 90.)

By means of such practice, which enables us (o estimate aceu-
rately the value of the terms in every proposition, we shall likewise
obtain the rule for the discovery of all sophisms, which consist only
of the mere equivoeation of words, and of the ambiguity of propo-
sitions.  (§ 92 el seq.)

XXIL—VICTORIN,

Victorin, Neue natiivlichere Darstellungder Logik,Vienna, 1835.

IL Simple Categorical Syllogisms, § 94 The fundamental rule
of ull such syllogisms :—

“ In what relation @ concept stands to one of two reci-
procolly subordinate concepts, in the swme velution doés it
stand to the other.”

§ 94. First Figure ; fundamental rule :—* As u notion deter-
mines the higher notion, so does it determine the lower of the
same ;7 or, * In what relation a notion stands to one nation, tn
the swme relation it stands to the lower of the swme.”

_—
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§ 96. Second Figure ; fandamental rule :——* Wien two notions
are oppositely determined by a third notion, they are alsy them-
selves opposed ;* ov, * If twa notions stand to w third in op-
posed relations, they also themselyes stand in a relation of
opposition.”

§ 98. Third Figure ; fundamental rule ;< A8 a notion, deter-
mines. the one of two [to it] subordinate notions, so does it de-
termine the other ;" ov, * I what relation a notion stands to the
one qf two [to 9t] subordinate nations, in the same relation stands
it also to the other.”

§ 100. Fourth Figare ; fundamental rule:—“ As o notion is
determined by the one of two subordinate notions, [two notions in
the relation to each other of subm'd-imctw.'aﬂ], 80 does it determine
the other ;" or, “In what relation one of two subordinated notions,
[notions reciprocally subordinate or superordinate], stands as to
« third, in the same relation stands it also to the other.”

(0) FuNDAMENTAL Laws oF SYLLOGISM.—REFERENCES,

(See Galluppi, Lezioni di Logica e di Metafisica, Lez, xIvii,,
vol i. p. 845 ¢t seq ; Troxler, Logik, i. p. 83; Bolzano, Wissens-
chaftslehre, Logik, vol. ii. § 263, p. 543)

1. Logicians who confound the Nota notse and the Dietnm de
Omwni, being ignorant of their several significances ; making them—

a) Co-ordinate laws without distinetion.

Jager, Handb. d. Logik, § 68, (1839) ; Prochazka, Gesetz).,
S d., Denlan, § 217, (1842); Calker, Denllehre, § 143, (1822),
Troxler, Logik, ii. p. 40.

b) Derivative ; the Dictum de Omni, to wit, from the Nota
notax This supreme or categorical,

Wenzel, Elem. Philos. Log., §§ 253, 256. Canopik, § 64.
Kant, Die fulsche Spitzf, § 3. Logik, § 63, Krug, Logik, § 70.
Bachmann, Logik; § 123. Jakob, Logil, § 262, 4th ed. 1800; 1st
ed. 1788, ‘

IL Togicians who enounce the law of Identity, (Proportion,) in
the same third, by the mathematical expression Eguality,

Reimarus, Vernunftlehre, § 176, Mayer, Vernunftschlusse,
L.p. 290, Arriaga, In. Sum., D. 1IL § 3, p. 23,

1L Logicians who make the Dictum de Omni the fundamental
rule of syllogisms in general.

Calr . -
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|
il Avistot,, An Prior, Loi . 1, § 4 Wolf, Plul. Rat., § 333.
f‘ Scheibler, Op. P. iv. De Syll. c. ii. § 12.  Jae. Thomasius, Krof.
i ﬁ’l Log., ¢. 395. Buttner, Cursus Philos., Log., § 146. Conimbri-
( . censes, Tn Arist. Dial., An. Prior., L. 1. ¢ 2, p. 204

I IV, Logicians who confound or make co-ordinate the law of
: Proportion or Analogy, and the Dictum de Omni.

Wyttenbach, Prac. Pfuhm Log., P.iii. c. 6, § 4. Whately, Logie,
Tutr, ch. IT p.iii, § 2. Leechman, Logic, P. IIL el 2. Kecker-
mam, Systema Logicee Minus, L iii. e. 2. Syst. Log. Mujus.,
L il o 8.

V. Logicians who make the Law of Tdentity the one supreme.

Suter, Logica, § 61, calls this the principle of Identity and Con-
tradiction, Aldrich, Comp. L. i. & 8, § 2, p. 2. Huteheson, Log.
Comp., P.dii. e 2. Arriaga, Cir, Phil., In. Swm., D.iii. §§ 16-22,
pp. 28, 24, Larroque, Logique, p. 224, Mayer, Vernunftschlusse, i
p. 293, Troxler, Logik, ii. pp. 33,40, Reimarus, Vernunjfilehre,
§ 176, Mendoza, Disp. Log. et Met, I p. ¢ ;ll Derodon, Loy,
Rest., De Log. pp. 689, 644, Darjes, Via., &e, § 271,p. 97. Smigle-
cius, Logica, D. xiii. p. 317. qu &e. Iu.m. Bonze Spei, ()
Prim. in Log. Avist, D. vii. d. 2, p. 25, Cursus Complut., De
Arg., L. iii. o 4, p. 57. Alstedius, Ene, Logiea, § ii. ¢. 10, p. 435,
Havichorst, Inst. Log., § 323, Poncius, Cursus Philvs. In An.
Prior., D! xx. qu. b, p. 282.

VI. Logicians who restriet the Dictum de Omni to the first
Figure (immediately).

Aldrich, Comp. L. 1, ¢. 3, § 7. Noldius, Log. Ree, ¢ xii. p.
290. Grosser, Pharus Intellectus, § iii. p, 1, memb. iii. p. 137.

VIL Logicians who make the Dicta de Omni et Nullo the
supreme canons for Universal Syllogisms ; the law of Proportion for
Singular Syllogisms.

Burgersdicius, Inst. Log., L. il c. 8, p. 171 Melancthon,
Erot. Dial, De Syll. Expos,, L. iii. p. 172, ed. 1586. Fonseca,
Instit. Dial., L. vi. ce. 21, 24, pp. 363, 373.

VIII. What name given by what logicians to the Law of Pro-
portion, &e.

Law of Proportion, or of Analogy, liuimumnln Syst. Log.,
L. iii. ¢, 3, Op,, p. T46. Alstedius, Encyel.,p. 435, 70 dvaoylas.
Dictum, de Omni et Nullo Majus, Noldius, Log., p. 288. Of ’
Identity, Zedler's Lea. 11}‘(‘(!J.‘.f,‘{‘.‘.i.fefdf?..‘.t' Darjes, Via ad Verit, §
270, p. 96. Law of proportional Ideniity and Non-Identity, Self.
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IX. Logicians erroneously supposing Aristotle to employ, besides
the Dictum de Ommi, the rule of Proportion as a fundamental law
of syllogism,

Rapin, Réflerions sur la Logique, § 4,

X. Terms under which the law of Proportion has been enounced,

Agree with. Coincide with. The same with. Cokere, (Syrbius),
Co-exist (bad). Co-identical with. Equal to, (No. i) In com-
bination with, Davjes, Via ad Vep. P 97, (includes negative:)
Convertible.

(¢) ENUNCIATIONS OF 1t HIGHER LAWS OF SYLLOGISN.

Law of Proportion.

Aristotle, Klench, ¢. vi. § 8. “ Things the same with one and
the same, are the same with one another.” Compare Topiea, L. vii,
¢. 1,§ 6. Thus Scotus, n An, Prior, L. i qu. 9, £ 248,

Some say, “ Uni tertio indivisibili”—some othiers, “ Uni tertio
indivisihili, indivisibiliter sumpto.”  Others, in fine, say, “ Uni
tertio, adequate sumpto.” See Irenwus, Integ. Philos. Log., S8 3,
5. Some express it, Things that are equal to the sanie third are
equal to each other.”  See Irenmus, . So Reimarus, Mayer,

Some express it, © Quaceunque conveniunt, (vel dissentiunt), in
uno tertio, eadem conveniunt, (vel dissentiunt), inter se.”

“Quie duo conveniunt enm uno quodan tertio, eatenus conveni-
unt inter se; quando autem duorum unum convenit cum tertio,
et alterum huic repugnat, repugnant quoque eatenus sibi invieem,”
Wynpersse, Inst. Logicew, § 272, Lug. Bat. 3d ed. 1806.

Noldins, (Logicu, p. 288), calls these the Dicta de Omni et de
Nullo. The former is, * Queecunque affirmantur in aliquo tertio,
(singulari identice, universali et identice et complete distributive),
affirmantur inter s, The latter, * Quorum unum [totaliter] atfir-
matur in aliquo tertio, altertn negatur, ea inter se negantur.”

Nolding.—“ Whatever is affirmed essentially of a subject, is
affirmed of all that is inferior or reciprocal to that subjeet. What-
ever is denied of a subject, is denied of all inferior or reciproeal.”
(See Noldius against the universal application of these Dicta, Log.
Ree. p. 290).

Reuseh, (Syst. Logicwm, ed. i. 1734, § 503) makes the Dicta
de Omni et Nullo the rule of ordinary syllogisms, and thus enunci-
ates them, “Bi quid preedicatur de omni, fllnd etiem praedicator de
aliquos et, 8i quid predicatur de nullo, illud etiam nou pradicatur

e e —
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de aliquo.  Sensus prioris est, Quidquid de genere, vel specie
omni praedicari potest, illud etiam preedicatur de quovis sub illo
genere, vel sub illa specie, contento ; Item,—Cuicungue com-
petit definitio, illi quoque competit definitum: * (and so pice versd
of the other).

Syrbius gives these two rules :—

1) “If certain ideas cohere with a one-third, they also cohere in
the same manner with each other;"

2) “Ideas which do not cohere with the same one- -third, these do
not eohere with each other.” (Given in the original by Waldin,
Systema, p. 162.  See also Acta Eruditorwn, 1718, p. 333.)
Syrbius things that the law of l‘w[-mtlun unless limited, is false.

Davjes, Vie ad Ver itatem, (1755),§ 270, p. 96, 2d ed. 1764,
4 Two [things or notions] in :,mnlnm.:tu_rn with the sanmie third,
may be combined together in the same respect, (ea ratione), where-
in they stood in combination with that third.” (See further; shows
that other rules are derived from this,)

Dictum de Omni, &e.

Avistotle, Anal. Pry Lu i, e 1y § L

“« To he predicated, ciu Omni, universally is; when we can find
nothing under the subject of which the other [that is, the predieate]
1“*‘5 not be said ; and to be predicated de Nullo, in like manner.”

Jae, Thomasius, Ervotemata Logica, T6T0.

4(), What do you call the foundation of syllogism ?—The Die-
tum de Ommi et Nullo.

# 41, What is the Dictum de Omni Z—When nothing can be sub-
sumed under the subject of the major proposition of which its pre-
dicate may not be affirmed.

« 49 What is the Dictum de Nullo —When nothing can be sub-
sunied under the subject of the major proposition of whicl its predi-
cats is not denied.”

Thomasius netices that the first vale applies only to the affirma-
tive moods of the first figure, Barbava and Darii; the second only
to the necative moods of the same figure, Celarent and Ferio.

() Ossrcrions 1o THE DictumM DE OMNI ET NULLO.
L. As a principle of syllogism in general.
1L As aprinciple of the First Figure, as enounced by Aristotle.
1°, Ouly applies to syllogisms in extension.

e e Y
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2°, Does not. apply to individual syllogisms; as, Peter is run-
wing ; but some man is Peter ; therefore, some mun 18 runnng.

(Arviaga, In. Swnm., p. 24.)

3%, Does not apply in co-extensive reasonings ; as, AU trilateral
ts (all) triangular ; but all triongular has three angles equal to
tuo right angles ; ergo, &e.  Arriaga, ib.

Dictum de Omni et Nullo does not apply,

1%, To the other Figures than the First,

2", Not to all the moods of First Figure, formin many of these the
higher class is subjected to the lower,

3, The form of the First Figure does not depend upon the
principle of the Dictum de Omni et Nullo. This imperfeet; not upon
the thoroughgoing principle, that in this figure one notion is com-
pared to-a second, and this secand with a third.

(¢) GENERAL LAWS OF SYLLOGISM IN VEKSE.
) Partibus ex puris sequitur nil (2) sive negatis,
) Si (na prwit partis, sequitur conclusio partis.
) Si qua negata prieit, conclusio sitque negata.

(1
[ (3
(4)
l (5) Lex generalis erit, medinm concludere neseit.
(6) Univocunsque ; (7) triplex ; (8) ac idem terminus esto.B
(1) Distribuas medinm § (2) nee quartus terminus adsit.
(3) Utraque nee pramissa negans ; (4) nee particnlaris.
(5 J Sectetur partem conelusio deteriorem ;

) Et non distribuat nisi cum preemissa, (7) negetve,r
rﬂ:] Terminus esto triplex : medius, majorque, minorgue;
(2) Latius hunc quam praemissa, conclusio non vult,

(8) Nequaquam medium capiat conclusio oportet.
(+) Aut semel aut iterim medium generaliter esto.
(5) Nil sequitur geminis ex particularibus unguam.
(6) Utraque sl praemissa neget, nihil fnde sequetun
(7) Ambge affirmantes nequennt génerare negantem.
\(8) Est parti similis conclusio deteriord.

Pejorem sequitur semper conelusio partem. § 2

« Potrus Hispaous, Summude,  [Tr. & Purahot, with vavistions of Seguy,
ivi ¢ 3, £ 46 h—En.] Phiy Lugd., Galluppi. [Purchot, fnst,
B Campanells, Dialect.; p. 884. Phiti, vol 1, Logica, P. i, o. 8, po 171

+ Hutcheson, Log. Comp. [P.iil c. —Eb)]
3, p. 83.—En:]
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(1) Terminus est geminus, medinmque accedit utrigque.

(2) Preemissis dieat ne finis plura, caveto.

(3) Aut semel, aut iterum wedium genus omne capessat

(4) Officiiqne tenax rationem clandere nolit.

(1) Terminus est triplex. (2) Medium conclusio vitet,

(3)  Hoe ex prasmissis altera distribuat.

(4) Si premissa simul fiit utraque particularis,

) Aut ntrinque negans, nulla sequela venit,

(6) Particulare preeit? sequitur conclusio partis.

(7)  Ponitur ante negans?  Clausula talis erit.

L (8) Quod non precessit, conclusio nully requirit.e
Tum re, tum sensu, triplex modo terminus esto.
Argumentari non est ex particulari,

{ Negne negativis recte concludere si vis

{ Nunquam complecti medium conclusio debet.
L Quantum preemissa, referat conelusio solum.

f Ex falsis falsum verumque aliguando sequetur ;
U Ex veris possunt nil nisi vera sequi.8

(f) SPECIAL LAWS OF BYLLOGISM IN VERSE.
1. Fig. Sit minor affitmansg, nec major particularis.
2. Fig. Una negans esto, major vero generalis.
3. Fig. Sit minor affirmans, conclusio particularis.
4. Fig. a) Major ubi affirmat, generalem sume minorem.
b) Si minor affirmat, conclusio sit specialis.
¢) Quando negans modus est, major generalis hab-
e

B. Crimemsm.
(¢) CRITICISM OF THE SPECIAL LAWS OF SYLLOGISM.

The Special Laws of Syllogism, that is, the rules which govern
the several Figures of Categorical Reasonings, all emerge on the
suspension of the logical postulate,—Ta be able to state in language
what is operative in thought. They all emerge on the refusal or

a Izandoorn, Logica, L.iil. c. 8, p. 427, p. 210.

8%(1652). Chauvin and \\'nluh,- L. v, v Ubaghs, Zogiced Elementa, § 225,
Syllog. Sancrucius, Dialectica ad Mentem Pocts
8 Crakanthorpe, Zogica, L. il o, 15, Subtilis; L, i. 0. 3, p. 108, Lond, 1678,
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negleet to give to the predicate that quantity in overt expression,
which it possesses in the intemal operations of mind. The logi-
cians assert, 1°, That in affivmative propositions the predicate
must be always presumed particular or indefinite, though in fhis
or that proposition it be known and thought as universal or defi-
nite ; and, 2°, That in negative propositions this saome predicate
must be always presumed absolutely, (7. e. universally or definitely),
exclnded from the sphere of the subject, even thongh in this or that
proposition it he known and thonght as partially, (¢ e. particularly
or indefinitely), included therein. The moment, however, that the
said postulate of Logic is obeyed, and we are allowed to (uan-
tify the predicate in language, as the' predicate is quantified in

thought, the special rules of syllogism disappear, the fignres are

all equalised and reduced to unessential modifications; and while
their moods are multiplied, the doctrine of syllogism itself is
carried up to the simplicity of one short canon. Having already
shown that the general laws of syllogism ave all comprised and
expressed in this single canons it now only remains to point
out how, on the exclusive doctrine of the logicians, the special
rules became necessary, and how, on the unexclusive doctrine
which is now propounded, they become at onee superfluous and
even erroneous. It is perhaps needless to observe, that the follow-
ing rules have reference only to the whole of Extension.

The double rule of the First Fignre, that is, the figure in which
the middle term is subject in the sumption, and predicate in the
subsumption, is,—Sit minor afirmans; nec meajor partioulars;
Here, in the first place, it is preseribed that the minor premise
must be affirmative. The reason is manifest, Because if the milor
premise were negative, the major premise behoved to be affirma-
tive. Buf in this figure, the predicate of the conclusion is the
predicate of the major premise; but, if affirmative, the predicate of
that premise;, on the doctrine of the logicians, is presamed par-
ticular, and as the conclusion following the minor premise is
necessarily negative, & negative proposition thus, contrary to logi-
cal law, has a particular predicate. But if we allow a negative
proposition to have in language, as it may have in thought, a
particular or indefinite predicate, the rule is superseded.

a Bee above, p. 285, and belaw, p, 360, — Ep,
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The second rule, or second part of the rule, of this First Figure,
is, that the major premise should be universal. The reason of
this is equally apparent. For we have seen, that, by the previous
rule, the minor premise could not be negative, in which case
certainly; had it been allowable, the middle term would, as predi-
cate, have been distributed. But whilst it behoved that the middle
term should be onee at least distributed, (or taken nuiversally),
and, as being the subject of the major premise, it could only be
distributed in a universal proposition, the mle, on the hypothesis
of the logicians; was compulsory. But as we have seen that the
former rule is, on our broader ground, inept, and that the middle
term may be universally quantified, as the predieate either of an
affimmative or negative subsumption, it is equally manifest that this
rule is, in like manner; redundant, and even false.

In the Second Figure, that is, the fizure in which the middle
term is predicate both in sumption and subsumption, the special
rule is,—Una neqgans esto; ma jm‘ vere generalls.

In régard to the first rule, or first half of therule,—That cne
ar other of the premises should be negative—the reason is mani-
fest.  For, on the doctrine of the logicians, the predicate of an
affirmative proposition is always presumed to be particular; con-
sequently, in this fizure the middle term can, on their doctrine,
only be distributed, (as distributed at least onee it must be), in a
negative judoment.  But, on our doetrine, on which the predicate
is quantified in language as in thought, this rule is abolishied. «

The second rule, or second moiety of the rule,—That the snmp-
tion should be always nniversal—the reason of this is equally
clear. For the logicians, not considering that both extremes were
in equilibrio in the same wlhole of extension, and, consequently,
that neither could claim [in either quantity] the place of major or
minor term, and thereby constitute a true major or a true minor

a[For examples from Avistotle of affirm-
ative conelusions in the Second Figure,
sea De Calo, L. ii., ¢, 4, § 4, text 23, @i
Averroer. Phys. L. i, o, 2, §12, text
28, ibi Averroes; oo 4, 5 8, text 33, ¢
Avervoes, Jb, ¢, 7,8 1, text 42, i Ayver-
roos  An.Post, L1, 00 12,8 12, text 82,
ilid Averroes et Pacius, Avgues himself,
like Comeus, from two aifirmative pro-

positions in Second Figure, and doey
not give the on why the inference ia
good or bad in anch syllogisnt,  Cf Am-
monius and Philoponus ad. e <.
Prior, L. il, . 22,88 7, 8, An. Puse,
L, i, & 6, § 1, et ibi, Themistins, Pa-
citig, Zabarelle, CL also Zuburells; De
Qutarta Fig. Syll.; e x.]
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premise s — the logicians, T say, arbitrarily drew one instead of
two direct conclusions, and gave the name of major term to that
extreme which formed the predicate in that one conclusion, and
the name of major premise to that antecedent proposition which
they chose to enonnee first. On their doctrine, therefore, the
conclusion and one of the premises being always negative, it
behoved the sumption to be always general, otherwise, contrary to
their doctrine, a negative proposition might have a particular pre-
dicate. On' our doctrine, however, this difficulty does not exist,
and the rule is, eonsequently, snperseded.

In the Third Fignve, that is, the figure in which the middle
term is subject of both the extremes, the speeial rule is,—Sit
minor affirmans; conelusio pm-t.'.'cérﬁrm-is.

Here the first half of the rule—That the minor must not be
negative, —is manifestly determined by the common doctrine,
For, (major and minor terms, major and minor propositions, being
in this figure equally arbitrary as in the second), here the sumption
behoving to be affirmative, its predicate, constituting the major
term or predicate of the conclusion, behoved to be particular also.
But the conclusion fullowmtr the minor premise would necessarily
be negative ; and it would have—what anegative proposition is not
allowed on the common doctrine,—an undistributed predicate.

The second half of the rule,— That the conclusion must be
particular,—is determined by the doctrine of the logicians, that
the particular antecedent, which they choose to call the minor
term, should be affirmative. For, in this case, the middle term
being the subject of both premises, the predicate of the subsump-
tion is the minor extreme; and that, on their doctrine, not being
distributed in an affirmative proposition, if, consequently, forms
the undistributed subject of the conclusion, The conclusion,
therefore, having a particular subject, is, on the common doctrine,
a particular proposition. But as; on our doctrine, the predicate
of an affivmative proposition may have an universal quantification,
the reason fails,

(b)) Taws oF SEcOND FIGURE—ADDITIONALS
By designating the quantity of the predicate, we can have the

a What follows to page 349 wis an in Ledtures (vol. i p. 408), buing au p-
carly written interpolation by the author  plication of the principle of & quantified
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middle term, (which in this fignreis always a predicate), distributed
in an affirmative proposition. Thus :—

AUP A5 all M ;
AlLS 3 some M ;
TLherefore; all 8 s some P,

ALl the things that ar arganised are all the things that are endowed
H'rH‘r hf.’

But all plants ave some things endowed with life;

Lherefore, all plants are some thtangs organised.

This first rule (see above, Vol. L p. 408) must, therefore, be thus
amplified :—The middle term must be of definite quantity, in
one premise at least, that is, it must either, 1 1%, Be a singular,—
mdm(]u al,—concept, and, therefore, identical in both premises ; or,

“ A universal notion p:r-wmp(ll.wl'.f distributed by megation in
a am-f]e premise; or, 3% A universal notion L\pu's»ly distribued
by designation in one or lmrh premises.

But the second rule, which has come down from Arvistotle, and
is adopted intq every system of Logie, with nu]v one exception, an
ancient scholiast, is altogether erroneous. For, 1°, There is pro-
perly no sumption and subsumption in thr« nnim for the
premises contain quantities which do not stand to c.wh other in
any veciprocal relation of greater or less. Fach premise ay,
therefore, stand first. The rule ont']it to be, “One premise must he
definite ;" but such a rule would be idle ; for what is here given
as a special canon of this figure, was alre uh’ given as one of the
laws of syllogism in general. 2°, The error in the principle is
supported by an error in the nllusn ation. In both the syllogisms
{.,'l'vt:h,“ the conclusion drawn is not that which the premises ywar-
rant. Take the first or affirmative example. The conclusion here
ought to have been, No 8 7s some P, or Some P is no S: for
there are always two equivalent conclusions in this fioure. In
the concrete example, the legitimate conclusions, as necessitated
by the premises, are—No horse 13 some animal, and, Some
anvmal 7s no horse. This is shown by my mode of explicating

predieate to 'syllogism. The interpola-  probably given still earlisr—Tn,
tion appears in students' notes of the & Sea above, vol. 1, p. 400.—Ep,
Locturas of session 184749 - 3 and wus
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the quantity of the predicate,— combined with my symbolieal
notation.  Tn like manner, in the second or negative syllogism, the
conclusion onght to have been cither of the two following : Tn the
abstract formula,— AU S are not some P or, Some P are not all
S ;—in the concrete example, Al topazes_are not some minerals,
i. e, No topazes are some minerals 5 or, Some minervals ave not
all topazes, i. e, Some minerals are no topazes.

The moods Cesare and Camestres may be viewed as really one,

for they are only the same syllogism, with premises placed first or

seeond, as is always allowable in this [Figure], and one of the two
eonclusions, which are always legitimately consequential, assigned
o each.

A syllogism in the mood Festino, admits of either premise being
placed first ; it ought, therefore, to have had another mood for its
pendant, with the affirmative premise firss, the negative premise
second, if we are to distinguish moods in this figure by the acei-
dental arrangement of the premises. But this was prohibited by
the second Law of this Figure,—that the Sumption must always
be universal. TLet us try this rule in the formula of Festino now
stated, reversing the premises,

Some' S are M ; (i e, some M)
No PigM;
No P is some 8, )
Some S aréno P, |
Some aotions are praiseuorthy ;
No vice i praisewortly ;

§ No viee 08 some action,
{ Some action is no vice.

From what T have now said, it will be seen that the Dictum de
Omui et de Nullo cannot afford the principle of the Second Figure.

The same errors of the logicians; on which I have alveady com-
mented, in supposing that the sumption or major premiise in this
figure must always be universal,—an error founded on another
error, that there is, (properly speaking), either sumption or sub-
sumption in this fignre at all,—this ervor, T say, has prevented them
recognising a mood corresponding to Baroco, the first Premise
being a particular negative, the second a universal affirmative, 7. e,

Baroco with its premises reversed. That this is competent is
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seen from the example of Baroco now given. Reversing it we
have :
[Some @ are not B; Some animals are not{any) oviparows ;
Al a are B, AL Oivels ave (some) oviparaous,
No oo i3 some d ; No fird is some an imui_;_ .
Stmne G areno 4, ) Some animal s no bird.

(¢) Avraor's SurkeME CANONS 0F CATEGORICAT SYLLOGISMS,

[The supreme Canon or Canons of the Categorical Syllogism,
finally adopted by Sir W. Hamilton, are as follow :—]

L “¥or the Unfigured Syllogism, or that in which the terms
compared do not stand to each other in the reciprocal relation of
subject and predicate, being, in the same proposition, either both
subjects or (possibly) both predicates,—the canon is:—In so fur
as bwo notions, (motions proper, or individuals), either bath agree, or
one agreeing, the other does not, with « common thivd notion ; in
8o far, these notions do or do not agree with each, other.”

[I. “ For the Fignred Syllogism, in which the terms compared
are severally subject and predicate, consequently, in reference fo
each other, containing and contained in the counter wholes of In-
tension and Extension ;—the canon is :— What worse relation of
subject and predicate subsists between either of two terms and w
common third term, with whiclk one, at least, is positively re-
lated ; that relation subsists between the two terms themselves.

# lach Ficure has its own Canon,

“Tirst Figare .— What warse rvelution of determining, (predi-
cate), and of determined, (subject), is held by either of two
notions to a third, with which one at least is positively related ;
that velation do they tmmediately, (divectly), hold to each other,
und indirvectly, u’_-mi.’zf?'rf{f-'f’a,'-. its converse

“Second Fignre ;— What worse relation of determined, (sub-
gect), 18 held by éither of two notions to a third, with which one
at least is positively related ; that relation do they hold indif-
Jerently to each other

“ Third Figure;— What worse relation of determining ( predi-
cate), is held by either of two notions to a third, with which one
ut least s positively related ; that relation do they hold indiffer-
ently to ewch other =

n Diwcasvions, pp. 664, 655.— K,
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(d) ULTRA-TOTAL. QUANTIFICATION OF Minpre TER.
(1) LaAMBERTS DOCTRINE.

Lambert, Newes Organon.

Dianoiologie, § 193. “If it be indetermined how far A does,
or does not, coincide with B, but on the other hand we know that
A and B, severally, make up more than half,# the individuals
under €, in that case it is manifest, that a [linear] notation is
possible, and that of the two following kinds :—

¢

~5

"

vy

e
“For since B and A are each greater thun the kalf of €, A is
consequently greater than C less by B; and in this ease, it is of

necessity that some A are
aceordingly so delineate :—

B, and some B are A#  We may

o

C
A

LY

et 4
i,
... b,

seeing that it is indifferent, whether'we commence with A or with
B, T may add, that the case which we have here considerad does
not frequently oceur, inasmuch as the comparative extension of
our several notions is a relation which remains wholly unknown.y
I, consequently, adduce this only as an example, that a legitimate
employment may certainly be made of these relations.”

= Tt is enough if either A or B ex-
ceed the hnlfy the other need be. only
half.  This, which Lambert heve and
Ligreafter overlooks, T huve elsewhen:
had oceasion to shiow. See below, p, 865,

8 In the original for A there is, by a
typographical erratun, €. See Ph.$ 208,

7 In veferonce to this staternent, see
above, Diy. § 179, and below, Ph. § 167,
where it i ropented and confirmed.  Lim-
bk might have added, thit, as we rarely
can employ this relation of the compara-
tive extension of our notions, it ia still
more mrely of anyimport thatwe shonld,
For in the two abstract, or siotional,
wholés, —ilie tawvo wholes corvelutive and

connter to each other, with whinh Liogia
is:always conversant, (the Universnl and
Formal),—if the extension be not coms
plate. it is of no consequence to note its
compurative amonnt. For Logie and
Philosophy tend always to an unexely.
sive genernlity ; and o general conghu:
gion is inyvalidated equally by o singlo
adverse instance as by & thousand, It
is only in the conerete ot véal whole,—
the whole quantitative or integrate, and,
whethir contimons or disorate, the
whole in which matherantics are exelu-
sively conversant, It Logic and Philo-
Aophy Htkle interested.—that thin rolu
tion is-of muy avadl orsignificance.
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Phimomenologie, § v. Of the Probable—

“§ 188, In so far as such propositions are particular, they may,
like all other particular propositions, be syllogistically employed ;
but no farther, unless we look to theiv degree of particularity, or
other proximate determination, some examples of which we have
adduced in the Dianoiologie, (§ 235 et seq.) Thus the degree of
particularity may render a syllogism valid, which, without this,
wauld be incompetent. For example —

Three-fourths of A are B;

Pwo-thirde of A are C ;
Therefore, some C are B.

The inference here follows, becanse three-fourths added to two-
thirds are greater than unity ; and, consequently, there must be,
at least, five-twelfths of A, which ave at once B and C.

«§ 204. In the Third Figure we have the middle term, subject
in both premises, and the conclusion, particular. If mow. the
subjects of the two premises be furnished with fractions [2.e. the 1
middle term on both sides], both premises remain, indeed, parti-
oular, and the conelusion, consequently, indetermined. But, inas-
much as, in both premises, the degree of particularity is determined,
there are ca
probability, but with certainty. Such a case we haye already
addneed, (§ 188). For, if both premises be affirmative, and the
suin of the fractions with which their subjects are furnished greater
than unity, in that ease a conclusion may be drawn. In this sort

s where the conelusion may be drawn not only with

we infer with certainty :—
Three-fourths of A are B;
Pwo-tlirds of A are C;

i - -
THierafore, some & are B,

“§ 205, If, however, the sum of the two fractions be less than
unity, as—
One-fourth of A are B
One-third of A are G,
in that ease there is no certainty in any affirmative conclusion,
[indeed in any conclusion at all]l. But if we state the premises
thus determinately,—
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Lliree-fourtls of A are not B 5
Twothirds of A are not b

in that ease, & negative conclusion may be drawn.  For, fron the
propositions,—

Phreefourths of A arenot B;
One-third of A ave O

there follows—Some C are not B, And this, again, beeause the
sum of the two fractions, (three-fourths added to one-third), is
greater than unity.” Andsoon; see the remainder of this section

and those following, till § 211,

(2). Aurgor’s DoCTRINE,

Aristotle, followed by the logicians, did not introduce into his
doctrine of syllogism any quantification between the absolutely
mniversal and the merely particular predesignations, for valid rea-
sons.—1% Such quantifications were of no value or application in
the one whole, (the universal, potential, logical), or, as T would
amplify it, in the two correlative and connter wholes, (the logieal,
and the formal, actual, metaphysical), with which Logic is con-
versant, For all that is out of classification,—all that has no vefer-
ence to genus and species, is out of Logic, indeed out of Philosophy ;
for Philosophy tends always to the universal and necessary. Thus
the highest canons of deductive reasoning, the Dicta de Omni et
de Nullo, were founded on, and for, the j)rOuerIuru from the umi-
versal whole to the subject parts; whilst, conversely, the principle
of inductive reasoning was established on, and for, the (real or pre-
sumed) collection of all the subject parts as constituting the uni- .
versal whole.—2°, The integrate or mathematical whole, on the
contrary, (whether continuous oy disercte), the philosophers con-
temmed.  For whilst, as Aristotle observes, in mathematics genus
and species are of no account, it is, almost exclusively, in the
mathematical whole, that quantities ave com pared together, throuel;
a middle term, in neither premise, equal to the whole. But this
reasoning, in which the middle term is uever universal, and the

VOL. 1I, 4
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conclugion always particular, is,—as vague, partial, and eontingent,
—of little or no value in philosophy. It was accordingly ignored
in Logic ; and the predesignations more, most, &e,, as 1 have suid,
referred to universal, or (as was most common) to particular, or to
neither, quantity.® This diserepancy among logicians long ago
attracted my attention ; and T saw, at once, that the possibility of
inference, considered absolutely, depended, exclusively on the fuan-
tifications of the middle term, in both premises, bein
more than its possible totality
the same time T was impressed—1°, With the almost utter mutility
of such reasoning, in a philosophieal relation ; and, 2°, Alarmed with
the load of valil moods which its recognition in Logic would in-
troduce. The mere quantification of the predicate, under the two
pure quantities of definite and indefinite, and the two qualities of
affirmative and negative, gives (abstractly) in each figure, thirty-
siz valid moods ; which, (if my present calculation be correct),
would be multiplied, by the introduction of the two hybrid or am-
biguous quantifications of @ majority and o half; to the fearful
amonnt of fowr h undred and eighty valid moods for each figure.
Though not, at the time, fully aware of the strength of these ob-
jections, they however prevented me from hreaking down the old
limitation ; but as my supreme canon of Syllogism proceeds on the
mere formal possibility of reasoning, it of course comprehends all
the legitimate forms of quantification. It is — What worst
velation of subject and predicate, subststs between either of two
terms and & common third term, with which one, at least, 18

a@, together,

it distribution, in any one. At

positively velated ;—that relation subsists between the two terms
themselves » in other words ;—I'n as far astwo nations both agree,
or, one agreeing, the other disagrees, with o common thivd nation;
—in so far, those notions agree or disagree with eaeh other. This
canon applies, and proximately, to all categorical syllogisms,—in
_extension and comprehension,—affirmative and negative,~and of
any figure. It determines all the varieties of such syllogisms: is
developed ‘into all their general, and supersedes all their special,
laws. In short, without violating this canon, 1o categorical rea-
soning can, formally, be wrong. Now this canon supposes, that

a [Of. Corvinug, Jnatit, Phil, . v. § Wallin, Instit. Fog, L. i e 4, . 100,
76, po 123, Teme, 1742 Reusch, 5thed—En.]
Wallis] [Reusch, Syst. Loy, § 360
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the two extremes are compared together through the same com-
mon middle ; and this eannot but be, if the middle, whether, sul-
Jeet or predieate, in both it quantifications together, exeeed its
totality, thongh not faken in that totality in either premise,

But, as I have stated, T was moved to the veconsideration of this
whole matter ; and it may -have been My De Morgan's syllogism
in our corréspondence, (. 19), which gave the suggestion. The
result was the opinion, that these two quantifications should be
taken into acconnt by Logie, as authentic forms, but then relegated,
as of little use in practice, and cumbering the science with a super-
fiuous mass of moods.* '

AUTHOR'S DOCTRINE—continued,

No syllogism can be formally wrong in which, (1%, Both pre-
mises are not negative : and, (2°), The quantifications of the middle
term, whether as subject or predicate, taken together, exceed the
quantity of that term taken in its whole extent. In the former
case, the extremes are not compared together ; in the latter, they
are not necessarily compared through the same third. These two
simple rules, (and they both flow from the one supreme law), being
obeyed, no syllogism can be bad ; let its extremes stand iu uny
relation to each other as major aud minor, or in any relation fo
the middle term. In other words, its premises may hold any
mutual subordination, and may be of any Iigure,

On my doctrine, Figure being only an unessential circumstance,
and every proposition being only an equation of its terms, we
may discount Figure, &e., altogether; and instead of the symbol
(mmm— ) marking subject and predicate, we might use the alge-
braical sign of equality (=).

The rule of the logicians, thatthe middle term should be once ab
least distributed, [or indistributable], (i. e, taken universally or sii-
gularly=definitely), is untrue. For it is sufficient if, in both the
premises together, its quantification be more than its quantity as a
whole, (Ultratotal). Therefore, a major part, (& more or maost), in
one premise, and a Aalf in the other, are sufficient to make it effoc-
tive. Itis enough for a valid syllogism, that the two extreme notions

= Extoct fiom 4 Zatter o A do p 41.—Ep,
Margo, Eep, from Siv 1, Hawilton,
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should, (or should not), of necessity, partially coincide in the third
or middle notion ; and this is necessarily shown to be the case, if
the one extreme coincide with the middle, to the extent of a half,
(Dimidiate Quantification) ; and the other, to the extent of aught
more than a half, (Ultradimidiate Quantification). The first
and highest quantification of the middle term (:)1s sufficient,
not only in combination with itself, bub with any of all the three
inferior. The second (., ) suffices in combination with the high-
est, with itself, and with the third, but not with the lowest. The
third (. ) suffices in combination with either of the higher, but not
with itself, far less with the lowest. The fourth and lowest ()
suffices only in combination with the highest. [1. Definite ; 2.
Indefinito-definite; 3. Semi-definite ; 4. Indefinite |

(15t March 1847 —Very carefully authenticated.)
There are 4 quantities (, | |+, | =), affording (4 x 4), 16 pos-
sible double quantifications of the middle term of a syllogism.

1 ,.__'—\
Of these 10 are legitimate equivalents, (: M: | :M., | ., M
4 4 G

M| M i, [, Ma |, M., ], Mo M.,); and 6
illegitimate, as nof, together, l!(‘LL.‘:hdlll_\_r' exceeding the quantiby
of that term, taken once in its full extent (., M, | , M., | M. |
oM, [ M|, M)

Fach of these 16 quantified middle terms affords 64 possible
moods 3 to wit, 16 affirmative, 48 negafive; legitimate and ille-
gitimate.

Altogether, these 16 middle terms thus give 256 affirmative and
768 negutive moods ; which, added together, malke up 1024 moods,
lesitimate and illegitimate, for each figure. TFor all three figures
= J072

The 10 legitimate quantifications of the middle term afford; of
legitimate moods, 160 affirmative and 320 negative (=480) t.e.
each 16 affirmative and 32 negative moods, (=48); besides of
illegitimate moods, from double negation, 160, 7. e, each 16. The
6 illegitimate quantifications afford, of affirmative moods, 96 ; of
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simple negative moods, 192; of double negative moods, 96 (=
384).  Adding all the illegitimates— 544.

The 1024 moods, in each figure, thus afford, of legitimate, 480
moods, (1440 for all 3 Figs) ; being of affirmative 160 (480 for 3
Figs.), of negative 320 (960 for 3 Figs.), of illegitimate 544 moods ;
there being excluded in each, from inadequate distribution alone,
(§), 268 moods, (viz. 96 affirmative 192 negative) ; from double
negation alone, (1), 160 moods ; from imadequate distribution and
double negation together, (§1), 96 moods.

(8). MyEMONIC VERsES.

A it affirms of this, these, all—
Whilst B denies of any

I, it affirms, whilst O denies,
Of some (or few or many),

Thus A affirms, as F denies,
And definitely either :

Thus T affirms, as O denies,
Anid definitely neither.

A half, left semi-definite,
Is worthy of its score ;

U, then, affirms, as Y denies,
This, neither less nor more.

Indefinito-definites,
To Ul and YO we come ;

And that affirms, and this denies,
Of more, most, (half plus gome.)

UTand YO may be ealled Indefinito-definite, cither, (17), Because
they approximate to the whole or definite, [forming] more than its
moiety, or, (27), Because they include a half, which, in a certain
sense, may be regarded as definite, and something, indefinite, over
and above.
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VIL—INDUCTION AND EXAMPLE.
{See above, vol, i, p, 318)
() QUOTATIONS FROM AUTHORS.

L—AnrisToTLE,

Aristotle, Prior Analytics, B. ii. ¢. 23, After stating that ““we
believe all things either throngh [deductive] Syllogism or from In-
duction,” he goes on to expound the nature of this latter process.

% Now. Induetion, and the Syllogism from Induction, is the
inferring one extreme, [the major], of the middle through the
other; if, for instance, B is the middle of A O, and, through C,
we show that A inheres in B, Thus do we institute Inductions.
In illostration :—Let A be long-lived, B, wanting-lnle, and C,
andividual long-lived animals, as man, horse, mule, &e. A, then,
inheves in the whole of O, (for all animal without bile is [at least
some| long-lived) ; but B, wanting bile, also [partially, at least]
inheres in all C.¢  If now C reciprocate with B, and do not go
beyond that middle; [if C and B, subject and predicate, are each

& T have, however, donbts whether
the example which now stands in the
Orgauon, be that which Avistotle him-
self proposed. It appeavs, at least, to
have been considerably modified, pro-
bibly to bring it neaver to what was
subzequently supposed to be the truth,
This [ infer as likely from the Commens-
tary of Ammonius on the Peior Ana-
Iytiva, oceasionally interpolated by, and
thus ervoneously quoted under the
name of a posterior oritie,—Jounnes,
aurnamed Philoponus, &e. His words
ard, in reference to Aristotle, as follows:
—** He wishes, throngh an example, to
illustrate the Tnductive process; itis of
this intent. TLet A be loglived ; B,
wanting biles G, a8 grow, and the iz,

Now ha Snys— that the crow and the atag,
being: animals withont bile and long-
lived; thorefore, animal wanting bile is
long-lived, Thus, through the last [or
minor], do we conneet the middle term
with th [mujor] estreme. For T argue

thus: —the individual animals wanting
bile ape [all] long:
[all] animals wanting bile ave long-lived."
F. 107, n. ed Ald. Compare also the
groatly later Leo Magentiuug, on the
Prioy Analytics, 1. 41, o, od. Ald.  On
Ehe ‘age of Magent
Saxiua and Fabricius)) vary, from the
eeventh century to the fourteenth. Te

lived: -‘rlll.-r_n!xu-lli]_\‘.

inny, historians (as

wos certainly subseqnent to. Michael
Pasllus, junior, whom he quobes, and,
thevefore, nob before the emnd of the
eleventl century ; whilst his ipnorance
of the dootrive of Conversion, introduced
by Boethius, may show that he could
havdly have been so recent as the four-
teenth.

Avistotle, De Part. Animel, (L. iv. e.
2), suys;, “in some animals the gall
[bladder] is absolutaly wanting, asin the
horse, mule, ass, stag, and roet, . . It
is, therefore, evident thut the gall serves
no useful purpose, but is o mere exers-
tion. Wherefore those of the anclients say
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all the other], it is of necessity that A, [some, at least), should

inhere in [all] B, For it has been previonsly shown,e that if iy
two [notions] inhere in the same [remote notion], and if the
middle# reciprocate with cither [or with both]; then will the
other of the predicates [the syllogism being in the third figure]
inhere in the co-reciprocating extreme. But it belioves us to con-
ceive Cas a complement of the whole individuals ; for Induction
has its inference through [as it is of] ally

well, who declare that the cause of lon-
gevity s the nbeence of the gall; and tisds
from {lelr observation of the solidun-
gula and deer, for animals of these
clnsses want the gall,and are longdived,”
Hint. i, L, i, e, 11, Selo, 18, Seal. 15
vul. Noticea that some animals have,
others want, the gall bladder, (xoaAd, v.
Sehun, i p. 106), st theliver, Of thelatter,
among viviparous quadrupeds, he notices
stag, voe, horse, mule, uss, &, Of birds
who have the gall-bladder apart from
the Tiver and attached to the intestines,
he notices the pigeon, crow, &o.

= Avistotle refers to the chaptér im-
medintely proceding, which treafa of the
Reciprocation of Terms, and in that to
the Afth rule which he gives, and of the
following purport. * Again, when A and
Binhere inall C [Le. 01l € is A and iz B],
and when, C reciprocates [iie is of the
same extension and comprehension] with
1B, it is necessary that A should inhere in
all B [i.e. thatall B should be A7 "

B For dpov, 1 read péoor; bub per-
haps the true lection iz—mpds wovre
Gdrepoy abrady vmwTpédm Tév  Ekpaw.
The necessity of an emendation becomes
manifest from the slightest consideration
of the context. In fact, the comimon
reading yields only nonsense ; and this
on gundry grounds.—1°, Theve are three
things to which 8drepor iz here appli-
cable, and yet it can only apply to two.
But if limited, as limited it must be,
to the two inherents; two absurdities
smerge. 2° For the middle, or oommon,
notion, in which both the others inhere,
tlia, in fact, here exclusively wanted, is
alone exeluded. 8% One, too, of the in-

herentsismadetoreciproonte with etther
that is, with itself, or other, £°, Of'the
two inherents, the minor extreme is that
which, on Aristotle's dostrine of Indue-
tion, I8 alone considered as reciprocating
with the middle or common term. But,
in Avistotle’s language, 7d txpov, © The
‘etreme,” s (like % wpdraos, Lhe Piv-
position in the common lauginge of the
logivians) a synonyme for the mujor, in
opposition to, and in exolusion of, the
minor, term.  Tn the two short covre-
lative chapters, the present and that
which immediately follows, on Indue-
tion and on Example, the expression, be-
sides the instance in question, ocours at
leéast seven times; and inall as the major
term.—35°, The emendation i3 required
by ftlie domonstration itself, to which
Aristotle rvefers, If is found in the
chapter immediately precoding (§ §);
and is a8 follows :—" Again, when A and
Binhere in all C; and when € recipro-
cates with B ; it necessarily followa that
A should [partially, at least], inheve in
all B. For whilst A [some, st least], in-
heres in all C; and [all] C, by reason of
their reciprocity, inberes in [all] B; A
will gleo [some, ot least], inhere in all
B."  The mood here given ia viii. of our
Table. (See below, Appendix XT))

v This requisite of Logieal Induction,
—that it should be thought as there-
silt of an agreement of all the indivi-
duals or parts,—ia further shown by
Aristotle’ in the chapter fmmedintely
following, in which he tvents the reason-
ing from Hxample. See passage quoted
on this page (§ 5),
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“ This kind of syllogism is of the primary and immediate pro-
position.  For the reasoning of things mediate is, through their
medium, of things immediate, through Induction. And in a cer-
tain sort, Induction is opposed to the [Deductive] Syllogism. For
the latter, through the middle term, proves the [major] extreme
of the third [or minor] ; whereas the former, through the third, [or
minor term, proves] the [ major| extreme of the middle. Thus,
[absalutely], in nature, the syllogism, throngh & medium, is the
prior and more notorions ; but [velatively ] to us, that through Tn-
duction is the clearer,”

dn. Pr, Lioii, e 24 Of Example.— § 1. “ Example emerges,
when it is shown that the [major] extreme inheres in the middle,
by something similar to the third [or minor term] . . o §4
Thus it is manifest that the Example does not hold the relation
either of a whole to part [Deduction], nor of a part to whole
[Induction], but of part to part; when both are contained under
the same, and one is more manifest than the other. § 5. And
[Exemple] differs from Induction, in that this, from all the indi-
viduals, shows that the [major] extreme inheres in the middle, and
does not [like Deduction] hang the syllosism on the major ex-
treme ; whereas that both hangs the syllogism [on the major ex-
treme], and does not show from all the individuals [that the major
extreme is inherent in the minor. |”

An. Post, L. i . 1, § 3—*“The same holds true in the case of
reasonings, whether through [Deductive] Syllogisms or through
Induction ; for both accomplish the instruction they afford from
information foreknown, the former receiving it as it were from the
tradition of the intelligent, the latter manifesting the universal
through the light of the individual.” (Pacii, p. 413._See the rest of
the chapter),

An, Pos, L. 1 ¢ 18, § 1.—“But it is manifest that, if
any sense be wanting, some relative seience should be wanting
likewise, this it being now impossible for us to apprehend.  For
we learn everything either by induction or by demonstration.
Now, demonstration is from universals, and mduction from parti-

enlavs «+  but it is impossible to speculate the wuniversal unless
through induction, seeing that even the products of abstraction
will become known to us by induction.”
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A, Avistotle’s Errors regarding Induetion.

Not making Syllogism and jts theory superior and common to
both Deductive and Inductive reasonings,

A corollary of the preceding is the reduction of the genus Syllo-
gism to its species Deductive Syllogism, and the consequent con-
tortion of Induction to Deduction.

B. Omissions,

Omission of negatives,

Of both terms reciprocating.

C.  Ambiguities, 5

Confusion of Individuals and Particnlar. See Scheibler, [Opera
Logica, P. iii. De Prap,, c. vi, tit. 3, 5.—En.]

Confusion or non-distinetion of Major or Minor extremes,

The subsequent observations are intended only to show out
Aristotle’s anthentic opinion, which T hold to be substantially the
true doctrine of Induction; to expose the multiform errors of hig
expositors, and their tenth and ten times tenth repeaters, wonld be
at onee a tedious; superfluous, and invidious labour. 1 shall, first
of all, give articulately the correlative syllogisms of Induction and
Deduction which Aristotle had in his eye ; and shall employ the
example which now stands in the Organon, for, though physio-
logically false, it is, nevertheless, (as a supposition), valid, in illus-
tration of the logical process.

ARISTOTLE'S CORRELATIVE SYLLOGIEMS.

(a) Or InnUCTION, (6) OF DepucTioy,

AL O (man, Tovse, miele, &) is AU B (manting-bile) 4a some A
some A (long-lived) ; (long-léved) ;

AU C (marn, horse, muls, &c.) is AW (man, horse, mule, &) s
all B (wanting-bile) ; all B (wanting-bile) ;

AU B (wanting-bile) is some A AU O (man, horse, mule, &e.) is
(long-lived), some A (long-lived),

A, —=:0(p,qr&e): =B A, ————:B: —= 1 C(p, g, v, &0.)
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These syllogisms, though of different figures, fall in the same
mood ; in onr table they ave of the eighth mood of the third and
fivst Figures, Both unallowed. (See Ramus, quoted below, p.363),

The Inductive syllogism in the first figure given by Schegkius,
Pacius, the Jesuits of Coimbra, and a host of subsequent repeaters,
is altogether incompetent, so far as meant for Aristotle’s correla-
tive to his Inductive syllogism in the third. Neither directly nor
indirectly does the philosopher refer to any Inductive reasoning
in any other fignre than the thivd. And he is vight ; for the third
is the fisure in which all the inferences of Induction naturally
. To reduce such reasonings to the fitst figure, far more to the
second, is felt as a contortion, as will be found from the two fol-
lowing instances, the one of which is Aristotle’s example of In-
duetion, reduced by Pacius to the first figure, and the other the
same example reduced by me to the second. T have taken cave
also to state articulately what are distinetly thonght,—the guanti-
fications of the predicate in this reasoning, ignored by Paecius and
logicians in general, and admitted only on compulsion, among
others, by Derodon, (below, p. 363), and the Coimbra commen-
tator.a

ARISTOTLE'S INDUCTIVE SYLLOGISM IN FIGURES.

{c). Fig. L (). Fig. 11
AU (men, !:'.ru'n.-‘, nitele, &el) s Some A n\'fr'ln‘-hh’{‘r.nl’-ﬁ s ol O
some A (long-lived) ; (man, horse, mule, &¢.) ;
All B (wanting-bile) w all O All B (wanting-bile) is all O
(meie, hovee, mule, &e.) ; (e, horse, mule, &e.)
AUB (wanting-bile) i3 some A All B (wanthig-bile) 15 some A
(long-lived). (Long-Lived),

IT.—PACHYMERES.

Pachymeres, Epitome of Aristotle’s Logie, (Title viil. ¢l 3,
c. 1280). — “ Induction, too, is celebrated as another instrument
of philosophy. It is more persuasive than Deductive reasoning ;
for it proposes to infer the universal from singulars, and, if
possible, from all. But as this is frequently impossible, indivi-

a [Jr?’i An, Prior,; L. il p- 408, CE (1544). Tusen, Comgp, Phil. Logiéea, t.
Pevionius; Dialectiea, L. i p. 856 I 1. iii, ¢. 1, p. 115)
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duals ‘being often in mumber infinite, there has been found a
method throngh which we may accomplish an Tnduction, from
the observation even of a fow, For, after enumerating as many
as we can, we are entitled to call on our adversary to state on
his part, and to prove. any opposing instances. Should he do
this, thew [for, “data instantia, cadit induetio’] he prevails ; but
shotild he not; then do we suceeed in our Induction, But Induction
is brought to bear in the third figure : for in this figure is it origi-
vally cast. Should, then, the minor premise be converted, so tht
the middle be now predieated of all the minor extremes, as that
extreme was predicated of all the middle; in that case, the con-
clusion will be, ot of some, but of all. [In induction] the first
figure, therefore, arvises from conversion—from conversion of the
minor premise—and this, too, converted into all, and not into
some. But [an inductive syllogism] is drawn in the third figure,
as follows :—TLet it be supposed that we wish to prove,—every
animal moves the lower jaw. With that intent, we place as
terms :—the major, moves the wnder jaw ; the minor, [all] ani-
mal ; and, lastly, the middle, all contained under amimal, so that
these contents veciprocate with all animal, And it is thus perfected
[7] in the fivst figure, as follows :—To move the lower jawis predi-
cated of all individual animals ; these all are predicated of all
animal; therefore, moving the lower jaw is predicated of all ani-
mal. In such sort induction is accomplished,”

ITI.—RaAmMTS.

Ramus, Scholee Dialectice, L. viii. ¢. 11, “ Quid vero sib in-
ductio perobsenre [ Aristoteli] declaratur: nee ab interpretibus intel-
ligitur, quo modo syllogismus per medium concludat majus extre-
mum de minore: inductio majus de medio per minus.” Ramus has
confirmed his doctrine by his example. For, in his expositions, he
himself is mot correct,

IV.—DEroDON,

Derodon, Logica Restitwta, 1659, p. 602.  Philosophia Con-
tracte, 1664, Logice, p. 91, “ Induction is the argumentation in
which, from all the particulars, their universal.s inferred ; as—
Firve, aiv, water, earth, are bodies ; therefore, every element
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s body. Tt is recalled, however, to syllogism, by assnming all
the particulars [including singulars] for the middle term, in this
manner i—Fiye, airy water, and earth are bodies ; but fire, air,
water, and earth are every element ; therefore, every element s
body. Again :—The head, chest, feet, &c, are diseased ; buf
the head, chest, feet, &c., are the whole animal : therefore, the
whole anvmal is diseased. Thus Induction is accomplished, when,
by the enumeration of all the individuals, we conclude of the
species what holds of all its individuals ; as— Pefer, Paul, James,
&e., are rational; thevefore, all man is rational; orwhen, by the
enumeration of all the species, we conelude of the genus what holds
of all its species ; as—Man, ass, horse, de., are sensitive ; there-
Jore, all animal s sensitive ; or when, by the enumeration of all
the parts, we conclude the same of the whole : as—Head, cliest,
Jeet, &e., are diseased ; therefore, the whole animal is diseused.”

V—TirE COLLEGE 0F ALCALA.

A curious error in regard to the contrast of the Inductive and
the Deductive syllogism stands in the celebrated Cursus Conypli-
tensis,—in the Disputations on Aristotle's Dialectie, by the Car-
melite College of Alcala, 1624, (L. iii. c. 2). We there find sur-
rendered Arvistotle’s distinctions as accidental. Induction and
Deduction ave recognised, each as both ascending and deseending,
as both from, and to, the whole ; the essential difference between
the processes being taken, in the existence of a middle term for
Deduction, in its non-existence for Induction. The following is
given as an example of the descending syllogism of Induction :—
All men arve animals; therefore, this, and this, and this, dre., man
48 an animal. An ascending Inductive syllogism is obtained from
the preceding, if reversed. Now all this is a mistake, The syllo-
gism here stated is Deductive ; the middle, minor, and major
terms, the minor premise and the conclusion being confounded
together. Expressed asit ought to be, the syllogism is as follows:—
All men are (some) animals ; this, and this, and this, &e., are
(constitute) all men ; therefore, this, and this, and this, d&c., are
(some) andinal. Here the middle term and three propositions re-
appear ; whilst the Deductive syllogism in the first figure yields, of
course, on its reyversal, an Inductive syllogism in the third,
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The vulgar errors, those 4ill latterly, at least, prevalent in this
country,—that Induction is a syllogism in the Mood Barbara of
the first figure, (with the minor or the major premise usually sup-
pressed) ; and still more that from a some in the antecedent, we
ean logically induce an afl in the conclusion ;—these, on their own
account, are errors now hardly deserving of notice, and have been
already sufficiently exposed by me, upon another occasion, (Edin-
burgh Review, LVIL p, 224 et seq)) [Discussions, p. 158 et seq.
—Ep.]

VI—FACOIOLATT,

Facciolati, Rudimentw Lagica, P. iii. c. 8, defines Induction
as “a reasoning without a middle, and concluding the universal
by an enumeration of the singulars of which it is made up.” His
examples show that he took it for an Enthymeme—< Prudence,
Temperance, Fortitude, &c., are good habits, [Zhese constitute all
virtud] ; therefore; [edl] wirtue s @ habit”

VIIL—LAMBERT,

Lambert, Neues Organon, i. § 287. “When, in consequence of
finding a certain attribute in all things or cases which pertain to p
class or species [genus (2)], we are led to affirm this attribute of
the notion of the class or genus ; we are said to find the attribute
of a class or genus through induction. There is no doubt that
this suceeeds, so soon as the induction is complete, or so soon as we
have ascertained that the class or species A contains under it no
other cases than G, D, E, F,...... M, and that the attribute B ocenrs
in each of the cases O, D, E, ¥.......M. This process now pre-
sents a formal syllogism in Ouspida. TFor we thus reason—

C,aswell as D, B, V... M aveall B
But A gseither CQ, or D, or B, or F.........or M ;
Consequently, all A are B,

“The example previously given of the syllogistic mood Cts-
pida, may here sevve for illustration. For, to find whether every
syllogism of the Second Figure be negative, we go through its seve-

al moods. 'These are Cesave, Cumestres, Festino, Buroco, Now
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both the first conclude in E, both the last in O. But Eand O are
negative, consequently all the four, and herewith the S8econd Fignre
in general, conelude negatively.e As, in most cases, it is very diffi-
cult to render the minor proposition, which hag the disjunctive
predicate for its middle term, complete, there are, therefore, com-
petent very few perfect inductions. The imperfect are [logically]
worthless, since it is not in every case allowable to arene from
some to all. And even the perfect we eschew, whensvever the
conclusion can be deduced immediately from the notion of the
genus, for this inference is a shorter and more heautiful.”

Strictures on Lambert's doetrine of Induetion.

1%, In making the minor proposition disjunctive.

2°, In making it particnlar.

3% In making it a minor of the First Figure instead of the
Third.

Beiter a categorical syllogism of the Third Figure, like Aris-
totle, whom he does not seem to have been aware of. Refuted by
kis own doctrine in § 230,

The recent CGermun Logicians,8 following Lambert, (V. Org.
L § 287), make the inductive syllogism a byeword. Lambert's
example : —“C, as well as D, B, F......M, all are B: but A
is either C, or D, or B. or Fycouo 0r M; thereforve, all A 4s B
Or, to adapt it to Aristotle's example :(—Man, as well as horse,
mode, &e., all wre long-lived animals ; but amimal void of gall ¥s
either man, or horse, vy mule, &e, 5 therefore, all animal void of
gall is long-lived.

This, I find, was an old opinion ; and is well invalidated by the
commentators of Louvain.y

= It is given in § 285, as follows :— thut the singulars in the Inductive syllo-
“Lhoaytlogisms, az well in Ceswre an fn gism should be thumenited by a disjune-
Cluinestyes, Featino, and Baroeo, are all tive conjunction, in so much that the
negative ; promises of such a syllogism are com-
* Now every syllogism of the Second monly wont fto be thus cast:— What-
Figurs 4¢ cither in Ceaare, or Camestres, soover ¢ Jokn, or Peter, oF Panl. ., i

or Lesting, or Bavoeo ; capable of instruction, But they err,
 Convequently every syllogimm n the not observing that the previous proposi-
wepond Figuve is negative,” tion is manifestly equivalent to the fol-
A As Hevbart, Lehvbueh der Logiky, § lowing,—Jolw, and Peter, and Paul,
64, Twesten, Drobisal, 17, Ritter, ., are pupable of tustructivi® (Lo-

7 Limaware of ths opinion of mnny,  vanienses, Com. fu dn. Pry L. it to
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The only inducement to the disjunctive form is, that the predicate
is exhausted without the predesignation of universality, and the
First Figure attained. But as these crotchets have been liero
refuted, therefore, the more natural, &e.

Some logicians, as Oxford Crakanthorpe, (Logica, 1. iii, ¢, 20,
published 1622, but written long before), hold that Induction ean
only be recalled to a Hypothetical syllogism. As—1If Sophooles
be risible, ikewise Plato and all other wien, then all man is risible ;
but Socrates is risible, likewise Plato and all other men; therefore,
all man ds risible. Against the Categorical syllogism in one or
other fignre he argues;: —*“This is not a universal categorical, because
hoth the premises are singular; nor a singular categorical, becanse
the conclusion is universal” It is sufficient to say, that, though
the suljects of the premises be singular, (Crakanthorpe does
not contemplate their being particular), as supposed to be all the
constituents of a species or relatively universal whole, they are
equivalent to that speeies ; their universality, (though contrary to
Aristotle’s canon), is, indeed, overtly declared, in one of the pre-
mises, by the universal predesignation of the predicate. Our
author further adds, that Induction cannot be a categorical syl-
logism, beeause it contains fowr terms; this quaternity being

G e 2, p. 286, ed 15473 lstoed, AN that ia Socvates, or Plato, (and w0
1556).  This here eaid of the mnjor of others), rims  but all man s Sociates,
is true of Lambert’s minor. The Lou- or Plate, (and s0 of others); thergfore; afl
vain masters refer probably [to Ver- man runs.  And these singulis ought
sor, &o.] This doctrine, —that the to be taken digjunctively, and disjune:

Inductive syllogism sliould be drawn
in o digjunctive forto,—was commeonly
held, especiaily by the scholastic com-
mentators on Petrus Hispanus, Thus
Versor, (to take the books at hand),
whose Ewposition fivst appeared in 1487,
saya—* In the fourth place, Indyction
is thusTeduced tosyllogism, seeing that,
in theconelugion of the Induction, there
are two terms of which the sabject forms
the minor, and the predicate the major,
extreme in the syllogism ; whilst the
singulnrs; which have mo place in the
conclusion, constitute the middle term.
Thus the Inductioh— Socratea runs,
Plats vung, (and 20 of other men) ; there-
Jore, all man rung,—ig thus vedieed &

tively, not computatively, veritied of
their universal "—(fn, Hisp. Summul,
Tr. v.)

The same doctrine s held in the Re-
parationes of Arnoldus de Tungerd and
the Masters Hegent in the Burse (or
College) of 8t Lawrenee, in Cologne,
1406, (Tr. §i, 0. 11, See. Pri.)

1t ig also maintained in the Copuluie
of Lambertus de Monte, and the other
Tegents in the Buvsa Montis of Uologne,
1490. They give theéir reasons, which
are, however, not worth stating und re.
futing.

But Tartaretus, neither in his Com-
mentaries on Hispanus nor on Aris-
totle, mentivns this doctring
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made by the “all men,” (in his example), of the premises being
considered ad different from the “all man” of the conclusion.
This is the veriest trifling. The difference is wholly factitious :
all man, all men, &e., are virtually the same ; and we may in-
differently use either or both, in premises and conelusion,

(b) MaTERIAL INDUCTION,

Material or Philosophical Tnduction is not so simple as com-
monly stated, but consists of two syllogisms, and two deductive
syllogisms, and one an Epicheirema. Thus :—

L—What s found true of some constituents of @ natural cluss,
18 10 be yesumed. trie of the whole ¢lass, (for nature is always
untform) ;@ o’ a’ are some constituents gf the class A ; theref
what s true of w o a” s 4o be preswmed true of A.

IL—What is true of @ o @' is to be presumed, true of A ;
bui z 48 true of a @’ o ; therefore, z is true of A.

It will be observed, that all that is here inferred is only a pre-
sumption, founded, 1° On the supposed uniformity of nature;
2% That A is a natural elass y 9% On the truth of the observation
that @ @’ @ are really constituents of that elass A - and, 4%, That
2 is an essential quality, and not an aceidental. If any be false,
the reasoning is naught, and, in regard to the second, @ a” @’

.:I,be}!

I |-5"."hr‘f.'.’.l,
cannot represent A, (all), if in any instance it i
* Data instantic cadit tnductio™
an undistributed middle,

s found untrue,
In that case the syllogism has
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VIIL

HYPOTHETICAL AND DISJUNCTIVE REASONING—

IMMEDIATE INFERENCIL
A —AUTHOR'S DOCTRINE—TRAGMENTS,
(See above, Vol. I p. 326.)

All Mediate inference is one ; that incorrectly called Categori-
cul ; for the Conjunctive and Disjunctive forms of Hypothetical
reasoning are reducible to immediate inferences.

§ L
not granted or supposed, is implicitly contained in something
diffevent, which is granted or supposed.

§3

Inference,
(Sulject and Pradicate quantified,)

Recognised,
as Propositional.
( Immedinte ; (Various.)
of which some
kinds are Disjunetive,
Not recognised, Hypo-
as Syllogistie, thetical.
Conjunctive,
a) Unfigured. &
4) Aﬂﬂ]ytic.‘ E,
Mediate ; F. L |% =
Syllogism Proper, b} Figured, £
(Categoricuf) J (Intensive { F. II (&
B) Synthetic. or Exten- =
sive)in (F IIL | =

Reasoning is the showing out explicitly that a proposition,

What is granted or supposed is either a single proposition,

or more than a single proposition. The Reasoning, in the former
case, is Immediate, in the latter, Mediate,

The proposition implicitly contained, may be stated first

or last. The Reasoning, in the former case, is Analytic, in the
latter, Synthetic,

Observations—§ 1. “ A proposition,” not a truth ; for the pro-
position may not, absolutely considered, be true, but relatively
to what is supposed its evolution, is and must be necessary,
All Reasoning is thus hypothetical ; hypothetically true,

Vol

a Reprigted from Doewssions, p, 656.—En,
uw TL 2 A
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though absolutely what contains, and, consequently, what is
vontgined, may be false.®
Observations—S 2. Examples ; Tmmediate—If A s B, then
B is A ; Mediate—If A 1s B, and B is O, then A is C:
Observations.—§ 3. Examples: Analytie—B 1s A, for A @5 B;
A is @ for AdsB, and Bis C. Synthetic—Ads B ; there-
Jore, Bis Ay A is B, and B is C; therefore, A is C.

ON THE NATURE AND DIVISIONS OF INFERENCE OR SYLLOGISM
IN GENLERAL
(November 1848.)

I. Tnference, what v @

IL. Inferenceis of three kinds ; what I would call the—1°, Comi-
mutative; 2°, Enplicative ; and, 3°, Comparative.

1%, In the first, one proposition is given; and required what are
its formal commutations ?

2°, In the second, two or more connected propositions are given,
under certain conditions, (therefore, all its species are conditionals) ;
and required what ave the formal results into which they may be
explicated. OFf this genus there ave two species,—the one the Dis-
junctive Conditional, the obther the Conjunctive Conditional. In
the Disjunctive, (the Disjunctive also of the Logicians), two or
more propositions, with identical subjects or predicates, are given,
under the disjunctive condition of a ecounter quality, ¢. e. that
one only shall be affirmative ; and it is required what is the
result in case of one or other being affirmed, or one or more denied.
(Excluded Middle) 1In the Conjunctive, (the Hypotheticals of
the Jogicians), two or more propositions, convertible or eontradic-
tory, with undetermined uality, are given, under the conjunctive
condition of a correlative quality, . e that the affirmation or

« That all logical resgoning is hypo-
thetical, and that Categorical Syllogism
8 I'\'{lllj’, and in a higher !-‘vi;:._‘niﬁ\.'.'.lli‘.‘ll,
hypothetical, see Maimon, Versuch siner
newen Logik, § vi. 1., pp. 82, 88, I Rein-
hold; Logdk, § 108, p. 253 ef seq, Smig-
locius, Zogicn, Disp, xiii., q. 5, p. 495,(1st
ed. 1616).

On the nature of the Necessity in Syl-
logistic Inference; distinction of Formal
nnd Matorial Necessity, or of nevessitas

§
§

dpnsequentice and necgesitar conseqien iy,
see Scotius, Queestiones, Super f','f-u-r-fu,:f_.
qu. iv., p. 227, ed. 1839, and that all
inference hypothetical, I'n An. Prior,
Lo il qu. i p, 381, Apuleins, D¢ Hab.
Doet. Plat., p. 34, Aristotle, An. Prior,
3 5. Bmiglecius, Logica, loe. it

L 82, §
Balforeus, fn Arist. Org., An. Prior, i,
t. 8, p. 454, 1616, [See also Digcussions,
p. 148, note.—En.]
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negation of one being determined, determines the corresponding
affirmation or negation of the other or others ; and it is required
what is the result in the varions possible cases, (Identity and
Contradiction, not Sufficient Reason, which in Logic is null as &
separate law).

3% In the third, three terms are given, two or one of which are
positively rvelated to the third, and required what are the relations
of these two terms to each other?®

I All inference is hypothetical

IV, Tt has been a matter of dispute among logicians whether
the class which I eall Eaplicative, (viz. the Hypothetical and Dis-
Junctive Syllogisms), be of Mediate or Immediate inference. The
immense majority hold them to be mediate ; & small minerity, of
which T recollect only the names of Kant, [Fischer, Weiss, Bouter-
wek, Herbart],8 hold them to be immediate,

The dispute is solved by a distinetion. Categorical Tnference is
mediate, the medinm of conclusion bein £ a term ; the Hypothetical
and Disjunctive syllogisms are mediate, the medinm of conelusion
being a proposition,—that which T eall the Explication. So far
they both agree in being mediate, but they differ in four points.
The first, that the medium of the Comparative syllogism isa term ;
of the Explicative a proposition. The second; that the medinm of
the Comparative is one ; of the Explicative more than one, The
third, that in the Comparative the medium is always the same; in
the Explicative, it varies according to the various conclusion. The
fourth, that in the Comparative the medium never enters the con-
clusion ; whereas, in the Explicative, the same proposition is reei-
procally medium or conclusion.

V. Logicians, in general, have held the Explicative class to be
composite syllogisms, as compared with the Categoric ; whilst a

& A better statoment of the thras dif-
ferent processes of Reasoning.

L. Given a proposition ; commutative:
—what ave the inferences which its ot
mutations afford 1

IL. Given fwo or more propositions 3
velated and conditionally;—what are
the inferences which the relative pro-
positions, esplicated under these oom-
ditiona, afford §

III. Given three notions: two re-
lafed, and nt least one positively, toa

third j—swhat are the inferenoes nfforded
in the relations to each other;which this
comparison of the two notions to the
third determines?

[ Kant, Logik, § 75. Boutarwek,
Lehrbuch dev philosophischen Vorkennt:
nisse, §100, p, 1568, 2d ed 1820, Fischer,
Lagik, e v. §§ 99, 100, p. 187, Weiss,
Logik, §§ 210, 251, Herbart, Lehrbuok
sur Binleitung in dig Phitosophis, § B4,
p. 87, 1814.]
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few have held them to be more simple,. This dispute avises from
each party taking a partial or one-sided view of the two classes.
In one point of view, the Explicative are the more complex, the
Comparative the more simple. In another point of view, the
reverse holds good.

Our Hypothetical and Disjunctive Syllogisms may be reduced
to the class of Explicative or Conditional. The Hypotheticals
should be ecalled, as they were by Boethins and ofhers, Con-
junctive, in contrast to the co-ordinate species of Disjunctive.
Hypothetical, as a name of the species, ought to be abandoned.

The Conjunctives ave conditional, inasmuch as negation or affir-
mation is not absolutely asserted, but left alternative, and the quality
of one proposition is made dependent on another., They are, how-
ever, not properly stated, The first proposition,—that contain-
ing the condition,—yhich T would call the Eaplicand, should be
thus enounced: As B, so A :—or, As Bis, sots A; or, As U s
B, s0 s B A. Then follows the proposition containing the expli-
cation, which I would eall the Eeplicative; and, finally, the
proposition embodying the result, which 1 would call the K-
plicate.

They are ecalled Conjunctives from their conjoining two con-
vertible propositions in a mutual dependence, of which either may
be made antecedent or consequent of the other.

Digjunctive Syllogisms ave conditional, inasmuch as a notion is
not abgolutely asserted as subject or predicate of another or others,
but alternatively conjoined with some part, but only with some
part, of a given plurality of notions, the affirmation of it with one
part involving its negation with the others. The first proposition,
containing the condition, T wounld call the Eaplicand, and so forth
as in the Conjunctives. They are properly called Disjunctives.

DisTrIBUTION 0OF REASONINGS.

(Nov. 1848)—Inference may be thus distributed, and more fully
and aceurately than T have seen. It is either, (L) Immediate, that
is, without a middle term or medinm of comparison ; or (I1.) Me-
diate, with such a medium.a

a [Cf. Fonseca, Instit. Dial,, L. wi. Philosophie Quadripartite, Dialectica.
o, 1, st ed. 1564 Eustaching, Swmme P, ili. tract. i, p. 1120 [* Quoniam
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Both the ITmmediate and the Mediate are subdivided, inasmuch
as the reasoning is determined (A) to one, or (B) to one or other,
conclusion. (It is manifest that this latter division may constitute
the principal, and that immediate and mediate may constitute

subaltern classes.)

All inference, I may observe in the outset, is hypothetic, and
what have been called Hypothetioal Syllogisms are not more hypo-

thetie than others,

L. A—Immediate Peremptory Inference, determined one con-

clusion, eontains under it the following species :—a AR
I B—Immediate Alternative Inference contains under it these

five species,—

~

1%, Given one proposition, the alternative of afirmation and neea-
proy g

tion, As—A either i or 45 not ;

but Ads ; therefore A is not not.

Or, A is or is not B; but A 45 B; therefore, A ds not not-B.
This species is anonymous, having been ignored by the logi-
cians; but it requires to be taken imto account to explain the

various steps of the process.

27, Given one proposition, the alternative between different pre-
dicates, This is the common Disjunctive Syllogism.

argumentatio est quedam consequentia,
(lutins enim patet consequentin quam
argumentatio), prive de consequentia,
quam de aygumentatione dicendum est.
Uonsequentia igitur; sive consecutio, est
oritio in qua ex aliguo aliquid colligitur;
ut, Omnis hiomo est animal, {gitur aliguis
honn est anined"—Ep.] [Whether Tm-
medinte Inference really immediate, see,
on the affirmative, E. Reinhold; Logik,
§106; onthe negative, Wolf, Pl Ral.,
§ 461, IKrug, Logik, § 94, p. 287,
Schulze, Logil, §8 85-00, (§ ¥0, 5th ed.),
Cf, Maimon, Versuch einer newen Logil,
Sect. v. § 2, p. T4 et seq. T, Fischer,
Logik, p. 104 et peg. Bachmann, Logik,
§ 105, p. 1564 ¢b geq. Reimarus, Fer-
wengtlelive, 8 159 ef seq. (1765), Balzano,
Wissonachaftslehre, Logik, vol. H. § 255
of seq.  Twesten, Logik, insbesondere din
Analytik, § 77, p. 66. Réaling, Die
Lelyen dov reinen Logik, '§ 130, p. 301
Scheibler, Op, Log., De Proposit, Coi-

secutione, p. 492 et seq.]

a [Kinds of Immediate Inference.—
L Subulternation. 1L Conversion, I1I.
Opposition—(a) of Contrdiction— (b) of
Contrariety—(c) of Bubeontrariety. 1V,
Equipollence, V. Modality, V1. Con-
trnposition.  VIL Correlation, VIII,
Identity.

Fonseea (IV), (I}, (IT). Eustachius (I},
(IVY, (1), (VIII). Wolf, (IV), (VII),
(LLD), a, b, ¢, (I1). Stattler, (I, {Iv),
(11}, (ITT). ~ Kant, (I), (II1), a, b, ¢}, (II),
(V1). K. Reiuhold, (T), (IT), (VI), (VIT).
Rosling, (1), (IV), (L), (111), 2, b, ¢, (V)
Krug, (IV), (1), (I11), a, by, (IT), (V).
G, E. Schulze, (IV), (I}, (III), (11} 8.
Maimon, (I), (ETT), (IT), (VI), Bachinany,
(I¥), (D), (IT}, =, b, e, (I1), (VI), (V).
Flatner, (1), (11}, (IIT), (IV), F. Fis-
eher, (V), (I), (ITT), {I1), (V). Reimarus,
IV, (1), (1T}, &, by (IT. Twesten, I),
(V) (LIT), (IV), (II), (VI). Sea above
pp. 283, 254.]
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&%, The previous propositions conjoined, given one proposition,
&e.  As A either ts o1 s not either B or Cor D: but A s B
therefore it vs not not B, it is mot €, 1t 25 not D,

Alias, A s either B oy non-B, or O or non-0, or D or non-D;
but A s B; therefore it is not non-B, and ¢ 18 now-C, and it ¥s
noi-D.

4°, Given two propositions, second dependent on the first, and in
bhe first the alternative of affirmation and negation. This is the
Hypothetical Syllogism of the logicians. It is, however, 110 more
hypothetical than any other form of reasoning; the so-called
hypothetical conjunction of the two radical propositions being
only an elliptical form of stating the alternation in the one, and
the dependence on that alternation in the other. For example,—
If A #s B, B is U; this merely states that A eqther s or is not B,
and that Biis or is not C, according as A is or s not B.
short—dA s A 25 or 4s not B, so B 15 or 18 mot C,

(Errors—1°, This is not a mediate inference,

In

27, This is not more composite than the categorical.

3%, The second proposition is not more dependent upon the first,
than the first upon the second.)

3, Given two propositions, one alternative of affirmation and
negation, and another of various predicates; the Hypothetico-
digjunctive or Dilemmatic Syllogism of the logicians.

IL A—Mediate Peremptory Inference. This is the common
Catecorical Syllogism. Three propositions, three actual terms,
one primary conclusion, or two convertible equally and conjunetly
valid.

II. B—Mediate Alternative Syllogism. Three propositions,
three possible terms, and conelusions varying according .

2°, The Disjunetive Categorical.
4%, The Hypothetical Categorical.
5°, Hypothetico-Disjunctive Categorical.

HYPOTHETICAL SYLLOGISM.—UANON.

(Ol.‘fv. 13-]:S).-—‘._‘ill!ﬂll—T“'t) Or more ]_ll'!]ll:'_r;-_:ff.i{_]i]:{, thought as in-
determined in quality, but as in quality mutually dependent, the
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determination of quality in the one infers a determination of the
corresponding guality in the other.

This eanon embodies and simplifies the whole mystery of Hy-
pothetical Syllogisms, which have been strangely implicated, muti--
lated, and confused by the logicians,

1°, What are called Hypothetical Propositions and Syllogisms
are no more hiypothetical than others, They arve only hypothetical
as elliptical. When we say, Jf A s, then B 75, we mean to say
the proposition, A 4s or 4s mot, and the proposition, B @s or s
not, are mutually dependent,—that as the one so the other. If here
only means taking for the nonce one of the gualities to the exclu-
sion of the other; I, therefore, express in my notation the connee-
tion of the antecedent and consequent of a hypothetical proposition,
thus :—

(A X s X ) — (B X m— x mp—)

2°% The interdependent propositions are erroneously called A née-
cedent and Consequent. Bither is antecedent, either is consequent,
as we choose to make them. Neither is absolutely so. This error
arose from not expressing overtly the quantity of the subject of the
second proposition. For example, If man is, then wnimal 4s. In
this proposition, as thus stated, the negation of the first does not
infer the negation of the second. For man not existing, animal
might be realised as a consequent of dog, horse, &e. DBut let us
consider what we mean; we do not mean all animal, but some
only, and that some determined by the attribute of rationality or
such other. Now, this same some animal depends on man, and
man on it ; expressing, therefore,what we mean in the propoesition
thus :—If all man 1s, then some aninmal is,—we then see the mutual
dependence and convertibility of the two propositionse For to say
that no anvmal vs, is not to explicate but to change the terms.

3°, The interdependent propositions may be dependent through
their counter qualities, and not merely through the same. For
example, A s our hemisphere is or is not sllwminated, so the other
1¢ not or 4s ; but the other is not illuminated ; therefore ours is.
Another, If A is, then B is not; but B is; therefore A is not.

& Of, Titins, dvs Cogitandi, o, xii. § i, (1) posito anteccdente, ponitur conse.
26, * In specie falsum guogue orbitror, guens, non vero remoto anteoodonte, re-
quod Syllogismi Conditionales duns ha-  moveturoonsequeny, (2) remato consequente,
beaut figuras, que his muniantur regu-  removetur antecedens, non antem. posito
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DISTUNCTIVE AND HYPOTHETICAT, SYLLOGISMS PROPER.

Aristotle ionores these forms, and he was right.% His followers,
Theoplrastus and Eudemus, with the Stoics, introduced them into
Logic as coordinate with the regular syllogism ; and their views
have been followed, with the addition of new errors, up to the pre-
sent hour. Infact, all that has been said of them has been wrong,

1%, These are not composite by contrast to the regular syllogism,
but more simple,

2° If inferences at all, these are immediate and not mediate.

37, But they are not argumentations but preparations (explica-
tions) for argumentation They do not deal with the queesitum,—
do not seftle it ; they only put the guestion in the state required
for the syllogistic process; this, indeed, they are frequently used
to supersede, as placing the matter in a light which makes denial or
doubt impossible ; and their own process is so evident that they
might, exeept for the sake of a logical, an artieulate, development
of all the steps of thoughit, be safely omitted, as is the case with the

i
L~

queesitum itself.

constquente, ponitur antecedens,
§ 24,
priviam regtilam gie peconbiir

Si Chinenges sunt Mahometani, sunt
T'.a’l'_."'-'_'ff-_‘{t';«‘,

Videmnus  specialius ;. contra

A non sund Malometwins,
Ergo non sunt injideles,
*uim conelusio hie est ahsurda !

V-

rum &i praxdicatum conclusionis sumatur

purticulariter, nulla est abaurditas, #

autem generaliter, tum evadunt quatuor

termini. § 8. Kodem exemplo gscunda

regulacetiam illustratur, sed sssumemus
aliud ex Weisio, d, [,

St wiiles est doctus, novid Uhrog (nempo
sieuf eruditi solent),

Sed novit librog (seil. ut alii homines,
ebiam indocti, nosse golent).

Frgo miles est doctus,

“ Hzoe conclusio itidem pro falsa hube-
tur!  Sed jam indicavimus inaddita
parenthesi verm cdusun, nempe qua-
tuor terminos, quodsi antem medius
torminus eodem sensu accipiatur, ac in
syllogismo formuliter proposito queat
minor probari, bum conclusio erit veris-

For example :—

atma, idque virtute premissarom. § 80
Omunia jgitur error exinde habeb ori-
ginem, quod quantitabemn proedicati vel
von intelligant, vel non observent; si
U ol ex-

igitur hunc lapsum evites, obj

empla omnia, qualia etiam Weising . £,

commemorat, facile dilues."—En,

e CL Titios, Ars Coyitandy, c. xii, §T.
* Syllogismua Disjunctivius est enthyme-
ma sine majore, bis, oratione disjuncta
et positiva, propositum, . . §17.
Conditionalis seu Hypotheticus nihil
aliud
majore, vel minore, bis, prinia seil, vice,

et quam enthymema wvel sine

conditionuliter, secunda, pure, proposi-
tum,  § 20, Sequitur nullum peeulinre
coneltitdendi fundamentum vel formam
ciren Syllogismoes Conditionales occu-
reve, nam argumentationes imperfactas,
adeoque materiam syllogismorum regu-
Inviam illi continent,"—Ep,

8 This I =ay, for, notwithstanding
what M. 8t Hilaire o ably states in re-
futation of my paradox, I must adhere
to ifws undisproved.—See his Tranals-
tion of the Organon, vol. iv,, p. 55.

[ —



APPENDIX. 377

1. Hypothetical (so called) Syllogism. Let the queesitum or pro-
blem be, to take the simplest instance,—Does animal exist ¢ This
question is thus hypothetically prepared—If man s, antmal 7s.
But [as is conceded] man is; therefore, animal is. But here the
question, though prepared, is not solved ; for the opponent may
deny the consequent, admitting the antecedent. It, therefore, is
incumbent to show that the existence of animal follows that of
man, which is done by a categorical syllogism.

Antmal, s——  Man ;m— Ewigtent.
TOE———

2. Disjunctive (so called) Syllogism. Problem—Ts Joln mortal?
Disjunctive syllogism—John is either mortal or immortal ; but
he is not vmumortal ; ergo, [and this, consequently, is admitted as a
necessary alternative], he s mortal. But the [alternative ante-
cedent] may be denied, and the alternative consequent falls to the
ground. Tt is, therefore, necessary to show either that he is nof
immortal, or,—the necessary alternative,—that ke is mortal, which
is done by eategorical syllogism.

Joln m— Mun ; s—t— 1 Timortal,
== :
Joht wm— , Matni : me— , Mortal.
e

HYPoTHETIOAL INFERENCE.

Inasmuch a¢ a notion is thought, it is thought either as existing
or as non-existing ; and it cannot be thought as existing unless it be
thought to exist in this or that mode of being, which, consequently,
affords it a ground, condition, or reason of existence. This is
merely the law of Reason and Consequent ; and the hypothetical
inference is only the lmitation of a supposed notion to a certain
mode of being, by which, if posited, its existence is affirmed ; if
gublated, its existence is denied. For example, If A s, it is B ; but
A s, &e.

Again, we may think the existence of B (consequently of A B)
as dependent upon C, and C as dependent upon 1), and so forth.
We, accordingly, may reason, If A is B, and B is C, and Ciés D, &e.

DISFUNCTIVE SYLLOGISM PROPER.
(October 1848.)—Inasmuch as a notion is thought, it is thought
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as determined by one or other, and only by one or other, of any
two contradictory attributes; and in as much as two notions are
thought as contradictory, the one or the other, and only the one
or the other, is thought as a determining attribute of any other
notion. This is merely the law of Excluded Middle. The dis-
Junctive inference is the limitation of a subject notion to the one or
to the other of two predicates, thought as contradictories: the
affirmation of the one inferring the negation of the other, and
vice versd, As, A is either B or not B, &e. Though, for the
sake of brevity, we say A s either B or C or D, each of these
must be conceived as the contradictory of every other ; as, B = |
C | D, and so on with the others,

HYPOTHETIOALS (CONJUNCTIVE AND DISIUNCIIVE SYLLOGISM).

(April 30, 1849),—These syllogisms appear to be only modifica-
tions or corruptions of certain immediate inferences : for they have
only two terms, and obtain a third proposition only by placing
the general rule of inference, (stating, of course, the possible alter-
natives,) disguised. it is true, as the major premise, It is manifest
that we might prefix the general rule to every mediate inference ;
in which case a syllogism would have four propositions ; or, at
least, both premises merged in one complex proposition, thus—

If A and ( be either subject or predicate, [of the same term 1] they are
botl. sulject or predicate of each ather ;

But B s the .ﬂ_uf{jr-f-f .:,r' A and e dicate ”_f‘ B [(‘ J{’
2 Aisithe predicate of O.®

Thus, also, a common hypothetical shiould have only two proposi-
tions. [Letus take the immediate inference, prefixing its rule, and
we have, in all essentials, the cognate hypothetical syllogism,

I.—Conjunctive Hypothetical,

Al B is (someor all) A ; AU men are (some) animals -
Nome or all B exists - (AL or some) men exist
Therefore, some A exists, Lherefore, some animals exist,

a There seems tobe nn ervor heredn bt B s A, and C & B; therofore, Ciz A,
the nuthor's M.S. It ig obvious that s This is apparently what the author
medinte inference muy Lo expressed in  means to express in a somewhat diffor-
the form of a hypothetical syllogism. ent form.—Ep,

Thus; Jf B iz A, and Cia B, thew Cre A ;

LI
||
I
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Here it is evident that the first proposition merely contains the
general rule, upon which all immediate inference of inclusion
proceeds; to wit, that, the subjective part being, the subjective
whole is, &e.

Now, what is this but the Hypothetical Conjunctive ?

If Bis, Ads; If man 8, animal &s ;
Bui B iz ; But man is ;
Therefore, A 1. Therefore, animal is.

2. —Hypothetical Disjunctives.

B is either A or not A ; Mun 43 either animal or non-
But B A ; animal ;
Therefore, B s nol not-A. But man is animal ;

Therefore, is not non-animal,

Stating this hypothetically, we may, of course, resolve the for-
mal contradictory into the material contrary. But this is wholly
extralogical.

HYPOTHETICAL AND DISTUNCTIVE SYLLOGISMS.

(1848 or 1849.)—The whole antecedent must be granted ; and
there cannot be two propositions infared. In Categorical Syllo-
gisms, the antecedent is composed of the major and minor premises,
and there is only one simple conelusion, (though this may, in the
second and third figures, vary). So in Hypothetical and Digjune-
tive Syllogisms the whole antecedent is the two clauses of the
first proposition ; and the whole inference is the first and second
clauses of the seecond proposition, ervoneously divided into. minor
proposition and conclusion.

(January 1850.)—The Medium or Explicative may be indefinitely
yarious, according to the complexity of the Explicand ; and so may
the Bxplicate, The explicative and the explicate change places
in different explications. There is, in fact, no proper medinm-
explicative or conclusion-explicate.

(January 1850.)—TIu Disjunctives there is always at least double
the number of syllogisms (positive and negative) of the disjunct
members; and in all syllogisms where the disjunct members are
aboye two, as there is thus afforded the possibility of disjunctive
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explicates, there is another half to be added. Thus, if there he
two disjunct members; as A—x B €, there are four syllogisms,
but all of an absolute conclusion,— explicate. But if there be threa
digjunct members, as A—x B O D, in that case there are six
absolute explicates, three positive and three negative, and, more-
over, three disjunctivo-positive conclusions,—explicates, after a ne-
gative explicative, and so on.

HYPOTHEITCAL, SYLLOGISM—CANONS,

{_'l."(-ln'mlt'y 1850)—I. For Breadth—The extensive whole orclass
being universally posited or sublated, every subjacent part is posited
or sublated ; or for Depth—All the comprehensive wholes being
posited or snblated, the compreliended parts are universally posited
or sublated.

L. For Breadth—Any subjacent part being posited or sublated,
the extensive whole or class is partially posited or sublated ; or
for Depth—Any comprehensive whole being posited or sublated,
the comprehended parts (or part) are, pro tanto, posited or sub-
lated,—Conversion and Restriction.

HI. If one contradictory be posited or sublated, the other is
sublated or posited,—Contradiction.

[V. If some ora part only of a notion be posited or sublated,
all the rest (all other somie) is sublated or posited—Integration.

V. If the same under one correlation be posited or sublated, so
under the other,—Equipollence.

VI. Law of Mediate Inference,e—Syllogism.

Mem.—The sonie in the explicand is, (as in the Conversion of
propositions), to be taken in the explicative as the same some.
There is thus an inference equally from consequent to antecedant,
a8 from antecedent to consequent. 8

HYPOTHETICALS OR ALTERNATIVES.

(.Yo::.ruxc'r]vr:_. (HYPOTHETICALS EMPHATICALLY), AND DissuNerIys,
(ALTERNATIVES EMPHATICALLY.)

(August 1852.)
Quantification,—.d ny.
Affirmative,—dAny, (dnyth g, Adught), contains under it every

w-See nbove, p. 285.—En, B See above, p, 375.—Eb.
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positive quantification,—All or Every,—Some at ledst,—Some
only—This, These. (Best.)

Negative,—Not any, None, No, (Nothing, Naught), is equiva-
lent to the most exclusive of the negations, All not; All, or every
not; Not one, and goes beyond the follewing, which are only partial
negations,—~Not all; Not some; Some not. (Worst.)

Affirmative—Any, a highest genus and best; not so Negative
—Not any,—a lowest species, and worst. Therefore can restrict,—
subalternate in the former, not in the latter.

- il o3 A
—dAny, (allor every,—some). Semenot, or not some, or not all—
E 3 some only, (def)

Pure affirmative.

Mixed affirmative and negative.
b

All or every not, not one, not any.

Pure negative,

If any (every) M be an (some) A, and any (every) A an (some) 8, then is
any (every) M an B ; and w9, 0f no (not any) A be any 8, and any M
some A, then is 7o M any S.

.% (On one alternative), some M Deing some A, and all A some S, some
M s some 5.

(On the other), no A being any 8, and every M some A, no M is any S,

{7, (on any possibility), M s, some A ¢z ; o, v ., 4f no A 15, sio M ia
.. (on one alternative), (in this actuality), some M being, some A is.
on the other), no A being, no M is.
Possible M 1 jeee— | Aoy At==—0 1: M. Suppozition of universal Tos-
sibility., Tn any case.
Actual M e A 0p A ; == : A, Assertion of particulay Actunlity.
In this case,

From Possible, we can descend to A otual ; from Any, to Some ;
but Not any being lowest or worst, we can go [no] lower.

The Possible indifferent to Affirmation or Negation, it contains
bath implicitly. But when we descend to the Aetual, (and Poten-
tial 7), the two qualities emerge. This explaing much in both
kinds of Hypotheticals or Alternatives,—the Conjunctives and
Disjunctives.

Higher classes,— Possible, Actual— Semper, quandocunque,
tune, nunc—Ubicungue, ubique, ibi, hoe—Any, all, some,~Tn all,
every, any, case, in this case—Coneevvable, real.
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RuLEs oF HYPOTHETICAL SYLLOGISME.

1. Universal Rule of Restriction.—What is thought of all is
thought of some,—what is thought of the whole h};:h{r notion,
(genus), is thonght of all and each of the lower notions, (special or
individual).

2. General Rule of both Hypotheticals—What is thought (im-
plictly) of all, the Possible, (génus), is thought (explicitly) of all
and each, the Actual, (speeies).

3. Special Rule of Conjunctives—What is thought as consequent
on every Possible, is thought as consequent on every Actual, ante-
cedent,

4. Special Rule of Disjunctives— What is thought as only Pos-
sihlf‘ (alternatively), is thought as only Actual, (alternatively).

. Most Special Rule of Conjunctives. . .

l')'. Most Special Rule of Disjunctives.

HyroraETIcALS—xAMPLES UNQUANTIFIED,
(Higher to Lower,)
AFFIBMATIVE. NEGATIVE.
If the genus s, the species is. If the genus is not, the species 13 not,
Ifthe stronger can, the weaker can.  If the stronger ecannol, the weake
cannot,

(Lower to Higher,)
{1 the species is, the genus is, If the speciss s not, the genus {s not,
If the weaker can, the stronger can.  If the weaker cannot, the stromger
cannal,

(Equal to Equal.)

L7 triangle, 30 tritateral. Ir A Ve father of B, B is son of A ;

Stieh poet Homer, such poet Virgil, A being father of B, B is son of A
Where (when) the carcase s, there . H not being son of A, A is not
(then) are the flies. Jather of B.
If Sacrates be the son of Sophronis- J’:f the angles be proportumal to the
s, Soplroniscus 18 the father sides of a A
of Socrates, < Aa equiangular will e an eqit-
If equals be added to equals, the lateral A,
wholes are equal, If wheresoever the carcase te, there

will the eagles be gathered to-
gether. (Matth, xxiv, 28).
“AF here the carcase s, here, &e.
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A.)—CoNJUNCTIVE HYPOTHETICALS.

' itds A5, A, being D, ds A
R { A, not bei-n;_r A,tls,emt D
T other words, A is either D or not A D.

Identity and Contradiction.

2). 15 B be A, it ie not non-A ;.- } g’ Eft:g :;?:_“’;ii 2‘;?"?5

In other words—1B is either A or non-A.
Exgluded Middle:

3). If' B be not A, it is ron-A ; ., } B gox beiing A, c: non-A;
B being non-A, 18 not A ;
Tnother words—B iz elther 1ot A or not non-A.

Excluded Middle.

4. IFB benot D. it 0 }E, not being D, s not A ;
AR nodl E R AR E being A, 18D ;
I other words—E is either not D A, or AD.
Contradiction and Identity,

B).—IsJUNCrivE HYPOTHETICATLS.

I ither A or non-A ¢ « | Bbeing A, is not non-A;
[f B be either A or non-A ; (B being non-A, i8 0t A,

Hxeluded Middle.

“ If" means suppose that,—in case that,—on the supposition—
—eypothesis—under the condition—under the thought that,—it
being supposed possible ;

.~ &c., means then,—therefore,—in that case, &e., &e.—in
uctuality either.,

Only, properly, in both Conjunctives and Disjunctives, two con-
tradictory alternatives. For contrary alternatives only material,
not formal, and, in point of fact, either A or B or € means A or
non-A; B or non-B, C or non-C.

The minor premise, on the common doctrine, a mere materi-
ality. Formally,—logically, it is a mere differencing of the conclu-
sion, which is by formal alternative afforded.
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1.) In Hypotheticals, (Conjnnetive and Disjunctive), two or three
hiypotheses. The first is in the original supposition of possibi-
lity. (If B be A, it is not non-A—If B be either A or non-A).
The second (and third) is in the alternative suppositions of acfua-
Uity (- edther if B be A, it is not non-A, or if B be non-A, 4t s
nob A—.. If B be A, 4t s not non-A, or 4f B be non-A; ¥t vs not
A). (Possibly,—by possible supposition) If man s, antmal s;
» (actually) Man being, animal is; (or) anvmal not being, man
18 not.

1). Possibility—a genus indifferent to negative and affirmative.
These two species of Possibility, to wit two Actuals—an actual yes
and an actual no. The total formal eonclusion is, therefore, of

two contradictories. This explains why, in Conjunctive and Dis-
junetive Hypotheticals, there are two alternative consequents, and
only one antecedent,

2). In Hypotheticals (Conjunctive and Disjunctive) a division of
genus in the first supposition into two contradictories,—species
The inference, therefore, one of subalternation or restriction,

3). In Hypotheticals, (Conjunctive and Disjunctive), two alter-
native contradictory conclusions—the form giving no preference
between the two, the matter only determining, (other immediate
inferences haye only one determinate conclusion, and all mediate

gyllogism has virtually only onz). Formally, thevefore, we cannot
categorically, determinately, assert, and assert exclusively, either
alternative, and make 4 minor separate from the conclusion. This
only materially possible; for we know not, by the laws of thonght,
whether a certain alfernative is, knowing only that one of two
alternatives must be. Tormally, therefore, only an immediate
inference, and that alternative double.

4). Hypothetieal, (Conjunetive and Disjunctive), reasoning more
marking out, — predetermining, how a thing is to be proved
than proving it,

5). Thus, three classes of inference : 17, Simple Immediate In-
ference—2°, Complex Tmmediate Inference, (Hypotheticals Con-
junetive and Disjunctive)—3°, Syllogisms Proper, Mediate Infer-
enice.

6). If we quantify the terrus, even the formal inference breaks
down.

7). The only difference between the first proposition and the
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two latter, is the restrietion or subalternation. These last should,
therefore, be reduced to one, and made a conclusion or restriction.
The genera and species are of the most common and notorious
kinds, as Possible and A ctual—Wherever, Here, &e— Whenever,
Now,—Allov Bvery, Some, This, &e, The commonness and noto-
riety of this subordination is the cause why it has not been sig-
nalised ; and if signalised, and overtly expressed, Hypotheticals
might be turned into Categoricals, It is better, however, to leave
fhem as immediate inferences, For it would be found awkward
and round-about to oppose, for example, the Possible to the
Actual, as determining a difference of terms.  (See Molingus; Elent.
Lag, L. i. tr. iii. p. 95, and Pacius, In Org., De Syll. Hyp., p. 533.)
The example of the Cadmer there given, shows the approximation
to the oxdinary Hypotheticals, They may stand, in fact, either for
Categoricals or Hypotheticals.

8). Disjunetives—(Possibly) A s cither B or non-B; . (Actu-
ally) A s either, &e.

9). The doctrine in regard to the Universal Quantity, and the
Affirmative Quality (see Krug, Logik, §§ 57, 83, 86, pp. 171, 264,
273), of the supposition, proposition, of Conjunctive (7) and Dis-
Jjunctive Hypotheticals, is solved by my theory of Possibility. In
it is virtually said, (whatever quantity and quality be the clauses)—
“on any possible supposiion.” (On the Quality v. Kiug, Logik, §
57,p.172. Pacius, In Org., p. 533. Molinwzeus, Elem. Log., I. ¢.)

10). Possibly,—problematically inclndes as speeies the actual
affirmative, and the actual negative, It will thus be superfluons
to enounce a negative in opposition to an affimative alternative ;
for thus the possible would be hrounght down to the actual ; and
the whole syllogism be mere tautological repefition.

11). The guantified terms, if introduced, must either be made
determinate, to snit the Hypotheticals, or must ruin their infer-
ence. Tor exanmiple—If all or some man be some antmal, we
must be able to say, Buf some animal s not, therefove man
(any or some) vs mot, But here some anvmal, except definitised
into the same some animael, would not warrant the requived infer-
ence. And so in regard to other quantifications, which the logicians
have found it necessary to annul,

12). The minor proposition may be either categorical or hypo-
thetical. (See Krug, Logik, § 83, p. 264. Heerchord, Instit,

YOlL. IL 28
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Logicar. Synopsis, L. ii. ¢, 12, pp. 266, 267.) In my way of stai-
ing it :—If man 8, animal s, . If man s (or man being),
ananal s.

13). Of notions in the relation of sub-and-superordination, (as,
in opposite ways Depth and Breadth, Containing and Contained),
absolutely and relatively, the lower being affitmed, the higher are
(partially) affirmed ; and the higher being (totally) denied, the
lower are (totally) denied. A, E, T, O, U, Y may represent the
descending series. y> =

The firsh proposition is conditional, complex, and alternative ;
we should expect that the second should be so likewise. Buf this
is only satisfied on my plan; whereas, in the common, there is a
second and a third, each categorical, simple, and determinate.

The subalternation is frequently double, or even triple, to wit,
1°, From the Possible to the Actual, 2° , (for example) From every-
where to here, or this place, or the 1:1.1{( by name. 3°, From all
to some, &e.—in fact, this inference may be of various kinds.

The peralpyus of thtutle may mean the determination,—the
subalternation ; the kara wodTyra may refer to the specification
of a particular quality or proportion under the generic ; and the
apoohgius of Theophrastus (for the reading in Aristotle shonld
be corrected) may correspond to the kara mowdTyTe.

There is no mecessary conneetion, formally considered, between
the antecedent and consequent notions of the H\‘_[}Ull]CULd.l major.
Thereis, consequently; no possibility of an abstract not: ition ; their
dependence is merely supposed, if not material. Hence the logi-
cal rule,—Propasitio conditionalis nilil ponit in esse. (See Kr ug,
Liogik, § 57, p. 166.) But on the formal suppositivi,—on the case
thought, what are the rules ?

We should distinguish in Hypotheticals between a propositional
antecedent and consequent, and a syllogistic A and C; and each
of the latter is one proposition, containing an A and C.

The antecedent in an inference should be that which enables us
formally to draw the conclusion. Show in Categoricals and in
Immediate Inferences. On this principle, the conclusion in a
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Hypothetical will contain what is commonly called the minor
proposition with the conelusion proper ; but it will not be vne and
determinate, but alternative.

If there were no alternation, the inference would follow imme-
diately from the fundamental proposition; and there being an al-
ternative only makes the conclusion alternatively double, but does
not make a mediate inference.

To make one alternative determinate is extralogical; for it is
true only as materially proved. 1° The splitting, therefore, of the
conelusive proposition into two,—a minor and 2 conclusion proper,
is wholly material and extralogical ; so also, 2° Is the multiply-
ing of one reasoning into two, and the dividing between thenr of
the alternative conclusion,

Errors of logicians, touching Hypothetical and Disjunctive Rea-
sonings :—

1% That [they] did [not] see they were mere immediate infer-
enees.

2°, Most moderns that both Hypothetical.

3", That both alternative reasonings in one syllogism.

47, Mistook a part of the alternative conclusion for a minor
premise,

5% Made this a distinet part, (minor premise), by introducing
material considerations into a theory of form,

6°, Did not see what was the nature of the immediate inference
in both,—how they resembled and how they differed.

B—HISTORIUAL NOTICES,
(Uonsuncrive Anp DissuNeTive.)
I. ArisTorrE.

(Angust 1852)

Aristotle, (Anal, Pr, L. i ¢. 32, § 5, p. 262, Pacii,) describes the
process of the Hypothetic Syllogism, (that called by Alexander
8¢ Ohww), but denies it to be a syllogism. Therefore his syllogisms
from Hypothesis are something different. This has not been no-
ticed by Mansel, Waitz,

Thus literally :—* Again, if man existing, it be necessary that
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wimal exist, and if animal, that substance ; man existing, it is
necessary that substance exist.  As yet, there is, however, no syl-
logistic process ; for the propositions do not stand in the relation
we have stated. But, in such like eases, we ave deceived, by reason
of the necessity of something resulting from what has been laid
down ; whilst, at the same time, the syllogism is of things neces-
sary. But the Necessary is move extensive than the Syllogism ;
for thongh all syllogism be indeed necessary, all necessary is not
syllogism,” Why not? 17, No middle. 2°, No quality,—aflirma-
tion or megation ; problem, also not assertory,—hypothetical not
syllogistic. 3% No quantity. Compare also An, Pr. L. i. ¢. 24

Avistotle, (Anal. Post., I, i e 2, § 15, p. 418 ; ¢ 10,88 8, 9,
p. 438) makes Thesis or Position the genus opposed to 4 ziom,
and containing under it, as species, 1°, Hypothests or Supposddion ;
and, 2°, Definition. Hypothesis is that thesis which assumes
one or other alternative of a contradiction. Definition is that
thesis which neither affirms nor denies, Hypothetical, in Axis-
totle's sense, i thus that which affirms or denies one alternative
or other,—which is not indifferent to yes or no,—which is mnot
possibly either, and, consequently, includes both., Hypotheticals,
as involving a positive and negative alternative, ave thus, in Aris-
totle's sense, rightly named, if divided; but, in Avistotle’s seuse,
as complete, they are neither propositions nor syllogisms, as not
affirming one alternative to the exclusion of the other.a

IT—AMMONIUS HERMIE.

I. Ammonins Hermise, on dwristotle Of Enouncement, Intro-
duction, f. 3. ed. Ald. 1546, £ 1. ed. Ald. 1503. After distinguish-
ing the five species of Speech, according to the Peripabetics,—

& [Whether the Syllogisma ex Hypo-
thest of Aristotle ave correspondent to
the ordinary Hypothetical Syllogism.

For the affirmative, ses Paciug, Com.
n I'-H'y, An. PJ'."m'.: L i oo, 28, 29, 44,
pp- 103, 177, 194 St Hilairve, Transle-
tion of Organon, vol. il pp. 107, 139,
178.

For the negative, see Piccartus, Ji
Org. An, Prior, L i co. 40, 41, 42, p. 500,
Neldelivs, De Use Opq., Arist, P, iii. e. 2,
Pp. 88,40, (1607.) Keckermann, Opera,
PP 760, 767, Scheibler, Opera Logica

Traot: Syll. P.iv. v, x. tit, 2, p. 548, Buors-
gersdiciug, Fnstit, Log. L. ii. cc. 12, 14,
pp- 263, 270, 275. Ritter; (fexoh: der
Phil. iii. p. 98. (Bng Tr, p. 80),
Ramus; Scholie: Dial. L. vii. ee. 12, 18,
pp. 402, 503, Molinus, Elementa Lo-
gica, p. 95 et seq. Waits, Grg. i pp.
427, 4383, Cf. Alexander, In An. Prior,,
ff. 88,109. Philoponus, In 4n, Prior.,
f£. 60% 60% 87", 88. Anonymus; De
Syllogismo, £, 44°, Magentinus, fn dn.
Priow., £.17". Ammonius, fn de faterp.,
8Y, Blemmidas, Epit, Log. c. 86.]
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the Vocutive, the Tmperative, the Interrogative, the Optative, and
the Enunciative or Assertive—having further stated the corres-
ponding division by the Stoies, and having finally shown that
Aristotle, in this book, limited the disenssion to the last kind, that
alone being recipient of truth and falsehood, he thus proceeds :—
“Again, of Assertive speech, (amoarrikod Néyov), there are two
species ; the one called Categoric [or Predicative], the other
Hypothetic [or Suppesitive]l. The Categoric denotes, that some-
thing does or does not belong to something : as when we say,
Socrates is walking, Socrates 4s not walking; for we predi-
cate walking of Socrates, sometimes affirmatively, sometimes nega-
tively. The Hypothetic denotes, that sometheng being, something
[else] ds or is not, or something mot being, something [else] s
not or i8: As when we say, If man be, anvmal also vs,—If he
be man, he is not stone,—If 1t be not day, it is night—If it be
not duy, the sun has not risen.

“The Categoric is the only species of Assertive speech treated
of by Avistotle, as that alone perfect in itself, and of utility in
demonstration ; whereas Hypothetic syllogisms, usurping [usually]
without demonstration the [miner] proposition, called the Tran- -
swmption, or Asswmption, and sometimes even a [major premise]
Conjunetive or Disjunctive, requiring proof, draw their persnasion
from hypotheses, shonld any one [I read € 7es for 'f‘jnq,] con-
cede their primary suppositions. If, then, to the establishment of
such suppositions, we should employ a second hypothetic syllo-
gism,—in that case, we should require a further establishment
for confirmation of the suppositions involved in it ; for this
third a fourth wonld again be necessary ; and so on to infinity,
should we attempt by hypotheses to confirm hypotheses. Buf
to render the demonstration complete and final, it is manifest
that there is needed a categorie syllogism to prové the point in
question, without any foregone supposition. Hence it is, that
Categorie [reasonings| are styled Syllogisms absolutely ; whereas
Hypothetic [reasonings] of every kind are always denominated
Sillogisms from hypothesis, and never Syllogisms simply. Add
to this, that Hypothetic enouncements are made up of Categoric.
For they express the consequence or opposition (dkolovliav 7
Sudoragww) of one Categoric proposition and another, uniting
them with each other, by either the Conjunetive or Disjunctive par-
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ticle, (cupmhextied 7) Swalevirikg cwwdéapw), in order to
show that they comstitute together a single enouncement, For
these veasons, therefore, Aristotle has only considered, in detail,
the Categoric species of Assertive speech.”

HI—AxNONYMOUS SoHOLION®

In Hypothetic Syllogisms, the first [[] (twlhrm of two 1.|ms
[a] Conjunctive, or [b] Disjunetive, ID..‘J(JL ot TUVNPpLEVOL ) Sta-
Aelvpévor) ; then follow [II] the two [elasses of] syllogisms with
three, and these conjunctive terms,

[I. a]. “There are four syllogisms through the Return (n em-
¢v0d0s) on the prior (6 mpdrepos, 6 mparos) [or antecedent clause
of the hypothetical pru]umtnsu[ and four through it on the pos-
terior I'U(SEU:CPU\, 0 €oyaros). For the terms are taken, either hoth
affirmatively or both negatively, And the return upon Tlh‘lrllnl 18
ponent (kare Oéow) upon the posterior tollent (kara dvaipeow.
For example [tlu: return upon the prior] :—

(1), If A is, B is; (Return) Bit A is; (Conclusion, cviréperna) ti refore,
B s,

(2). IF A 75, B ts mot ; but A s ; therefors, B is not.

(3). If Az not, B is; but A is not, therefore, B is,

(@) IF A s not, B s not s bul A is not ; therefore, B is not.

“The return upon the posterior :—

(1) IFA vs, Bis; ut B fsnct; therefore, A is not.

(2) I Ais, B is not » but B is, the refore, A st

() If Ads not, B is ; bul B is not ; therefore, A is,

(4). If A s not, Biasnot ; but B is; therafore, A too is.

[b] “Following those of ronjunctive, are syllogisms of disjune-
tive, terms, In these, the returnis upon either [clause] indifferently.
For ex-mllrh" 2 If it must be that either A s 'or B is; [in the one
case], B s not, therefore, A s ; or, [in the other], A 4s nof, there-
Jore B 18,

[IL.] *Of three conjunctive terms, there ave [in the figures taken
together] eight syllogisms, through a return on the prior; and eight
[sixteen] # through a return on the posterior [clause]. For the

e In'Waits, O i, pp. 9, 10. placed first, according to the eommon
B It wonld seem that the authorhere, prs
and inthe last sentence, discounts alto- |

gether the first figure, puzzled, apps- accord
rently, to which premise, (the minor

ticw of tha Greeks, or the muajor

stotelio thiory), lie should
the designation of fivst.
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three terms ave correlated (cvrriferrar), cither all affirmatively,
or some ; and here either the third alone, or the third and second,
or the second alone, negatively. Again, either all are negatively
correlated, or some ; and here either the thivd alone; or the third
and second, or the second alone, affirmatively. In this manner
the correlation [in each figure] is eightfold ; taking for exemplifi-
cation only a single mood [in the several figures] :—

I Ais, Bis:

IfBiis, Ods ;

I7 A s, thererore, C s,
This is of the first figure. For the middle collative term
(6 cuvdywy Gpos péoos) is twice taken, being the consequent
(6 Myywr) in the former eonjunctive [premise] (70 wpdrepor
avrppévor), the antecedent (6 7ryovpueros) in the latter. Where-
fore, these syllogisms are indemonstrable,® not requiring reduction
(9 @vadvos) for demonstration. The other moods of the first
figure are, as has been said, similarly eircumstanced.

“The second figure is that in which the collative term [or
middle] (6 ovvdywr) holds the same relation to each of the col-
lated [or extreme] terms, inasmuch as it stands the antecedent of
both the conjunctive [premises], except that in the one it is affirm-
ative; in the ofher, negative. Wherefore, when reduced to the
first figure, they demonstrate, as is seen, through the instance of a
single mood composed of affirmative collated terms, As:—

IfAis, Bis;
If A is mot, Qs ;
If B is not, therefore, © s

“This is reduced to the first figure in the following manner :—
Whether it has the collated terms, both affirmative, or both nega-
tive, or both dissimilar to the reciprocally placed collative term,
there is taken in the reduction the opposite [and converse] of the
prior conjunctive [premise] ; and the latter is applied, in order
that the opposite of the consequent in the former conjunetive [pre-
mise] may find a place in the foresaid mood. As:—

If B is not, A i5-not ;

If A ismaot, C 48y

If' B is not, therefore, © 5.
«This it behoved to show.

= Vide Apuleins. [De, Dogm. Plut. iii. p. 87, Elm, CL Digonesions, p. 836.—En.|
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“The third figure is that in which the collative term holds the
same relation to each of the collated terms, being the consequent
in either conjunctive [premise] affirmatively and negatively, as in
the example of a single mood again consisting of affirmative col-
lated terms, Thus :—

If A ds; Bis;
If'Cs, B i3 not ;
If A is, thevefore, C 43 not.

“The reduction of this to the first figure is thus effected. The
opposite [a converse E] of the second conjunctive [premise] is
taken along with the first conjunctive r]rl'ﬂuf.‘fl'_}‘ and the ante-
cedent of the former is applied to the opposite of the latter's con-
sequent ; as in the foresaid mood, Thus:—

It A is, B s
JI:H' B i‘.'i, O is not ;
I!._"L t.a‘, U{-{-‘J'wj_f:u‘f'. 15 not.

Al this requires to be shown coneretely. As in the first figure
[first mood] :—

j__.f Jr;:rl,f ila', r‘?‘rﬁ"a‘,ﬁ 197
If Uight &3, visible olyects are seen ;
1{,".‘{’”‘;; :'.\:_‘ -I'},lr';‘l;'_lf;!}'{‘: visible objests are seen.

“Second figure, first mood ;

I7 day is, light s ;
If decy 15 not, the sun is under the sarth »
If light is not, the swn i [therefor | wnder the earih,

* Redunetion

If light is not, day is mot ;
If day 1s not, the sun 1 under the earth .
Lf bight, therefore, s not, the sun is under the eartit.

“Third figure, first mood :

If day is, light is ;
Lf things visible are unseen, (ght is not ;
Iy day, therefore, i, th ings visible are not wnseen,

“There are eight moods of the second figure, and eight of the
third ; two composed of aff rmatives, two of negatives, four of dis-
similars, with a similar or dissimilar collative.

“End of Aristotle’s Analytics,”
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Relative to the translation from the Greck interpolator on
Hypothetieal Syllogisms, in Waitz, (Org. i, pp. 9, 10); and in
particular to the beginning of [11.]

Better thus :—In all the Figures :—the quality of the syllogism
is either Pure,—and here two, viz, one affirmative and one nega-
tive ; or Miwed,—and here six, viz, three in which aflivmation, and
three in which negation, has the preponderance.

The following are thus arranged :—

Affivmation of parts preponderant,

But affirmative in general.

All
A

(=
[

=>]

nv—l
@

2,8

H

First: Figure,

IfAin, Bis;
If B ie, Cis;
NI A s O,

If A i3, Bis:
If B is, U famot ;
S df Ads, Cis ot

If A is, B isnot ;
If Bismot, Cis ;
oI A 2008,

If A iz qnot, B is;
df Bas, Cuas;
o JfF A S not, ©

If A iz not, B2 not.
If B isnat, C iz not ;
i ffA. 18 not. C i nof,

If A s not, Bisnot ;
If Bis not, Cés ;
Sodf Adsnot, Ods,

If A g not, Blis
If B is, Cishot ;
SAF A fenot, O de not,

If A §s, B iz not ;
If B ismat, C is not ;
o Jf Ads, Cag not,

Second Figure.

f_{l‘- in A de;
If Bis, Cis ;
& ffA 18, O i,

IfBis, Ais;
L B 45, Ctamot ;
oo I A s, Qs not,

If B fs not, A ds
If B tanot, Gis;
S Jf A 4,0 4,

If B is, A isnot ;
If B vg, Qs ;
S Af At mot, C s

If B is not; A is not ;
If B is not, C iznot ;
S B s not, Cignot

If B s not, A iz nat.
If Biznot, C ix;
oA A s mot, Cs,

If Bis, A2 not;
If B is, Odanot;
Sl Aoty © i mot.

If B ignot, Aig;
If B iz not, C iz not ;
Sodf A dy Qi not,

Third Figure.

If Avie, Bia;
JfC i Bias
T A s, O

IfAis Bis;
If C ianot, Bis;
-~ I A s, € dsnot,

If A ia, B ds ot :
If '€ s, B ismot ;
B R ol

If A ignot, Bia ;
If Gy, Bis;
S IF Ads oty C s,

If A d2mot, B is.aot ;
Jf Cix not, B Aenat 2
o I A twmoty it not,

If A ianat, B ig not,
If C 43, B fa mot ;
S AFA oty O s,

If Afenot, Bis;
IFC 1a not, Bia;
oo If Adanot, O de ot

I A t3; B 12 not ;
If Cis not, B iz not ;
S Af A ds, Cianol,

These eight syllogisms are all affirmative, the negation not being
attached to the principal copula® If; therefore, the negation be

a See Lovanieuses, fn Avist, Diak, Tract. de Hypotheticia Syllogismis, p. 209,
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attached to one or other premise, there will be sixteen negative
syllogisms, in all twenty-four. The negatives are, however, awk-
ward and useless.—(See Lovanienses, p- 301.)

But each of these twenty-four syllogisins can receive twelve
different forms of predesignation, corresponding to the twelve moods
of the simple eategorical ; according to which they are arranged
and numbered. It is hardly necessary to notice that the order
of the premises is in Comprehension, after the Gresk fashion of the
scholiast,

I‘A|:|,|,|: | [ 3 ,‘

| |I .I b} .i
||MB|::!:.' ,‘ e 22 [
i |
'UU|: LS EEE [ | . "

This is exemplified in the Syllogism E of the preceding table,
thus

L Ifall Ads not, all B s nat 5 4f @ll B is noty all C i3 not ; af all A
is 7oty all B is not,
2. If some A isnot, all B isnot » if el B is not, some 0is not ;- if
*ome A ig wot, vome O s not,
3. If some A ismot, all Bisnot 5 ¥ all B s noty, adl O isnot ;.5 if some
A s not, all C is not.
4. Ifall A tsnot; all B is not ; if all B s not, some O in0l ;2 if all
Agr not, some O 15 not.
6. JIfiall A s mot, some B is ot ; Uall Bisnot, all O isnot; = if all
A is not, all O is not.
8, Ifsome A is not, all B is mot ; 3f some B is not, all U8 not; o if
some A iz not, all O'is not,
. If all A isnot, some B i3 not s if all B is not, some C 13 not ;.. tf all
A 18 not, some C 45 not.
8. ;j some A 15 not, all B isnat ; if some B is noty all Cds not ;. if some
A s nol, all C e not,
9. [f some A is zioty some B i not : if all B is not, all C i not ; .~ if
some A is not, all O s not,
10. If'all A s yot, all B is not ; if some B 18 not, some O ds not ;. 4f all
A ismot, some O 15 not.,
11, If some A is not, some B is not ; if all B is noty some G ds not ; o if
some A 1s not, some O s not,
12, I7 some A s woty, all B s not - if some B isnot; some O 18 not 7 .-, if
some A s not, some O is ot
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3 IX,
SORITES.

See above, Vol. L, p. 385.)
(Without order.)

Al logicians have overlooked the Sorites of Second and Thivd
Figures,

In Sorites of the Second or Third Figure, every term forms a
syllogism with every other thtough the one middle term. In
Sorites of the First Figure, every Second term at most forms a
syllogism with every other, through its relative middie term.

No subordination in Sovites of Second or Third Figure, ergo
1o one dominant conclusion:

Aligs——In First Figure, there being a subordination of notions,
there may be a Sorites with different middles, (all, however, in a
common dependency). In Second and Thirvd Figures, there being
1o subordination of terms, the only Sorites competent is that by
repetition of the same middle. In First Figure, there is a new
middle term for every new progress of the Sorites; in Second and
Third, only one middle term forany number of extremes.

In First Figure, a Syllogism only between every second term of
the Suorites, the intermediate term constituting the middle term,
In the others, every two propositions of the common middle term
form a syllogism.

Alias—There being no subordination in Second and Third
Figures between the extremes, there, consequently, are—

1°, No relations between extremes, except through the middle
term.

2°, Thereis only one possible middle term ; any number of others.

3°, Every two of the terms, with the middle term, may form a
syllogism.:

4°, No order. _

Before concluding this subject, I would eorrect and amplify the
doctrine in regard to the Sorites.=
1°, I would state that, by the quantification of the Predicate, (of

= Interpolationin Lectures. Sesabove, Vol L, p. 385.—En,

T —m— e g
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which we are hereafter to treat, in reference to reasoming in
general), theve are two kinds of Sorites: the one descending from
whole to part,—or ascending from part to whole : the other pro-
ceeding from whole to whole ; of which last it is now alone Tequi-
site to speak. It is manifest, that if we can find fwo notions
wholly equal to a third notion, these notions will be wholly
equal to each other. Thus, if all trilateral figure be identical with
all triangular figure, and all triangular figure with all ficure the
sum of whose internal angles is equal to two right angles, then all
figure, the sum of whose internal angles is equal to two right
angles, and all trilateral figure, will also be identical, reciprocating,
or absolutely convertible. We have thus simple syllogism of
absolute equation. On the same principle, if A and B, B and C,
U and D, are absolutely equivalent, so also will be A and D. We
may thus, in like manner, it is evident, have a Sorites of absolute
equivalence. It is not, indeed, very easy always to find four or
more terms or notions thus simply convertible. In geometry, we
may carry out the concrete syllogism just stated, by adding the
three following pr positions ;— AU figure, the sum of whose inter-
nal angles s equal fo two right angles, is all figure which can be
bisected through only one angle ;—All figure which can be bisected
through only one amgle, is ail Sigure whick, Wisected through an
angle and a side, gives two triangles ; and All figure wlhich, thus
bisected, gives two triangles, s all figure which, bisected th rouqh
two sides, gives a triangle and quadrangle, and so forth. In
theology, perhaps, however, these series are more fre juently to be
found than in the other seierices, The following twelve equivalent
concepts constitute at once a good example of such a Sorites, and
at the same time exhibit a compendious view of the whole Calvin-
istic doctrine. These are—1, Elected—2. Redesmed—3. Culled—
4. Graced with' true repentance—5. With true faith—6, Witk
true personal assurance—7. Pardoned—S8. J ustified—?9. Sancti-
Jied—10. Badowed with perseverance—11. Saved—12. Gl orified.
This series could indeed be amplified ; but T have purposely re-
stricted ifi to twelve. Now, as All the elect are all the redeemed,
all the redeemed all the called, all the called all the [Eruly]
penitent, all the [truly] penitent all the [truly] believing, all the
'[fJ‘Hl_fj] believing all the [truly] assured, all the [truly] assured
all the pardoned, all the pardoned all the justified, all the justi-
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Jied all the sanctified, all the sanctified all the perseverant, all
the perseverant all the saved, all the saved all the glovified,
all the glovified all the blest with life eternal ; it follows, of ne-
cessity, that all the blest with life eternal are all the elect. To
turn this affirmative into a negative Sorites, we have only to say,
cither at the beginning,—None of the reprobate are any of the
elect, and, consequently, infer, at the end, that none of the blessed
with eternal life are any of the reprobate ; or at the end—None of
the blessed with eternul life are any of the punished, and, conse-
quently, infer that none of the punished are amy of the elect. Per-
haps the best formula for this kind of Sorites is to be found in the
letters a, b, e. This will afford us a Sorites of six terms, viz., a,
b, e—a, ¢, b—Db, a, e—D, ¢, a—e, a, b—e, b, a—which are all vir-
tually identical in their contents. If there be required a formula
for a longer Sovites, we may take the lettersa, b, e, d, which will
afford us twenty-four terms. Perhaps the best formula for a de-
scending or ascending Sorites is, for example, a, b, ¢, d, g, f—a, b,
e, d; e,—a, b, ¢, d—a, b, c,.—a, b—a.

I.—COMPREHENSIVE SORITES—PROGRESSIVE AND REGRESSIVE

E (0. B A
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X,
SYLLOGISM.

A—ITS ENOUNCEMENT—ANALYTIC AND SYNTHETIC—
OBDER OF PREMISES,

(SL‘I: ;1[10‘.'(3., Vol, 1-_‘ p. 305.)

() ENOUNCEMENT OF SYLLOGISM.

(Noy. 1848.)—There are two orders of enouncing the Syllogi
both natural, and the neglect of these, added to the not taking
into account the Problem, or Question, has been the ground why
the doctrine of syllogism has been attacked as involving a petitio
prineipi, or as a mere tautology. Thus, Puffier cites the defi-
nition the art of confessing vn the conclusion what has been al-
ready avowed in the premisess This objection has never been
put down.

The foundation of all syllogism is the Problem. But this may
be answered either Analytically or Synthetically.

L. Analytically (which has been wholly overlooked) thus,—Pro-
blem or quesitum, fs I' (2 Answer, I' 43 C: Jor T 4a M, and
M #s €. This in thereasoning of Depth. More explicitly :—Does
I' contavn in & O T contains in it O; for T' containg in it M,
and M contains in it C.  Bub it is wholly indifferent whether we
cast it in the reasoning of Breadth. TFor example :—Does C con-
tain wnder it T2 O contains wnder it T'; for C contains wnder
it M, and M contains wnder it T8

Here all is natural ; and there is no hitch, no transition, in the
order of progressive statement. The whole reasoning forms an
organic unity ; all the parts of it being present to the mind at
once, there is no before and no after. But it is the condition of a
verbal enonncement, that one part should precede and follow
another. Here, accordingly, the proposition in which the reason-

& Seconde Logique, Art, 1ii, § 126.— thenthe minor, (that good men o think) ;

Ep. 11:5-!1_\' the major, (that the _JI;"r.'a‘r'-’!f{ITH").',iS
B Plato, in aletter to Dionysius, (Fpist.  of divine men aro of highest cuthority).
2), reverses the common order of Syllo-  Platonis Opers, Bekker, ix. p. 74, CEL

giS]_ll, l"l‘“‘-"i“g the conclugion firat, (hat Melanchthon, j‘i‘h’i’rl'f"‘f'“__ L, iii., De 1’"“:}'
fié thinks tiere is some sense in the dead) ;  wratione, p. 98, ed. 1542,
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ing is absolved or realised; and which, from the ordinary mode of
enouncement, hias been styled the Conelusion, is stated first ; and
the grounds or reasons on which it rests, which, from the same eir-
cumstance, have been called the Preniise or Antecedent, ave stated
last. This order is Analytic. Weproceed from the effect to the
cause—from the principiatum to the principia. And it is evident
that this may be done indifferently either in Depth or Breadth ;
the only difference being that in the counter quantities the grounds
or premises naturally change their order.

IL. Synthetically ;—the only order contemplated by the logicians
as natural, but on erroneous grounds. On the contrary, if one
order is fo be accounted natural at the expense of the other, it is
not that which has thus been exclusively considered. For—

1% It is full of hitches. There is one great hitch in the separg-
tion of the conclusion from the question ; thongh this latter is
merely the former proposition in an assertive, instead of an inter-
rogative, form. There is also at least one subordinate hiteh in
the evolution of the reasoning.

2%, The exclusive consideration of this form has been the cause or
the occasion of much misconception, idle disputation, and ground-
less objection.

(On the two Methods; tumultuary observations, to be better
arranged, and corrected.)

1%, In the first or analytic order, what is principal in reality and
in interest, is placed first, that is, the Answer or Assertion, called on
the other order the Conclusion.

2° In this order all is natural ; there is no hiteh, no saltus, no
abrupt transition ; all slides smoothly from first to last.

a) The question slides into its answer, interrogation demands
and receives assertion.

L) Assertion vequires a reason and prepares us to expect it;
and this is given immediately in what, from the other order, has
been called the Antecedent or Premises.

¢) Then the first term, either in Breadth or Depth, is taken first
in the ground or reason, and compared with M ; then M is com-
pared with the other. As in Breadth ;—Does C contain under it
't Ccontains " ; for C contains under it M, and M contains
under o I'—In Depth—Does T' contain in it C? I contains in
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i C; for I contains in it M, and M contains in it O, This is the
first Figure—Second Figure, using common langnage :—1Is I Q7
I' is C (and O4s T); for T and C are both the same M. Here
the two extremes taken together are compared with M—In the
Third Figure M is compared with both extremes—Is T 07 T s
C (and M is I') ; for the sume M 15 both T and (.

3%, In this order theve is nothing pleonastie, nothing anticipated.

4°, Nothing begged.

5%, In this method the process is simple, Thought is one ; but
to be enounced it must be analysed into a many, This order
gives that necessary analysis; and nothing more.

6%, In this order, when assertive, answer is limited by ques-
tion ; good reason why, in Second and Third Figures, one answer
should be given.

7", This order is the one generally used by the mathematicians.
(See Twesten, Logik, inshesondere die A nalytil, § 117, p. 105,
and below, p. 405. Plato also). '

&%, If the Quesitum be stated as it ought to be, this order
follows of course; and the neglect of the quemsitum has followed
from the prevalence of the other. If the quasitum be stated in
using the common form, we must slmost of course interpolate a
yes or a no before proceeding to the premises in the eommon
method ; and, in that case, the conclusion is only a superfluous
recapitulation.

In the Synthetic, or common order, all is contrary, (The num-
bers correspond.)

1°, In this order, what is first in reality and interest, and in
and for the sake of which the whole reasoning exists, comes last ;
till the conclusion is given we know not, (at least we ought not to
know), how the question is answered.

2%, In this order all is unnatural and contorted by hitches and
abrupt transitions. There is no connection between the question
and what prepares the answer,—the premise. (Show in desail.)

3° In this order all is pleonastic and anticipative, The pre-
mises stated, we already know the conclusion. This, indeed, in
books of Logic, is virtually admitted,—the conclusion being com-
monly expressed by a therefore, & Ancient doctrine of Enthy-
meme, (Ulpian, &e.), unknown to our modern logicians; among their




APPENDIX. 401

other blunders on the Enthymeme. On the common doctrine,
Logic,—Syllogistic,—is too truly defined the art of confessing in
the conclusion what had been already avowed in the premises,

4, On this order the objection of petitio principil stands
hitherto unrefuted, if not unrefutable, against Logic.®

5% In this order the process is complex. The simple thought
is first mentally analysed, if it proceed, as it ought, from the quee-
situm ; but this analysis is not expressed.  Then the elements are
recomposed, and this recomposition affords the synthetie: an-
nouncement of the syllogism,—the syllogism being thus the snper-
flupus regress of a foregone analysis.  Aristotle's analytic is thus
truly a synthetic ; it overtly reconstructs the elements which had
been attained by a covert analysis.

6, In this method, the problem hanging loose from the syllo-
gism, and, in fact, being usually neglected, it does not determine
in the Second and Third Figures one of the two alternative con-
clusions; which, ez fucie syllogismz, are competent in them. The
premises ‘only being, there is no reason why one of the conelu-
sions should be drawn to the preference of the other. Mem.
Counter-practice old and new. The logicians ought not, however,
to have ignored this double conclusion.

7°, See corresponding number.

&, See corresponding number.y

(b) ORDER OF PREMISES.

Aristotle places the middle term in the first Figure between the
extremes, and the major extreme first ;—in the second Figure before
the extremes, and the major extreme next to it;—in the third
Iiguve, after the extremes, and the minor extreme nexst to it,

a [Stewart (Elements, vol.ii. ch. 8, § 2, comtuencing with theletters. The mean-
£

Works, vol, iii.,, p. 202, éf alibi) makes
this objection, Refnted by Galluppi
Le=. di Logica e dit Metufisica, Lez. 1. P
242, et seq.]

B [Aristotle’s Analytics are in syn-
thetic order; they proceed from the
simple to the compound ; the elements
they commence with are gained by u
foregone analyais, which is not expressed,
They are =8 synthetic ns a grammar

VoL, 1L

ing of the term is the doctrine showing
Liow to aualyse or reduce reasonings to
syllogisme; syllogisme to figure; figure
to mood; second and third figures to
first; syllogisms to propositions and
terme ; propositions to terms: Tor of all
these analysis is said. See Paeii Or.
ganon, An. Prior,, 1. co, 2, 82, 43, ¢4,
45, pp. 128, 261, 273, 273, 278, 240.]
v Compnre Disousnions, p. 652.—Fn,
Y
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In his mode of enonncement this velative order is naturally
kept; for he expresses the predicate first and the subject last,
thus: A 4s @ all B, or A is predicated of all B, instead of
saying Al B is A

But when logicians came to enounce propositions and syllogisms
in conformity to common language, the subject being usually first,
they had one or other of two difficulties to encounter, and submit
they must to either ; for they must either displace the middle term
from its intermediate position in the first Figure, to say nothine
of reversing its order in the second and third ; or, if they kept it
in an intermediate position in the first Figure, (in the second and
third the Aristotelic order could not be kept), it behoved them to
enounce the minor premise first,

And this alternative actually determined two opposite procedures,
—a difference which, though generally distinguishing the logicians
of different ages and countries into two great classes, has been
wholly overlooked. All, it must be borne in mind, vegard the
syllogism in Figure exclusively, and as figured only in Extension.

The former difficulty and its avoidance determined the older
order of enouncement, that is, constrained logicians to state the
minor premise first in the first Figure; and, to avoid the disere-
pancy, they of course did the same for uniformity in the second
and third. Such is the order.

The latter difficulty and its avoidance determined the more
modern order of enouncement, that is, constrained logicians to
surrender the position of the middle term as middle, in following
the order of the major premise fivst in all the Figures.

Philoponus on the First Book of the Prior Analytics, e iv. § 4,
(Pacian Diyision), £ xx ed. Trineavelli—“This definition ap-
pears to be of the extremes and of the middle term ; but is not,
It behoves, in addition, to interpolate in thonght an * only;” and
thus will it be rightly enounced, as if he had said ‘—But the ex-
iremes are both that whick is only in another, and that in which
another only is. For if A is [predicated] of all B, and B is [pre-
dicated] of all C, it is necessary that A should be predicated of all
C. This is the first syllogistic mood. Two universal affirmatives,
inferring an universal conclusion. For if B is in all C, conse-
quently C is a part of B; but again B isa part of A ; consequently,
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Avisin all €, inasmuch as € is & part of B. But what js here
said will appear more elearly from a conecrete example—Sub-
stance of all animal ; animal of all man ; (there follows), sub-
stance of all man. And backwards, (avdmalw), All man ani-
mal; all animal, substance ; all, man therefore substance. TIn
regard to this figure, it is plain how we onght to take the terms
of the first mood. The first [major] is most generic; the second
[middle] is a snbaltern genus ; and the third [minor] is & species
moré special than the middle. But a conclusion is here always
necessary.  Thus, following the synthetic order, that is, if we start
from the major term, substance beging, beginning also the eon-
clusion. Substance of all animal, (substance stands first); animal
of all man ; (finally the conclusion commences with substance),—
substance of all man. But if [on the analytic order] we depart
from the minor term, as from man, in this case the eonclusion
will, in like manner, begin therewith: Al man animal 5 all
animal substance ; all man substance.”

This is the only philosophic view of the matter. Hig syllogisms
really analytie ( =in Depth.)

Analytic and Synthetic ambiguous. Better,—order of Breadth
and Depith.

a [Instances and authorities for the i o 1, sub fine;ubi Alexander, £, 0 a.

enouncement of Syllogism, with the
Minor Premise stated first +—

Axecrasts,

Grecls;—Cregory of Nysen, Opera, t.
ii. p. 812, in his 12 (not 10) Sylogisme
against Manicheans, varies. These very
corruph, Jounnes Damascenus, Dialeo-
tica, c. 64, Opera ed. Lequien, Paris,
1712, & i pp. 65, 68), gives two Syllo.
gisms, one with minor first, Alsinous,
De Doot. Plut, L. i, ce, 5 and 6, Arig-
totle often places minor firsh. Ses Zan-
bavella, Opera Logica, De Quarta Fiqura,
p- 124 Vallivs, Logrica, t.ii., pp. 72, 76.
Aristotle and Alaxander not vegular in
stattug major propositions, See in
Firet Figure, An, Pr. i e. 4. Aristotle
used the * whole"" only of the predicate.
See Zabarell, Zabule, I An, Prior., p.
140. (But see above, p. 301.) Bosthius,
Opera, pp, 662, 588,  Aristotle, dn. P

Fhiloponus; £, 17 a, £.11b. Alexander
Aph. In An Py, 1. 8. 90, 15 b, Philo:
ponus, fn An. Pr, 4. 0. 11 5,20 a
explains the practice of Greek Peripa-
tetica in this matter. See alaoff 17 a,
18 ajand 11 n, 21 a—thete in i Fig—
in ii. Fig. 28 b, The same In Physica,
iier 1, . 2. Themistiug, In An. Post.
il e 4. Anonymus, De Syllogizmo, f.
48 a.  Gregorinzs Aneponymus, (om-
pond, Philosophice Syntagma. L., . co.
1, 6, pp. 58, 70. Georgius Diaconus
Pachymerius, Epit. Log. tit, iv. ce, 1—4,
Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrh. Hypotypos.,
Lol ee. 13,14, pp. 108, 110,  Clemena
Alex. Strom. L. viii, Opera, p. 784, (ed,
Sylburgii) Blemmidus, #pitome Logioa,
¢. 81, p. 210, Gregorius Trapesun-
tius, Dialectica, De Syll. p. 30, “ Prima
(Figura) est in qua medius terminus
subjicitur in mujore, et in minore
preediostur: guamviz contra fiori et soleat
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B. FIGURE—-UNFIGURED AND FIGURED SYLLOGISM.

(1853) (@) ConTRAST AND COMPARISON OF THE VARIOUS
KINDS OF FORMAL SYLLOGISM— DIFFERENCE OF
FIGURE ACCIDENTAL.

A). Unfigured Syllogtsm—One form of syllogism: for here there
is abolished, 1% The difference of Breadth and Depth, for the terms

et possit!' A Gredk;, he wrote in Ikaly
for the Laking; but refers here to the
practic

La —Cioeya, De Fin,
Luse, Disp. 111 73 v. 15, Opera Lhil. pp.
885, 003, 081, 1029, ed Verburei. Mae-
robiug, Opera, p. 181, Zsunii,
Lipist. 85, p. 868, Apuleius, De Hubit,
Daet. Plat. L. iii. p, 36, ed. Elmenhorst,
Isidorus, in Gothafr. Auctores; p. 878,
Cassiodoria, Dialectice, Opéra

of his countrymen.

.8;iv. 18:

Seneca,

p. aaby
Genev. 1650, gives alternative, but in
Pealm xxxi. v, 16, gives o syllogiam with
minor first.  Martianug Capells, De Sep-
tem.  Avtibug  Liberalibus, allows Loth
forms for first Figure ; generally mukes
the minor first (see belaw, p.424). Boe-
thing, (orige malt), v. Opera, p. 594 et
86q.
OnryeNTALS,

Mahommedans :—Averroes (snouneing
as we) inall the Figures, has minor fivst,
(See below, p. 425.)

Jewy:—Rabbi Simeon [traly Maimon-
ides] (in Hebrew,) Logiea, per 8, Mun-
7y Basil, 1527,

pations of the doctrine

sternm, ce. 6
Modern «

that the Minor Premise should pracede
the Major.  Valls, Dialectica, £ 60 b, &e.
Opeya p, 783, 730, Joannes Neomagus
In Trapezuntivm, f. 38 b, (only adduee
examples.) Caramuasl, Rof. et Realis Phi-
fasoplie, Logicn, Disp.ix. xvi. Aquinas,
Opuge. A7, (Cameravius, Disp, Phil, P.i.
qu. 13, p. 117.)

Alstedius, ﬁ':?r-‘»,rr'l'-fi‘.rr-
dliay po 437,  Gussendi, Opera, ii, p. 413 ;
L.p. 107, Camerarins, Disp. Plil, P, i,
aw. 18, 1, 117, Leibnits, Opepa ii, Pira,

i; p. 858, Dhissert, de Arte Combinatoria,

(166G), ed Dutens, who refers to Ramus,
Qassendi, Aleinous, &e, Cf. Nouyeausr

Espais, L iv. § 8, p. 454, ed. Raspe; and

Locke's Fssay, ibid, DBuflier; Logique,

§ 48,  Cwanriue, Dialecticn, Tract, v, D¢
Sytl. Cal, p, 158, (first ed. 1532). J.C.T.
Nove Detecta Veritas, &o., see Reusch,
Systema Logicwm, § 547, p. 626, Chau-

vin, Lt

Hobbes, Compulatio, e iv,

i

o Philosoph tewm, . Fiqurer,
prefixes the
minor, (see Hallam, Lit, of Eerope, vol.
iii. ¢ 8, p. 300, ed. 1830.) Lumbert,
Neuwes Organon, 1. 136 5. Bachmann,
Lok, & 138, pp. 202, 225, ‘Hellman,
Logica, § 454, Esser, Logik, § 107, p:
210, Krug, Logik, § 114, p. 408. Beneke,
System dey Logily ¢, v. po 210 ¢t seq.
Method to

Facetolald, (though he

Stapulensis, in Se
Seienee, p. 127,

rennt's

errs himself), Rudimente Loglee, p. 86,
P, iil. ¢, §, note 4, where Doethilus, Sex-
t1s Empirieus, Aleinons; &e. Ch. Mayne
Egaayy on Natural Notions, P 122 et zeq.
Lamy, Acta Erud,, 1708, p. 67,

Who have erred in this sabject,
making our order of enunciskion the
paturaland usunl.  Vives, Cenaura Veri.
J. Q. Vaszina, De
Nat. Art. Liberal.,, Logiea; o viii. § O
J. A, Wabricius, Ad, Sext. Epp. 103,
i Logiere, p. 88,
Waitz, In Org. Comam,, pp. 380, 386,

That Ressoning in
Quantity most natural.
Rat. § 399, p. 327,
Logicum, § 647. Schulze, Logik, § TT of

ald, (1817) § 72 of Jast (1881) edition,

Opera, b i, p. 606,

eiolati, Rudimenta

Comprehensive
Wull, Phil.

Reusch, Systenis
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me both Subject or both Predicate, and may be either indiffex rently;
27, All order of the terms, for these may be enounced first or seeond
indifferently ; 3°, All difference of major or minor term or prapo-
sition, all duplicity of syllogism ; 4°, All difference of direct and
indirect conclusion.

B). Figured Syllogism—Two forms of syllogism by different
orders of terms :—

First Figure—Here the two forms of syllogism are possible,
each with its major and minor terms, each with its direet or
immediate, its indirect or mediate, conclusion. These tywo various
forms of syllogism are essentially one and the same, differing only
accidentally in the order of enouncement, inasmuch as they seve-
rally depart from one or from the other of the counter, but corre-
lative, quantities of Depth and Breadth, as from the containing
whole. But in fact, we may enounce each order of syllﬂgism,
[in] either quantity, the one is the more natural. . .

Second and Third Figures—In each of these figures therv are
possible the two varieties of syllogism ; but not, as in the first
figure, are these different forms variable by a counter quantity, and.
with a determinate major and minor term ; for in each the ex-
tremes and the middle term (there opposed) are necessarily in the
same quantity, being either always Subject or always Predicate
in the jugation. They differ only as the one extreme, or the other,
(what is indifferent), is arbitravily made the Subject or Predicate
in the conclusion. Indirect or Mediate conclusions in these
figures are impossible ; for the indirect or mediate conclusion of
the one syllogism is in fact the direct conclusion of the other,

Thus difference of Figure accidental.

de Borlin, 1802, Hallam, Lit. off Ewrope,
vol, iii, p. 309, Thomson (W.}; Cutlines
af the Lows of Thought, p. 89, In refer-
ence to the above, the mathematicians
usually begin with what is commonly
ealled the Minor Premise, (nse A = B,
B =0, thevefore A = C) ; and froquently

holds thut dictum de omnt, &o., evolved
oub of nofanote, for mere subordination
syllogisms. Hauschius, ' Aeta Eud,
1728, p. 470. Lamy (B.) in deta Erud.
1708, p. 67. Oldfield, Lssay on Rea-
aon, po 246, Valla, Lialeotica, L. iii, «
45, Hoftbaner, Analytik der Urtheile

wnd Schifsse, § 162, p. 198, Mayne's Ha-
tional Notiony, y. 123 ef seq.  Mariotte,
Logingue, Part ii, dise. ifi, p. 101, Paris,
1078, Chladenus, Phil. Def. p. 18, (in

Wolf, Phil, Rat. §551.) Castillon, Mem.

thoy state the Conclusion first, (18 A =
B, for A= M, and M = B), or &c., see
Wolf, Pkil. Rat, § 551, and Twesten,
Logtk,$117, p. 105 ; and Lambert, Neuca
Org. 1. § 225.)
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If rule true, it will follow that it is of no consequence whether ;—
- 1% The middle one or any other of the three terms be, in any
proposition, subject or predicate, if only either. Hence difference
of Figure of no account in varying the syllogism. Thus, (retain-
ing the subordination of terms), eonvert major proposition in Ex-
tension of first Figure, and you have second Figure ; eonver
minor proposition, and you have third Figure ; convert both pre-
mises, and yon have fourth Figure,

2", Whether one of the extremes, one or other of the premises,
stand first. or second, be, in fact, major or minor term of a propo-
sition ; all that is required is, that the termsand their quantities
should remain the same, and that they should always bear to each
other a relation of subject and predicate. Thus, if [in] any of the
Figures, the major and minor terms and propositions interchange

relation of subordination ; when, in the first Figure, you conyert
and transpose ; and when [in] the other three Figures (fourth
you simply transpose the premises.

Indifferent (in first Figure) which premise precedes or follows.
For of two ona not before the other in nature. But not inditfer-
ent in either whole, which term should be subjeet and predicate
of conelusion.=

(b) DouBLE CoNCLUSION IN SECOND AND THIRD FIGURES.

My doctrine is as follows ;—
In the Unjigured. Syllogism there is no contrast of terms, the

notions compared not being to each other subject and predicate -
consequently, the conclusion is here necessarily one and only one.
In the Figured Syllogism we mnst discriminate the Figures.
In the First Figure, where the middle term is subject of the one
extreme and predicate of the ather, there is of course a determinate
major extreme and premise, and & determinate minor extreme and
premise; consequently, also, one proximate or direct, and one remote
or indirect, conclusion,—the latter by a eonversion of the former.

« Compave Discussions, p. 658.—FEp,




APPENDIX, 407

In the Second and Third figures all this is reversed In these
there is no major and minor extreme and premise, both extremes
being cither subjects or predicates of the middle ; consequently,
in the inference, as either extreme may bo indifferently subject or
predicate of the other, there ave two indifferent conclusions, that
is, conclusions neither of which is more direct or indivect than the
other,

This doctrine iz opposed to that of Aristotle and the logicians,
who recognise in the Second and Third Figures a major and minor
extreme and premise, with one determinate conelusion.

The whole question in regard to the duplicity or simplicity of
the conclusion in the latter figures depends upon the distinetion
in them of a major and a minor tern; and it must be peremp-
torily decided in opposition to the universal doctrine, unless it can
be shown that, in these figures, this distinction actnally subsists.
This was felt by the logicians; accordingly they applied themselves
with zeal to establish this distinction. But it would appear, from
thie very multiplicity of their opinions, that uone proved satisfac-
tory ; and this general presumption is shown to be correct by the
examination of these opinions in detail—an examination which
evinees that of these opinions there is no one which ought to
satisfy an inquiring mind.

In all, there arve six or five different grounds on which it has
been attempted to establish the discrimination of 4 major and
minor term in the Second and Third Figures. All are mutually
subversive ; each ig incompetent. Fach following the fivst isin
fact a virtnal acknowledgment that the reason on which Axistotle
proceeded in this establishment, is at once ambiguous and insufti-
cient. I shall enumerate these opinions as nearly as possible in
chronological order.

1. That the major is the eatreme which lies in the Second
Figure nearer to, in the Third Kigure farther from, the middle—
This is Aristotle’s definition, (dn. Pr, Lo i, ec. 5, 6). At best it
is ambiguous, and has, accordingly, been taken in different senses
by following logicians ; and in treating of them it will be scen
that in none, except an arbitrary sense, can the one extreme, in
these figures, be considered to lie nearer to the middle term than
the other. T exclude the supposition that Aristotle spoke in
reference to some scheme of mechanical notation.

!
}
1
l
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2. That the major term in the antecedent is that whick 18 pre-
dicate in the conclusion.—This doctrine dates from a remote an-
tiquity. It is rejected by Alexander; bhut, adepted by Ammonius
and Philoponus, (f 17 b, 182, ed. Trinc.), has been generally
recognised by subsequent logicians. Tts recognition is now almost
universal, Yet, eritically considered, it explains nothing. Educing
the law out of the fact, and not dedncing the fact from the law, it
does not even attempt to show why one being, either extreme may
not be, predicate of the conelusion. It is merely an empirical,—
merely an arbitrary, assertion. The Aphrodisian, after refuting
the doctrine, when the terms are indefinite (preindesignate), justly
says:—“Nor is the case different when the terms are definite
[predesignate]. For the conclusion shows as predicate the term
given as major in the premises : so that the conclusion s not itself
demonstrative of the major ; on the contrary, the being taken in
the premises as major, is the cause why a term is also taken as
predicate in the conclusion.”"—(An, Py, f 24 a, ed. Ald.)

3. That the prowimity of an extreme to the middle term, in
Logre, s to be decided by the velative prozimity in nature, to the
middle notion of the notions compared. This, which ig the inter-
pretation of Avistotle by Herminus, is one of the oldest upon re-
cord, being detailed and vefuted at great length by the Aphrodi-
sian, (£ 23 b, 24 a). To determine the natural proximity re-
quired is often difficult in affirmative, and always impossible in
negative, syllogism ; and, besides the objections of Alexander, it is
wholly material and extralogical. Tt is necdless to dwell on this
opinion, which, obscure in itself. seems altogether unknown to our
modern logicians,

4. That the major term in the S
the problem or question,  This is the doctrine maintained by
Alexander, (£ 24 b); but it is doubtful whether at first or second
hand. It has been adopted by Averroes, Zabarella, and sundry of
the acuter logicians in modern times, Tt is meompetent, however,
to establish the discrimination. Material, it presupposes an infen-
tion of the reasoner ; does not appear ez fucie syllogismi; and, at
best, only shows which of two possible queesita,—which of two
possible conclusions,—has heen actually carried out. For it as-
sumes, that of the two extremes either might have been major in
the antecedent, and predicate in the conclusion. If Alexander

-'ffrfn‘{]rf'.wﬂ 18 the predicate af
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had applied the same subtlety in canvassing his own opinion,
which he did in criticising those of others, he would not have
given the authority of his name to so untenable doctrine.

5. That the major eatreme is that contwined in the major pre-
nuise, and the major premise that in the order of enowncement

Jirst. This doctrine seems indicated by Scotus, (dn. Pr, L. i,

qu. xxiv. §§ 5, 6); and is held explicitly by certain of his fol-
lowers. This also is wholly incompetent. For the order of
the premises, as the subtle Doctor himself observes, (Ih,; qu.
xxiii. § 6), is altogether indifferent to the validity of the con-
sequence’; and if this external aceident be admitted, we should
have Greek majors and minors turned, presto, info Latin minors
and majors,

6. That the major extreme is that contained in the major pre-
mise, and the major premise that itself most general.  All oppo-
site practice originates in abuse. This opinion, which coincides
with that of Herminus, (No. 3), in making the logical velation of
terms dependent on the natural relation of notions, T find ad-
vanced in 1614, in the Disputationes of an ingenions and inde-
pendent philosopher, the Spanish Jesuit, Petrus Hurtado de Men-
doza, (Disp, Log. et Met, 1, Disp. x. §§ 50—55). Tt is, however,
too singular, and manifestly too untenable, to require refatation.
As material, it is illogical ; as formal, if allowed, it would at best
serve only for the discrimination of certain moods ; but it cannot
be allowed, for it would only subvert the old without being ade-
quate o the establishment of aught new. It shows, however, how
unsatisfactory were the previous theorvies, when such a doctrine
conld be proposed by so acute a reasoner, in substitution. This
opinion has remained unnoticed by posterior logicipns.

The dominant result from this historical enumeration is, that,
in the Second and Third Fignres, there is no major or minor term,
therefore no major or minor premise, therefore two indifferent
conclusions.

This important truth, however natural and even manifest it may
geem when fully developed, has but few and obscure vaticinations
of its recognition during the progress of the science. Three only
have I met with.

The first I find in the Aphrodisian, (£ 24 b) ; for his expres-
sions might seem to indicate that the opinion of there being no
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major and minor term in the second figure, (nov, b r analogy, in the
third), was a doctrine actually hicld by some early Gregk logicians,
It would be curions to know if these were the “ ancients,” assailed
by Ammonins, for mainfaining an overt quantification of the pre-
dicate. The words of Alexander are :—* Nor, howevér, can it he
said, that in the present figure there is no major. For this at Jeast
is determinate,—that its major must be universal ; and, if there be
m it any syllogistic combination, that premise is the major, which
eontains the major term;” (£ 24 a) Demurving to this refuta-
tion, it is, however, evidence sufficient of the epinion to which it
is opposed. This; as it is the oldest, is, indeed, the only authority
for any deliberate doctrine on the point.

The second indication dates from the middle of the fifteenth
century, and is contained in the Dialectica of the celebrated Tan-
rentins Valla (L. iii. ¢, 8 [51]). Valla abolishes the third figure, and
his opinion on the question is limited to his observations on the
second.  In treating of Cesare and Camestres, which, after a liost
of previous logicians, he considers to be a gingle mood : there is
nothing remarkable in his statement : “ Neque distincts sunt pro-
Positio et assumptio, ut altera major sit, altera minor, sed quodam-
modo pares ; ideoque sicut neutra vindicat sibi prinium aut secun-
dum locum, ita utraque jus habet in utraque conclusione.  Vernin
istis placuit, utid quod secundo loco poneretur, vendicaret sibi con-
clusionem : quod vernm esset nisi semper gemina esset eonclusio.
Sed earum dicamus alteram ad id quod primo loco, alteram ad id
quod secundo loco positum est refer1ii” We, therefore, await the
development of his doctrine by relation to the other moods, Festing
and Bareco, which thus auspicionsly begins :—*“ Idem contingit in
reliquis duobus : qui tamen sunt magis distineti.” We are, how-
ever, condemned to disappointment. For, by a common error,
excusable enongh in this impetuous writer, he has tonfounded sin-
gulars (definit
amples which he adduces of these moods are, in fact, only examples
of Cesure and Camestres. The same error had also been previ-
ously committed (L. iil. ¢. 4) The whole, therefore, of Valla's
doctrine, which is exclusively founded on these examples, must 2o

23

) with particulars (indefinites); and thus the ex-

for nothing ; for we cannot presume, on such a ground, that he
admits move than the four common moods, identifying, indeed, the
two first, hy admitting in them of a double conclusion. We can-
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not, certainly, infer, that he ever thonght of recogmising a par-
ticular,—an indefinite, predicate in a negative proposition.

The third and last indication which T can adduee is that from
the Method to Science of John Sergeant, who has, in this, as
in his other books, (too suceessfully), eoncealed his name under
the initials “J. 8. He was a Catholie priest, and, from 1665, an
active veligious controversialist : whilst, as a philosopher, in his
Idea Philosophie Cuartestane, a criticism of Descartes, in his
Solid Plilosophy, « criticism of Locke,e in his Metaphysics, and in
the present work, he manifests remarkable eloquence, ingenuity,
and independence, mingled, no doubt, with many untenable, not to
say ridieulous, paradoxes. His works, however, contain genius
more than énough to have saved them, in any other country, from
the total oblivion into which they have fallen in this,—where, in-
deed, they probably never were appreciated. His Method to Sci-
ence, (n treatise on Logic), was published in 1696, with a * Preface,
dedicatory to the learned students of hoth our Universities," ex-
tending to sixty-two pages. But, alas | neither this nor any other
of his philosophical booksis to be fonnd in the Bodleian.

In the third book of his Method, which treats of Discourse,
after speaking of the first, or, as he calls it, “only right figure of a
syllogism,” we have the following observations on the second and
third:—* § 14 Wherefore the other two figures, [he does not recog-
nise the fourth], ave unnatural and monstrous. For, since nature
has shown us, that what conjoins two notions ought to be placed
in the middle between them ; it is against nature and reason to
place it either above them both, as is done in that they call the
seoond figure, or under them both, as is done in that figure they
call the third,

“§ 15. Hence no determinate conelusion can follow, in either of
the last figures, from the disposal of the parts in the syllogisms.

- For since, as appears, (§ 13), the extreme which is predicated of

the middle term in the major; has themce a title to be the predi-
cate in the conclusion, because it is above the middle term, which
is the predicate, or above the other extreme in the wminor, it fol-

« Bergreant isan intelligent antagonist certain views he anticipates Kant; and
of both these philosophers, and I' have. Pope hus ovidently taken from his bro-
slaawhers had oveasion to quote him as ther Catholic the hint of some of his
the firat and one of the ablest critics of most celobrated thoughts,
the Ersey on Human Understanding. 1n
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lows, that if the middle term be twice above or tuice below the
other two terms in the premises, that reason cedses ; and so it is
left indifferént which of the other terms is to be subject or predi-
cate in the conclusion : and the indeterminate conclusion follows,
not from the artificial form of the syllogism, hut merely from tlie
material identity of all the three terms: or from this, that their
notions ave found in the same Hns, Wherefore, from these pre-
mises, [in the second figure],
Some leudalile thin g 8 [all] viptue,
[AP] courtesy s @ virtue »
or, from thege, [in the third],
[.’IH] Viriue e !—:.'nmr] an._fr;.",{;__v
Nome .";‘}'h:‘c' 9 |r:N_] f.‘a‘.f:;-(r".\":; 7
the conclusion might either be,
?'L..r-rq,f:_'u'.:-' [all] courtesy s [some] landali, '
Or, Some laudable ¢ tng s [all) courtesy.

S0 that, to argue on that fashion, or to make use of these awlk-
ward figures, is not to know certainly the end or conclusion we
aim at, but to shoot our holt at no determinate mark, since no
determinate conclusion can in that case follow.” (P, 232
Extremes, it is said, meet, sergeant would abolish the second
and third ficures, as petitory and unnatural. as merely material
corruptions of the one formal first, I, on the contrary, regard all
the figures as equally necessary, natural, and formal. But e
agree in this: both hold that, in the second and third figures; there
is a twofold and indifferent conclusion ; howheit, the one makes
this & monstrosity of the syllogistic matter, the other, a beauty of

the syllogistic form, Therefove. though I view Sergeant as wrong

in his premises, and « shooting his holt at no determinate mark "
I must needs allow that he has, by chance, hit the bull’s eye. I
have inserted, within Square brackets, the quantifications required
to restore and show out the tormality of his examples ; on my
scheme of notation, they stand as follows —

p— M, ——: ] C-'_.-—-'M,h--—:]_"
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C,—HISTORICAL NOTICES REGARDING FIGURE OF
SYLLOGISM.

I.—ARISTOTLE.

Aristotle ; Figures and Terms of Syllogism, Prior Analytics
B. L ch. iv.

First Figure, ch. iv.—§ 2. “ When three terms [or notions] hold
this mutual relation,—that the last.is in the whole middle, whilst
the middle is or is not in the whole first, —of these extremes
there results of necessity a perfect syllogism.a

§ 3. “ By mniddle term, [B (B)], T mean that which itself isin
another and another in it ; and which in position also stands in-
termediate. I call entreme both that whieh is itself in another
[the minor], and that in which another is [the major] Forif A
be predicated of all B, and B of all O, A will necessarily be pre-
dicated of all C.

§ 10. “TI call that the major extreme [A (A)] in which the
middle is; the minor [T (C)] that which lies inder the middle.”

Second Figure, ch. v.—§ 1. * When the same [predicate notion]
inheres in all of the one and in none of the other, or in all or in
none of both [the subject notions),—this I denominate the Second
Figure.

§ 2. “The meddle [M (M)] in this figure I call that which is
predicated of both [notions] ; the exfremes, the [notions] of which

the middle is said. The major

& Oh. iv. § 9, —This definition of the
First Figure, (founded on the rules De
(Omni and de Nullo), applies only to the
univerasl moods, but, of these, only to
those legitimate nnd nseful, — Barbam
aud Celavent, It, therefore, seews in-

adequate, but not suparfluons,

Aristotia uses the plirase ““to bein
all or in the whole,” both with reference
to ntension,—for- the lower notion B,
a8 contained under the all or whale of

extreme [N (N)] is that towards

the higher notion A : and with reference
to comprehension,—for the highor no-
tion A ns contained in the all ar whole
of the lower notion B, In the former
gense, which with Aristotle is the more
usual, and, in fact, the only one con-
templated by the logicinns, there is also
to be vbserved n distinction betweon
the inhesion and the predication of tho
attribute
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the middle : the minoy 5 (O)]; that from the middle morea
remote,

§ 3. “The middle is Placed out [from between] the extremes,

the first in position”—

[So, m — 317

N——8& e

= 0|

|

Third Figure, ch, Vi—§ L. “When in the same [subject notion |
one [predicate notion] inheres in gl another in none of ity or
when both inkere in all or I mnone of it, such figure T call the
Third.

§ 2. “In this [fignre] T name the niddle, that of which both
[the other terms] are predicated ; the evtremes, the predicates
themselves, The mujor extreme [T1 (P)] is that farther from, the
mianor [P, (Q)], that nearer to, the middle.

§ 8. “The midile [3 (R)] is placed ot [from betwean

] the
extremes, the last in Position,”

by
Qeneral Theory of Figure— If then, it ho Necessary [in reason-
ing] to take some [term] common [or intur:l:er‘.li;:rv] to both [ex-

treme terms) ; this is possible in three

Avistotle, Priop Analytics, B, i. o, 93 § 7

ays. For we predicate
either [the extreme] A of [the middle] €, and [the middle] O of
[the extreme] B ; or [the middle] O of both [extremes] ; or both
[extremes] of [the middle] C. These ape the [three) Figures of
which we have spoken ; and it is manifest,

that through one or
other of the Figures every syllogism mu

st be realised =

® Avistotle here vardes tlie notation  tion wight; appear to indicate). that the
by letters of the thyee syllogistic terms  wmiddle torm was & notion in the Fist
waking C (T) stind for: the middle Figure, nevessarily  intermediate be-
berm, A and B for the two extremes, tween the two extremes, in the Se-
This he did, perhaps; to prevent it b cond superior, in the Third inferior, to

ing supposed, (what his revious nota- them.
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IT. AND IIT,—ALRXANDER AND HERMINUS,

Alexander, In dAn. Pr, £ 23 b.

Seeond Figure, o, v.  Arvistotle—**The middle extreme is that
whicl lies towards the middle.”

§ 2. “But it is a question, whether in the Second Figure there
be by nature any major and minor extreme, and if there be, by
what criterion it may be known. For if we can indifferently con-
nech with the middle Zerm. whichsoever exfrenme we dhonse, this
we may always call the smajor.  And as negative conclusions only
are drawn in this figare, universal negatives being also mutu-
ully vonvertible, it follows, that in universal negatives the one
term has no better title: to be styled major than the othex, seeing
that the major term is what 18 predicated, whilst both are here
indifferently predicable of each other. In universal affirmatives,
indeed, the predicate is major, becanse it has a wider extent ; and
for this reason, such propositions are not [simply] convertible ;
so that here there is by nature a major term which is not to be
found in universal negatives,

“ Herminus is of opinion that, in the Second Figure,

[1°] “If both the extremes, of which the middle is predicated,
be homogeneous [or of the same genus], the major term is that most
proximate to the genus common to the two. For example;—
If the extremes be bird and man ; bird lying nearer to the com-
mon genus [anwmal] than man, as in its first division, bird is
thus the major extreme ; and, in general, of homogeneous terms,
that holding such a relation to the common genus is the major.

[2°.] “But if the terms be equally distant from the common genus,
as horse and nean; we ought to regard the middle predicated of
of them, and econsider of which [term] it is predicated through
[that term] itself, and of which through some other predicate ;
and compare that through which it is predicated of another with
that throungh which it is predicated of [the term] itself And if
that through which [the middle] is predicated of another, (viz.
the one extreme), be nearer [than the other extreme] to the
common genus, that [extreme] of which [for Tovrwy od, I read
TovTor ov), the middle is [mediately] predicated, from its closer
propinguity to the common genus, rightly obtains the title of
major. For esample: If the extremes be horse and man,
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rational being predicated of t.iu:-m.——mﬂ::t-iv.'r:]y of horse, affirnia-
tively of man ; seeing that rational is mot of itself denied of
horse, but because horse 18 rrational, whereas rational is of
itself affirmed of man, horse is nearer than man to theip GOMIon
genus anvmal ;» fiorse will therefore, be the major extreme, thouoh
man be no further removed than horse from its Proper genmus,
And this, because that through wlich the predicate [1.e. the middle]
is predicated of this last, as being wrrational i greater ; for pu-
tional is not denied of horse qua lorse, whilst it is gffirmed of
TR Gt man,

[3°] « But if the extremes be not homogeneons, but under diffe-
rent genera, that is to be considered the major term, which of the
two helds the nearer of its own genus.  For instance: I aught L
predieated of colowr and man, colowr is the major extreme ; for
colowr stands closer to quality, thaw sman to subistance : as man
is au individual [or most special | species, but not colour.

[4°] “Finally, if each be equally remote from its Proper genus,
we must consider the middle, and inquire of which ternu i6 is pre-
dicated through [that term] itself, and of which through some-
thing else ; and if that, through which the middle is predicated
of another, [ one extreme]; be neaver to its proper genus, and if
throngh that the middle be actually predicated of this térm, this
term is to be deemed the major. For example : If the terms be
white and man, the one being an individual species in guality, the
other in substance ; and if rational be aftirmatively predicated of
man, negatively of white ; the affirmation is made in regaid
to man as man, whercas the negation is made of white, not as
white, but as inanimate, But since inanimate, through which
rational is denied of white, is more commaon, more universal, and
more proximate to substance manimate than man to [substance]
antmate, on that account, ewhite is the major term in reference to
man'  [So far Herminus, ]

“But to reason thus, and to endeayour to demonstrate a major
term by nature, in the Second Figure, is a speculation which may
be curions, but is not true. [Lread mpos 765,

[1°]. “For, in the first place, if we consider the given terms,
not in themselves, but in relation to others, in which the predi-
cated term does not inhere ; the major térm will be always found
in the negative proposition. For, in this case, the major is always
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equal to the middle term ; since whether it be thus or thus taken
from the eommencement, or be so made by him who denies it, the
negative major will still stand in this relation to the middle term.
For the middle does not inhere, where it is not supposed to inhere.
Wherefore, its repugnant opposite inheres in the subject, but the
repugnant opposite of the middle is equal to the middle. And
this, either throngh the middle itself, or throngh another notion of
wider extent ; as when rational is denied of something throngh
inanvmate, For there is here an equalisation throngh trrational,
through which rational is negatively predicated of Jorse. For
cither the middle is equal to this of which it is denied, or [I read,
7 for 6] it is less ; as when, through dnanimate, rational is de-
nied of anght. For inanimate is equal to animate, under which
is rational, & notion greater than that other of which if is aflirmed.
For since the affirmative predicate is greater than its subject, of
which the middle is denied or nof affirmed ; and since the reason
why the middle is denied, 18 equal to or greater than the middle
itself, which middle, again, in an affirmative proposition, is greater
than its subject ;—on these accounts, a negative proposition is
always greater than an affirmative. Nevertheless, Avistotle him-
self says that a negation is to be placed in the minor |proposi-
tion] ; for the second syllogism in this figure [Camestres] has ag
ibs minor prémise an universal negative.

[2°].  Further, why in the case of negatives alone should explan-
ation or inquiry be competent, in regard to the reason of the nega-
tive predication, seeing that in the case of affirmatives the reason
is equally an object of inguiry? For rational is predicated of
man, of itself, indeed, but not primarily, that is, not inasmuch as
he is man, but inasmuch as he is rational ; so that if rational
[be denied] of horse through #rrafional, still these are both
branches of the same division, By this method, assuredly, no
major can be ever found. Wherefore, we ought not, in this way,
to attempt a diserimination of the major of affirmative syllogisms
in the Second Figure. For in this figure affirmation and negation
ave equally compatible with the major term ; so that whatsocver
term has by the forementioned method heen found major, the same,
taken either as major or minor, will effectuate a syllogistic juga-
tion ; which being competent, there is no longer any major [or
minor] in this figure, For the problem is fo find not & major
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term absolutely, but one of this figure.” [So much touching Her-
minus, |

[3°]. “ Nor, on the other hand, as is thought by some, is that un-
conditionally to be ealled the major term, which stands predicate
in the conclusion. For neither is this manifest ; if lefs indefinite
[preindesignate], the same term will hold & different relation,
though a conversion of the universal negative ; so that what is
now the major, may be anon the minor ; we may, in fact, be said to
constitute the same term both major and minor, Naturally there
18 in negative Propositions no major notion, nor, from the conchu-
sion, onght we to make out the major at all Nor is the case
different when the term is defined [predesignate]. For the con-
clusion shows, as Predieate, the term given as major in the pre-
mises ; so that the conclusion is not itself demonstrative of the
major; on the contrary, the being taken in the premises as
major is the cause why a term is also taken as predicate in the
eonelusion.

“Nor, however, can it be said that in this figuire there is no major,
For this at least is determinate —that its major must be universal :
and, if there be [in it] any syllogistic combination, that premise is
the major which contains the major term,

[4°] “But, in the Second Figure, which of the terms is to be
deemed the major? That is to he deemed the major, and to be
placed fivst, which in the problem [question or quaesitum] we intend
to demonstrate, and which we regard as predicate. For EVETY 0One
who reasons, fligt of all determines with himself, what it is he
would prove ; and to this end he applies his stock of suitable pro-
positions ; for no one stumbles by chance on a conclusion, The
notion, therefore, proposed as predicate in the problem to be
proved, is to be constituted the major term ; for although the pro-
position be conyerted, and the notion thereby become the subject,
still in what we proposed to prove, it [actnally] was, and, there-
fore, [virtually] remains, the predicate. Hence, even if there be
drawn another conelusion, we conyert i i 80 that, to us who prove
and syllogise and order terms, that always stands as the major.
For major and minor are not, in negative syllogisms, regulated by
their own nature, but by the intention Lof the reasoner] to con-
clude. Thus it is manifest, that what is the predicate in the pro-
bler, is also the predicate in the conclusion.”
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Alexander on Prior Analyties, Tu i. e, vi, £ 80 a. ed. Ald.

(Third Figare.) . . . Thisis the Third Figute, and holds the
last place becaunse nothing universal is inferved in it, and becanse
sophistical syllogisms chiefly affect this fioure with their indefinite
and particular conclusions, But the sophistical are the last of all
syllogisms. . . . Add to this, that while both the Second and
Third Figures take their origin from the First of the two, the
third is engendered of the inferior premise. For the minor, qu
minor, is the inferior premise, and holds reasonably a secondary
place; [the conversion of the minor proposition of the first figure
giving the third figure], -

F, 30 b. (Darapti.) “The first syzygy in this figure is of two
universal affirmatives [Darapti ] But it may be asked—Why,
whilst in the second figure there are two syllogistic conjugations,
having one of the premises an universal affirmative, the other an
universal negative, (from having, now their major, now their
minor, as an universal negutive proposition converted) ;—yhy, in
the third figure, there is not; in like manner, two syllogistic comn-
binations of two universal affirmatives, since of these, cither the
major or the minor proposition is convertible? TIs it that in the
second figure, from the propositions being of diverse form [qualityT,
the commutation of & universal negative into something else hy
conversion is necessary, this being now the major, now the minor,
and it not being in our power to convert which we will? In the
third figure, on the other hand, there being two universal affirma-
tives, the position [relation] of the propositions, (for they are simi-
lar in character and position), is not the cause of one being now
converted, now another ; the cause lying in us, not in the jugation.
Wherefore, the one or other heing similarly convertible, inasmuch
as the position [relation] of the two propositions is the same ; the
one which affords the more important probation is selected, and
hereby is determined the syllogistic jugation. Moreover, the dif-
ferences of syllogism [moods] in each figure are effected by the
differences among their jugations, not by those among their proba-
tions, Thus that the combination of propositions is syllogistic [or
valid], is proved by conversion and reductio ad impossibile, also by
exposition. But from this cireumstance there does not emerge a
plurality of syllogisms [moods]. For the different probations [are
not valid from such plurality, but] from the unity of the jugation




420

[mood], howheit the
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predicate is, for the most part,
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I\ ' predicate to the form :
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the suhject of both -

; preferable to be the predieate
| and predicate of the other.
J

is that in which the middle
here obtaining only the

% whereas in the second it
them.”a

Philoponus (or rather

: a, ed. Trincavelli, 1536,

(

r f aAmmonius, or Philoponug, hers ma-
A

nifestly vefars to the dingrams represent-
ing the three figures, and accommoida bed
i to Avistatle's threo sets of latters, noting
the three termg in eacl of these; thus —
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Whether these disgrams ascend higher

probations are different :
the one, now the other, of the propositions can

Ammonius) on Aristotle.
§if17a, ed Trincavelli, 1536,
) *The Predicate is always better than the Subject, because the

in this ecase:

The second figure is that
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from which they are inferred, so that one Jngation of two universal
affirmatives may eonstitute, in the third figure,

a single syllogism
inasmuoch as now
be converted.”

IV.—Prioronus,

An. Pr. 4 4,

more extensive (€t wA€or) than the
subject is analogous to the
for the matter is the subject of the forms,
r But when the middle term is predicated of the

matter, the

Lwo extremes; or is
it is mot properly intermediate.

1 ? But, howheit, though in position external o the middle, it is still
' than to be the subject. On this
ground, that is called the first figure, the middle
preserves its lecitimate order, being subject of the

ferm of which
one extreme,
in which the

| middle is predicated of both extremes, and in which it: occupies
! spia . 4

1 the better position of those remaining,
1

Finally, the third figure

term is subjected to the two extremes
lowest position,
I(HE figure the middle term is delineated on a level with the extremes ;

is placed above, and in the third Deloaw,

Wherefore, in the first

Ammonins) oy Aristotle, An. Pr., £ 17

than Ammoniys does not nppear ; for

they nre probubly not the constructions
referred to by Aristotle; and none are
given by the Aphrodisian fn his arigingl
text, thonglh liberally supplied by his
Latin tranalator, The dingrams of Am-
monins were long generally
By Neomagua 1538 ({n
fr'cf,. f.

employed.
Treipezuntic Dig-
36), they are most err neously
referred to Faher Stapulensia, [See
farther, Discussions, p, 670—Ep.]
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Syllogistic Figures in general—“We must premise what
is the Major Proposition of the Syllogism, and what the Minor.
But to understand this, we must previously be aware what are
the Major and Minor Terms, And it is possible to define
these, both, in common, as applicable to all the three figures
and, in special, with reference to the first alone. In the latfer
relation, that is, regarding specially the first figure, the Major
term 1s that which constitutes the Predicate, the Minor that
which constitutes the Subject, of the Middle, so far as limited
to the first figare. But since in neither of the other fisures do
the extremes reciprocally stand in any definite () relation to the
middle term ; it is manifest that this determination is inapplicable
to them. We must, therefore, employ a rule common to all the
three figures; to wit, that the major term is that predicated, the
minor that subjected, in the conclusion. Thus, the Major Proposi-
tion ¥s the one contwining the Major Term ; the Minor Propo-
sition the one containing the Minor Term. Examples: Of the
First Figure,—Man [is] animal ; untmal, substance ; therefore,

man, substance. . . . . Of the Second,—Animal [is predi-
cated| of all man; anwimal of no stone ; man, therefore, of no
stone. . . . Of the Thivd,—Some stone is white ; all stone

is tnanvmate 3 cansequently, some white vs inanimate.” . . .

First Figure.—F, 19 b. 59; Aristotle, L. 2. § 3. “*But I call
that the middle term which itself is in another, and another in it ;
and which in position lies intermediate.’

* This definition of the middle term is not common to the three
figures, but limited to the middle of the first figure only. For,
& . . . . But, if there be a certain difference in species
between the middle terms of the three figures, they have likewise
something in common; to wit, that the middle term is found
twice in the premises; throughout the three figures; which also in
position is middle. For Aristotle wishes in the Diagraph (év adry
) Karorypady) to preserve the order of intermediacy, so that,
placing the three terms in a straight line, we assign the middle
place to the middle term. [7]

Aristotle, L. ¢. § 4. ““But [T call] the eatremes both that which
is in another, and that in which another is. Forif A be predi-
cated of all B, and B'of all €, it is necessary that A ghould also be
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predicated of all ¢, We have previously said what we mean by
the expression [predicated] of il

“ It may seem perhaps that this is a [perfect] definition of the
extremes and of the middle term, But it is not; for it behoves
us to sub-understand, in addition, the word only ; and thus the
definition will rightly run,—But [T call] the extremes, both that
which is in smother [minor], and that in which another is [major]
For if A be predicated by all B, and B of all ¢ it is necessary
that A be predicated of al] (0

*“This the fivst syllogistie mood is of two affirmative universals,
collecting an affirmative conclusion. For if B inhere in all O, i,
consequently, a part of B. But B is & part of A; A therefore,
also, inheres in gl] C, C being a part of B, The reasoning will he
plainer in magerial examples—as substance [is predicated] of all
amimal ; animal of all man ; and there is inferved substance of ail
g ;- and eonversely, all man [is] animal ; all animal substunce ;
f:’re?‘quf‘(?, all man substance.

“But it is manifest how; in this ficure, the terms of the first mood
[Barbara] ought to be taken The first is the most general, and the
second the subaltern, genus ; whilst the third is a species more spe-
cial than the middle, The conclusion eught always to be drawn.
Thus, if, proceeding synthetically, we commence by the major term
[and proposition], substance begins ; wherefore it also leads the
way in the conclusion, [There is predicated] substance of all
ansinal (heve substance commences) ;. antmal.of all man ; whilst
the conclusion again commences ywith Substance,—~substance of all
man,  But if we start from the minor term [and proposition], as
from man; with this also the conclusion will commence: qf men
lis] animal ; all aniniat substance ; all man Substance,

“ Avistotle takes the terms A, B, U; and, from the relation of the
letters, he manifests to us the order of the fipst figure. The major
term he ealls A, becanse A stands first in order ; the miner term.
U5 and the middle term B, &8 B, in its order, follows A, and pre-
cedes (,

“It is plain that the terms may possibly be coadequate [and
therefore reciprocating] ; as receptive of seience— risible—man ;
Yor all man s risible ; all 7isible 45 rveeeptive of seience ; therefore,
el man is receptwve of science,”
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F. 23 b, Aristotle ch. 5, § 2, Second Figure. “ ‘The major ex-
tremie is that which lies nearer to the middle; the minor, that
which lies farther from the middle’

“In place of more akin and more proximate to the middle; not
in position;, but in diguity. For since, of the terms, the middle is
twice predicated, while, in the eonclusion, the major is onee pre-
dicated, but the minor not even once predicated; [eonsequent-
ly], that which is once predicated will be the more proximate to
that which is twice predicated, that is, to the middle, than that
which is not even once predicated. Wherefore, we shall hear him
[Aristotle], in the Third Figure, calling the minor the term more
proximate to the middle on acconut of their affinity, for they are
both subjects, while be calls the major term the more remote.
Perhaps, also, he wishes that in the diagraph (7 xkaraypady),
the major term should be placed eloser to the middle, and the
minor farther off. Butb the major extreme in this figure, the two
premises being iiniversal, exists not by nature but by position, for the
first of the extremes wlich yon meet with as a subject in the second
figure,—this is the minor extreme, the other is the major.  So in
the example—dA L man an anvmal ; no plant animal ; therefore, no
man plant.  In like manner, if we take the commencement from
plant, this becomes the minor term, and man the major ; as no
plant animal ; all man animal ; no plant, therefore, man. Con-
sequently, the major and minor terms exist in these examples, ouly
by position, not by nature. If, indeed, one or other of the proposi-
tions be particular, the major and the minor terms are then determin-
ed ; for we hold that in this figure the universal is the major.”

Aristotle—§ 8. “ “The middle is placed external to, [not between],
the extremes, and first in position.’

“The middle term passes out of what is properly the middle
position ; it is also placed out of or external to the extremes; hut
gither above these or below. But if it be placed above, so as to be
predicated of both, it is called first in position; if below, so as ta
be subjected, it is called second. Wherefore, here, as predicate
of both premises, he styles the middle term the first; for if it
be placed aboye, it is first in position, and, in being apart from the
extremes, it is placed without them.”

Aristotle, ch. 6, § 2. Third Figure, £ 27, b. ““The major ex-

TR M S s——
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treme is that mope remote from, the minor jg that more proximate
to, the middle.

“The major term in this figure is twice predicated of the middle,
and in the conclusion ; but the minop ouce only, and that of the
widdle, for it is subjected to the major in the conclusion ; the
middle is alone subjected, never predicated. When he, therefore,
says that the major term is mope remote from the middle. he means
the term always predicate is in affinity more remote from that
which is neyep predicate, bug always suhbject. And that which is
hever subject is the major and more Proximate term ; that again,
which is now subject, now Dredicate, is the mingy”

\".——-M.-\l:'l'r,-\.vl's CAPELLA @

Martianus Capella, De Septem Artihus Liberalibus, L. iv. De
Diulectica, in capite, Quid st Predicativus Syllogismus, p- 127,
ed Grotii ; P- 83, ed Basil. 1532,

“Hujus generis tres formee [figurs] sunt,

“ Prima est, iy qua declarativy [|‘11'at‘dic;|.mm] particula superioris
Sumpti, sequentis effieityr subjectiva [subjectum] ; aqut subjectivy
Superioris, declarativa Sequentis.  Declarativa superioris fit subjec-
tiva sequentis, ut Omnis voluptas Bonum, est; omme bonwm utile
€Sty omnis igitur voluptas utilis est. Subjectiva superioris it de-
elarativa Sequentis, si hoe mado velis convertere » Unine bonum,

utile est ; omnis voluptas bonum es i omns dgitur voluptas wtilis
est,”

In First Form or Figure, notices the four direct and five indirect
momls,—-—rrﬂe;rrfma * and in the second and third, the usual number
of moods.8
In Second Figure—« i, reflexione si untaris, alins modug non
efficitur, quoniam de utrisque subjectivis fit illatio.” He seems
t0 hold that two dipeet conclusions are competent in Second and
Third Figures,

In Second Figure, he enounces generally (four times) as thus :—
& Flourished 4 ¢, 457, Passow ; 474, Bee Dialect.. Opere, pp, 538. 558 Genev.,
Tennemany, 1650, and aboye, p. 404. (1. 520), Cf
B Cassiodorus, in. Fipst Figure, gives Apuleins, De Syllogismo Categorico, Op.,
both forms, &g sie3” din Second ang P. 35, Elmen. (a.c. 160.) Isidorus, of
TIJ.]_[';I, though he Eives also yn velsie," f‘fl.!\‘I“-_-, ((Fotharr. 4 ust,, p. 878) (A 600;
they ave examples, both in conver y of - died 636,

Capell’s genera) mode. of enunciation,

|
{f
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“Omne justwm honsstum; nullum turpe honestur ; ndlbum igttur
Justum turpe ; but sowetimes (once) thus,—* Nullum igitur turpe
Justum,”

In Third Form or Figure generally (six times) thus as—* Omne
Justum honestum ; omme justwm bonwm ; quodduwm igitur lon-
estum bonwm, ;" but sometimes (omee) as,—* Quoddam it
bomwmy honestum.”

VI—Ismorus,

Isidorus, Originum, L. i ¢ 28. De Syllogismis Dialectiois.
Opera, p. 20 (1617) ; in Gothofred. Auctores, p. 878.

“Formulw Categoricorum, id est, Pradicativorum Syllogis-
morum sunt fres. Prima formule modi sunt novem.

“ Primus modus est qui conducit, id est, qui colligit ex wuni-
versalibus  dedicativis dedieativam  universale directim: ut,
Omme justum hovestum ; omme honestum bonum; ergo omne
Justwme bonwan.”  All in first figure, with minor first : in second
and thivd figaves, varies ; wses per réflewionem et reflexim in-
differently ; and through all moods of all figures follows Apuleius.
“Has formulas Qategoricornm Syllogismerum qui plene nosse
desiderat, librum legat qui inscribitur Perihermentas Apuleii, ct
que subtilius sunt tractata cognoscet, ”

VII.— AVERROES.

Averroes, In Anal. Prior, L. i, e v., on First Figure: “If,
therefors, the middle term be so ordered between the two ex-
tremes, that it be predicated of the minor and subjected to the
major, (as, if we say all C4s B and all B s A); it is plain that
this order of syllogism is natural to us; and it is called by Aris-
totle the first figure.” And thus are stated all the examples in detail.

C. vi. Figure Second—* And the proposition whose subject is
the subject of the quemsitum is the minor proposition, but that
whose subject is the predicate of the quesitum is the major. Let
us then place first in order of enunciation the minor extreme ; let
the middle term then follow, and the major come last, to the end
that thus the major may be distinguished from the minor; for in
this figure the terms are not distinguished, unless by relation fo
the quesitum.” So all the examples.

€. vii. Third Figure—*That proposition in which lies the sub-
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Jeet of the quasitum is called the minor. proposition, since the
subject itself is called the minor term ; that proposition which
contains the predicate of the quesitum is named the major. In
the example, let the minor term be (, the middle B, and the major
A, and their order he that we first enounce the middle, then the
minor, and last of all the major.”  And so the examples.

VIIL—MELANCHTHON.

Melanchthon, Zrotemati Dialectic, L. iii., p. 175.

“ Demonstration why there are necessarily three [and only three]
Figures.

“ Every argumentation which admits the syllogistic form, (for of
such form Induction and Example are not recipient, [¢]) proceeds
either [1°], From genus to Species universally with an universal
conclusion, or [2°], From Species to genus with & particular conclu-
sion, or [3°], A distraction of two species takes place, or [4°], There
is & coneatenation of a plurality of causes and effects, Nor are
there more modes of argumentation, if we judge with skill.

“The process from genus to species engenders the First Figure,
And the consequence is valid from the genuswith a universal sign
both aflirmatively and negatively to the species,—this is naturally
manifest. The process from species to genus with g particular
conclusion engenders the Third Figure. And it is evident that,
the species posited, the genus is posited.

“The distraction of species engenders the Second Figure. And
the reason of the tonsequence is clear, hecanse disparate species are
necessarily sundered, These may be judged of by common sense,
without any lengthened teaching. Both are manifest,—that the
figures are rightly distributed, and that the consequences are in-
dubitably valid.”

IX,—ARNAULD,

Arnauld, ' A7t de Penser, (Port Royal Logic), P. iii,, ch. 11, p,
235 —(eneral principle of syllogisms :—= That one of the pre-
niises shonld contain the conclusion, and the other show that it
does 8o contain ."—[So Pureliot, Tnstit. Phil., Vol 1. P, iii., ch. 1.]

Ch. v, p. 215, —« Foundation of First Figure,

“Principle of affirmative moods :——That what agrees with «
notion tiken universally, agrees also with all of which this notion
¥ affirmed ; in other words, with all that is the subject of this



APPENDIX. 427

notion, or is comprised within its sphere” [Or, more shortly,
(says Purchot, c. vi), Whatever is predicated of the superior, is
predicated of the inferior.)

“Prineiple of the negative moods :— What is denied of a notion
taken universally, is denied of «ll whereof this notion {s affirmed.”
[Purchot—What 45 vepugnant to the superior, is repugnant also
to the inferior, ch. vi., p. 217.]

“ Foundation of the Second Figure% Principle of the syllogisms
in Cesare and Festino:—That what s denied of o universal
notion, is dented also of whatever this notion 1s affirmed, that is
to sm;, of all its subjects.

“Prineiple of the syllogisms of Camestres, Bamco —All that ia
contavned under the extension of a universal notion, agrees with
none of the subjects whereof that notion has been denied, seeing
that the attribute of a negative proposition is taken in its whole
extension.”

Ch. vii. p. 220. “Foundation of the Third Figure.

“ Principle of the affirmative moods :— When two terms may be
affirmed of the swme thing, they may also be affirmed of each
ather, taken particularly. [So Purchot nearly. ]

“Principle of the negative moods :— When of two terms, the
one may be denied, and the other affirmed, of the same thing, they
may be particularly dended of each other.” [So Purchot nearly.]

No foundation or principle given for the Fourth Figure.

X —GROSSER.

Samuelizs Grosseri, Pharus Infellectus, 1697, P. i, 8. i, Mem.
3, ¢, 2 (probably from Weiss, see Pref) ¢ The foundation of the
first fignre is the Dictum De Omni et Nullo ; for whatever is uni-
versally affirmed or denied of & universal subject, that is also
affirmed or denied of all and each contained under that subject.

“The foundation of the second figure is Contrariety ; for the
predicates of contrary things are confrary.

“The foundation of the third figure is the agreement of the ex-
tremes in any third ; for what agrees with auny third agrees with
each other, aud may be joined or separvated in the same proposition,
inasmuch as they are in agreement or confliction in relation to any
third thing.”

« Purchot says this Figure rests upon  same, but somcthing aorees with the one,
a single principle—Twoo (Ringa are notthe  which ts vepugnant to the other,

=
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Hlustrates the thyea figures by three triangles, p. 182. In
the first we ascend to the apex on one side, and descend on the
other; in the second We ascend at both sides; in the third we
descend on both sides,

XT.—Lampegry.

Lambert, Neues Organon, Vol, T, § 225.—See Melanchthon,

(aboye p- 426).

Relation of Figures. “We further remark that the first dis.
coverer of Syllogisms and their Figures was, in his arrangement of
their propositions, determined by some arbitrary circumstance: his
views and selections af least were 110t founded on aught natural and
niecessary (§ 196). He Places, to wit, that premise after the other,
which contains among'its terms the subject of the conclusion, pro-
bably in order to introduce into all the figures a common law. To
that law, however, we do not restrict ourselves eithey in speech orin
writing, - The mathematieian, who perhaps draws the gare:

st num-
ber of formal syllogisms with the fewest paralogisms, commences
to take the first ficure, for example, not with the major but with
the minpx Proposition, beeause not only in this figure is gueh pre-
mise always the more obtrusive, but also because its subject is the
Proper matter of discourse. Frequently the premise is only quoted,
orit is absolutely omitted whensoever it i3 of itself ohvious to the
reader, or is easily discoverable from the minor and conclusion,
The conelusion inferred is then, in like manner, constituted into the
mMinor proposition of a new syllogism, wherewith & new niajor is
connected. This natupal arrangement of the syllogisms of the fivst
figure, rests, consequently, altogether on the principle—That we can

assert of the subject of an affirmative proposition, whatever we
may know of its predicate ; or what ma ¥y be sadd of the witrilbute
of a th ing s valid of the th iy itself.  And this is what the syl-
logisms of the first Fioure have peculiar to themselves. It is also
50 expressed (— What is true of the genus is true als of each of
it species.

§226. “On the other hand, in the second and third Figures there
18 no talk of Species and genera, The secoud Figure denfes the
subjects of each other, becanse they are diverse in their attributes;
and every difference of attribute is here effactnal. We, conse-
Yuently, use this figure principally in the case wlere two things
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ought not to be intercommuted or confonnded. This becomes
necessarily impossible, so soon as we discover in the thing A some-
thing which does not exist in the thing B. We may, consequently,
say that syllogisms of the second figure lead us to distinguish
things, and prevent us from confounding notions. And it will be
also found, that, in these cases, we always use them.

§ 227, « The third Figure affords Examples and Exceptions; and,
in this Figure, we adduce all exempla in contrariwm. The two
formmla are as follows :—

“1. There are B which are C; for M s B and C.

«2. Theve are B which are not C ; for M is B and not (.

I this manner we draw syllogisms of theThird Figure, for the
most part, in the form of copulative propositions (§ 135) ; because
we are not wont twice to répeat the subjeet, or to make thereof
two propositions. Sometimes one proposizion is wholly omitted,
when, to wit, it is self-manifest.

“In the Fourth Figure, as in the First, species and genera appear
only with this difference, that in the moods, Baralip, Dibatis,
Fesapo, Fresison, the inference is from the species to the genus
whereas in Calentes there is denied of the species what was denied
of the genus. For where the genus is nut,‘nc-ither are there any
of its species. This last mood we, therefore; nse when we conclude
negatively ¢ minori ad majus, seeing that the genus precedes, and
is more frequently presented than, any of its speeies.

§ 229. “ The syllogisms of the four Figures ave thus distinguished
in relation o their employment, in the following respects :—

], The First Figure ascribes to the thing what we know of its
attribute. It concludes from the genus to the species.

“2, The Second Figure leads to the diserimination of things, and
relieves perplexity in our nofions.

#3, The Third Figure affords examples and exceptions in pro-
positions which appear general.

“4, The Fourth Figure finds species in a genus in Baralip and
Dibatis ; it shows that the species does not exhaust the genus in
Fesapo, Fresison; and it denies the species of what was denied
of the genus in Calentes.

§ 230, “This determination of the difference of the Four Figures
is, absolutely speaking, only manifested when we employ them
after natural fashion, and without any thought of a selection. For,
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as the syllogisms of every fignre admit of being transmuted into
those of the first, and partly also into those of any other, if we rightly
convert, or interchange, or turn into Propositions of equal value,
their premises ; consequently, in this point of view, no difference
subsists between them ; but whether We in every case should perform
such commutations, in order to bring a syllogism under a favourite
figure; or to assure ourselves of its correctness—this is g wholly
different question. The latter is manifestly futile. For, in the
conmutation, we must always undertake a conversion of the pre-
mises, and a converted Proposition is assuredly not dlways of
equal evidence with that which we had to convert, while, at the
same time, we are not so well accustomed to it : for exam ple, the
proposition, Some stones attract iron, every one will admit, be-
cause The magnet iz a ston 2, and aftracts ivon. This syllogism is
in the Third Figure, In the first, by conversion of one of its pre-
mises, it would run thus :—

Msjor,— Al magnets attract won

Minor,—Some stones are magnets ;

Conclusion,—Soma stones attract o,

Here we are unaccustomed to the minor proposition, while it ap-
pears as if we must pdss all stones under review, in order to pick
out magnets from among them. On the other hand, that the
magnet 18 @ stone, is a proposition which far more naturally sug-
gests itself, and demands no consideration. In like manner 4
cirele is mot square; for the eirele s round,—the square not. This
proof [in the third figure] is as follows, when cast in the firs :

What is nut vound i no cirele ;
A square is pot round ;
Conseguently, &o,

Here the major Proposition is converted by means of terminus tnfi-
nitus, and its truth is manifested to us only through the conseious-
ness that all circles are round. For, independently of this pro-
position, should we not hesi tate,—there being innumerable things
which are not round,—whether the circle were one of those which
belonged to this category ¢ We think not ; hecause we are aware.

§ 231, Tt is thus apparent that we use every syllogistic figure
there, where the propositions, as each figure requires them, are
more familiar and more current. The difference of figures rests,
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therefore, not only on their form, but extends itself, by relation to
their employment, also to things themselves; so that we use each
figure where its use is more natural; The first for Jinding out or
proving the Attributes of a thing ; the second for finding out or
proving the Difference of things ; the third for finding out and
proving Examples ond Exceptions ; the fourth for finding out
and excluding the Species of a Genus.

§ 232. “Further, whether the three last figures are less evident
than the first, is a question which has been denied [affirmed (2)] on
this account, that the first figure only rests immediately on the
Dictuwm de Ommz et Nullo [§ 220, whilst the others have hitherto,
by a cireuit, been educed therefrom. We have alveady remarked
[§ 211], that this circuit, through our mode of notation, is wholly
superseded. We need, therefore, only translate its principle into
the vernacular, and we shall find that the Dictwin de Qmni et Nullo
is on that account applicable to the first figure, because its truth
is based on the nature of the propoesition. From this principle,
therefore, the first fignre and its moods admit of an immediate de-
duction ; it is thus only a question whether the other figures ave
incapable [capable (7)] of such immediate deduction, or whether it
is necessary previously to derive them through the first figure ?
Our mode of notation shows that the latter is an [unnecessary] cir-
enit, because every vaviety of syllogism admits for itself a various
notation, and becaunse, in that case, the premises are taken for what
they actually are. Consequently, every figure, like the first, has its
own probation,—a probation drawn exclusively from the natures of
the propositions. The whole matter is reduced to this— Whether
a notion, wholly or in part, is, or, wholly or 4w part, is not, under
w second ; and whether, again, this second, wholly or in purt; s,
ory, wholly ovim part, is not, under @ third. All else proceeds only
on the interchange of equivalent modes of expression,—the figured,
namely, and those which are not figured. And this interchange
we may style translating, since the fignred modes of expression may
be regarded as a special langnage, serving the purpose of a nota-
tion. We have above (§ 220), after all the syllogistic modes were
diseovered and denoted, adduced the Dictum de Omnt et Nullo,
but only historically, since our manner of determining the syllogis-
tie moods is immediately founded on the nature of the propositions,
from which this Dictwm is only a consequence, Moreoyer, this

— - ——
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eonsequence is special, resting, as it does, on the notions of Species
and Genera.  Wherefore, its validity only extends so far as pro-
positions can be recalled to these notions; as, for example, in
the First Figure. In the Second, the notion of Difference emerges;
and in the 'Il‘hinl, the notion of Ezample. Tf we, therefore, would
have special dicta for the several Figuves, in that case it would
follow, and, at the same time, become manifest that the middle
term of a syllogism, considered for itself, expresses, in the First
Figure, a principle [of A seription or Procreation]; in the Second,
Difference ; in the Third, an Erample; and in the Fourth, the
principle of Reciprocity.

L. For the First Figure. - Dictum de Omni et Nullo. What is
true of all A, is true of every A.

2. For the Second Figure. Dictum de Diverso, Things which
are different, are not attributes of each other

3. For the Third Figure. Dictum de Ezemplo. When we find
things A which are B, in that case some A are B

4. For the Fourth Figure. Dictum de Heciproco. L If no M
is B ; then no B is this or that M, IL If C is [or is not] this or
that B; in that case some B are [or are not] ¢

XIL—PLATNER.

Platner, Philosophische Aphorismen, 3d ed., 1793 —Part I,8§
b4, conformed to his Lelrbuch der Logik und M efaphysile, 1793,
§ 227. “The reason why the predicate belongs to the subject isin
all possible syllogisms this,—becanse the subject stands in a relation
of subordination with, |is either higher or lower than], a third
notion to which the predicate belongs, Consequently, all inference
proceeds on the following rule :—If the subject of the [concluding]
Judgment stand in a relation of subordination with a third notion,
to which a certain predicate pertains ; in that case, this predicate
also pertains to the same judgment, affirmatively or negatively.”

In his note on this Aphorism, Platner (Lehrbuch) admits— My
fundamental rule is only at fault in the second Aristotelic figure,
which, however, is no genuine figure; because here, in the pre-
mises, the subject and predicate haye changed places,” &c.  In the
2d edition of his A phorisms (1784) he had adopted the principle of
Identity with the same third, as he has it: “In what extension
or proportion (Maasse) two notions are like or unlike to a third,
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in the same extension or propovtion ave they lile or unlike each
other,” (§ 628)

Philosophische  Aphorismen, Part I, third edition, 1703,
§ 568, compared with second, 1784, § 672-676—“ Ne rertheless,
each of these grammatical figures of syllogism has its peculiar
adaptation in language for the dialectical application of proofs ;
and the assertion is without foundation, that the first is the most
natural.  Tts use is only more appropriate, when we intend to show,
—that @ predicate pertains [or does not pertmin] to @ subject in
virtue of its class. More naturally than in the first, do we show,
in the second, the difference of things apparently similar ; and in
the third, the similarity of appavently different things. The
fourth figure, [it is said in the second edition], on account of the
position of its terms, is always unnatural in language,”

Lhilosophische Aphovismen, Part 1., last edition, 1793, § 661.—
“The principle of the first figure is the Dictwm de Omni et Nudlo.”

§ 564.—* Touching the other fignre, [the third, for in this edi-
tion Platner abolishes, in a logical relation, the second], its special
principle is the following rule :— What belongs to the subordinate,
that, since the subordinate is @ part of the universal, belon (s tlso
in part ( particularly) to the wniversal.”

In the second edition, 1784, the second figure is recognised,
and, with the third, obtains its special law.

§ 659.— The principle of the second figure is :—I7 o notions,
wholly or in part, are opposite to a third, so are they also, wholly
or an part, opposite to each other.”

§ 664— The principle of the third fignre is :— What ean he
particularly affirmed or dended of « subaltern species, that also,
i 8o far as such subaltern species is part of a genus, muy be
particularly affivmed or denied of the genus.”

Philosophische Aphorismen. Part 1., § 546. Note—*In
general, logicians treat the subject as if it were necessarily subordi-
nated to the predicate. It may, however, on the contrary, be the
higher notion, and the predicate thus be subordinated to it, This
is the case in all particular propositions where the predicate is not
an attribute of the genus, but an accident of the subject. For
instance,—Svme creatures are anvmals; here the subject is the
higher: Some men are impeifect ; here the higher is the predi-
cate. We must not, therefore, in our syllogistic, thus enounece the

VOL. 1. 2E
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fundamental rule of reasonings,—I7 the subject be subordinated fo
@ third notion, bub with or in the velation of subordination with
a third notion.”

XIIL—Frres.

Fries, System der Logik, § 56.— The specics of categorieal syl-
logisms ave determined by the variety of relations in which three
notions may stand to each other, so that a syllogism may he the
result.

*These relations may be thought as three.

“Case L—Three notations are reciprocally subordinated in ara-
dation, so that the second is subordinated to the first, but super-
ordinated to the third.

* Case IL—Two notions are subordinated to a third.

““Case IIT. —Two notions are superordinated to a third.*

“When, in these cases, is a syllogism possible ?

§ 57.—"“In all the three cases, the syllogisms are equally valid,
for they are founded on the general laws of the connection of
notions,

“They all follow, to wit, from the relation of a whole sphere to
its parts, which lies in the Dictum de Omne et Nullo. The prin-
ciples for the three mentioned cases are thus:—

“For the first,—The part (C) of the part (B)lies in the whole
(A), and what (A) lies out of the whole (B), lies also out of the
part (C).

“For the second,— What (A or some A) lies out of the whole (B),
lies also out of its parts (C),

“For the third,—If @ part (B) lie in two wholes (A and C), in
that case these have « part in common; and of « purt (B) lie in «
whole (C), but out of another whole (A), 1n that case the first (C)
has a part out of the other (A).

“The first case alone coincides immediately with the perfect de-
claration of a syllogism,—that a case is therein determined by a
rule, For the third case, therefore, our two declarations of a
major premise,—that ¢ is the rule, and that it contains the major
term,—do not coinecide, seeing that here the minor term may be
forthecoming in the rule. On this account, the arrangement of the

= [Ses Jordano Brumo (in Denzinger, § 287, p. 163].
Logik, t. i, p. 259). Stattler, Logica,
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first: case is said to be the only regular, and the others are reduced
toit. That this reduction is easily possible, we may in general
convinee ourselves, by reflecting that every syllogism requires a
general rule as premise, and that the other cases aro only distin-
guished from the first by the converted arrangement of the propo-
sitions, But as all propositions may be either purely converted or
purely connterposed, consequently the two last cases can at most
so far deviate from the first, that they are conneeted with the fivst
case only through reversed (gegentheilige) notions.

§ 57 b. “The doctrine of the several species of categorical syllo-
gisms, as regulated by the forms of their Judgments, is at hottom
an empty subtlety ; for the result of all this circuity is only, that, in
every categorical syllogism, a case is determined by a rule, and this
is already given in the law, that in évery reasoning one premise
must be universal. The scholastic logic treats of this doctrine
only in so far as the species of syllogism are determined by the
forms of judgment, and thereby only involves itself in lomg gram-
matical discussions. Aristotle has been falsely reproached for
overlooking the fourth figure, he only having admitted three. For
Aristotle proceeds, precisely as T have here done ; only on the rela-
tion of notions in a syllogism, of which there are possible only onr
three cases. His error lies in this—that he did not lay & general
rule at the root of every figure, but, with a prolixity wholly useless,
in determining the moods of the several figures, defails each,
even of the illegitimate, und demonstrates its illegitimoey. This
prolixity has been too often imitated by other logicians, in the
attempts at an evolution of the moods. Kant, ooes too far, in de-
nouncing this whole doctrine as a mere grammatical subtlety. The
distinction of the three cases is, however, a logical distinction ; and
his assertion, that the force of inference in the other two is wholly
derived from that of the first case, is likewise not correet. I mani-
festly, however, conclude as easily in the third case,—‘A part
which lies in two wholes, is a part common fo both,—as in the
first,—‘ The part of the part lies in the whole.! The third case
presents, indeed, the readiest arrangement for reasonings from the
particular to the general, . e, for syllogisms in the second fignve
according to our terminology,

“The scholastic doctrine of the four syllogistic ficures and nine-
teen moods of categorical syllogisms reguires no lengthened illus-
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tration. If the figures are determined by the arrangement of
notions in the premises, then the following combination is exhaus-
tive. For the eonclusion in all cases S——P [being supposed the
same], the [terms or] notions stand :

1) According to our firet case, M——P

S——1I

2) With converted major premise, P—— M

S- M

3) With conyerted minor premise, M R
M

4) Both premises converted, P M

“Should we therefore simply convert both premises in a syllo-
gism of the first figure, we are able to express it in all the figures,
Let the notions given be fireproof, lead, metal, there then follows
the conclusion—Svmemetal is not fireproof—from the premises :—

In the First Figure — No lead is fireproof ;
Some metal 18 lead ;
In the Second Figure—Nothing fireproof is lead ;
Somte metal is lead ;
In the Third Figure—No lead is fireproof ;
AL lead i3 metal ;
In the Fourth Figure—Nothing fireproof is lead,
Al lead is metal
“It is heve appavent that the three first figures are our three
cases; but the fourth we did not employ, as it contains ne peculiar
relations or notions, but only nnder our first case superordinates,
and then subordinates a middle term. This manner of enunciating
a syllogism is thus only possible, where we are competent, through
conyersions, to transmute the arrangement of the first figure into
that of 1}1r'= fourth, Now l]u'-: happens: 1] If we convert the con-
clugion S P into P 8, since then the major and the miucur
terms, as also the major and minor premises, change names; or, 2
If both premises allow of an immediate conversion, so that the one
remains universal ; for then the converted propositions contain the
same thoughts as those given, and, consequently, establish the same
eoneclusion.”
[Objections to Fries' doctrine of figure—1°, Ouly applies to affir-
matives; 2° Only the arrangement of the 1«-.snlt.~, of a successful
comparison, and takes no heed of the comparisons that may have
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been fruitless, (the illegitimate moods) ; 8%, Takes account of only
one subordination, for, in second and third cases, in each there is
& reciprocal subordination in Extension and Comprehiension. |

XIV and XV.—Knrvuc AND BENERE—THER DOCTRINES or
SYLLOGISM ORITICISED,

The authority of the two following philosophers, who conclude
this series, is rather negative than positive ; inasmuch as they
both coneur in proving, that the last attempts at a reformation of
the Syllogistic Theory proceed on a wholly different ground from
that on which, I think, this alone can be accomplished. Tlikse two
philosophers are Krug and Beneke ; for, beside them, T am aware
of no others by whom this has heen attem pted.

Krug was a disciple of the Kantian school, Kant's immediate
successor in his Chair of Logic and Metaphysics at Koenigsherg,
and, subsequently, Professor of Philosophy in the University of
Leipsic.  He is distinguished, not only as a voluminous writer, but
as a perspicuous and acute thinker ; and his peculiar modifieation
of the Kantian system, through a virtual return to the principle of
Common Sense, is known, among the German theories, by the
name of Syuthetism. His Logic, (the first part of his System. of
Theoretical Philosophy), was published in 1806, and is one of the
best, among the many excellent, treatises on that science. which we
owe to the learning and ability of the Germans, (Thave hefore me
the fourth edition, that of 1833)) Krug propounded a new theory
of syllogistic ; but the novelty of his scheme is wholly external,
and adds only fresh complication to the old confusion. Tt has,
accordingly, found no favour among subsequent logicians,

Passing over the perverse ingenuity of the principles on which
the whole doctrine is founded, it is enough to state, that Krug dis-
tributes the syllogistic moods into eight clisses, Of these the first,
(which, with some other logicians, he considers not as figure at all,
but as the pure, regular, and ordinary form of reasoning), corre-
sponds to the First Figure of the Aristotelico-Scholastic distribu-
tion. The other seven clagses, as so many impure, irregular, and
extraordinary forms, constitute, (on the analogy of Rhetoric and
Grammar), so many figures, OF these, the new is only the old
First Figure, the minor premise, in extension, being stated before
the major. Krug, like our other modern logicians, is not aware
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that this was the order in which the syllogism was regularly cast,
in common language, by the Greeks, by the Arabians, by the Jews,
and by the Latins prior to Boethius.® The old and new first figures
are only a single figure, the syllogism being drawn in the counter
orders of breadth and of depth. A mood in these orders, though
externally varying, is intrinsically,—is schiematically,—the same.
Krug’s distinction of his new first figure is, therefore, null. Thus,
Barama is Barbara ; Caleme is Celarent; Dirami is Darii; Firemo
is Ferio. Nor is his diserimination of the other six better founded.
His new (the old) Second, and his Fifth Figures, are also one.
The latter is precisely the same with the former; Fomeso ig
Festino, and Fomaco 18 Baroco. In one case, (under Clamesires),
Kirug adopts, as alone right, the conclusion rejected by the logi-
cians, In this, he and they ave, in fact, both wrong ; thongh in
opposite ways. Each mood, in the second, (asin the third), figure,
has two indifferent conclusions ; and the special one-sided practice
of the former is only useful, as gainsaying the general one-sided
precept of the latter. The same objection applies to Krug's new
(the old) Third, in. conneetion with his Niath Figure. They are
one ; Daroco i3 Bocardo, Fapimo is Felapton, and Fisemo is
Ferison. Tn two cases, (under Disamis and Bocardo), Krug has
recognised the repudisted conclusion. Krug (§ 109) has, how-
ever, committed an error in regavd to Bocardo. He gives, as its
example, the following syllogism, in which, for brevity, I have
filled up the quantifications

 Some animals are nob [any| viviparous |

ALE animals are [some] organised things ;

Therefore, some orvganised things are not [any) viviparows.”

I o note, he adds: “The conelusion should here be :(— There-
Jore, some things which are not viviparous are [some] orgunised.’
And this is seen also by reduction. We have, liowever, followed
the arhitrary precept of the logicians, that the extreme in the
second proposition should stand subjeet in the conelusion; although
it be here indifferent, which extreme becomes the subject, The
conclusion is only changed into another quality.” Only changed
into another quality! Only an affirmative conclusion from a
negative premise ! The legitimate inference is :—

a Bee above, p. 103.—Eb,
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# Therefore, no viviparaus is same oxganic ;" or;
* Therefore, any viviparots is not some organie”

Bachmann, (Logik, § 135), another eminent logician, has erved
with Krng. A particnlar predicate in a negative proposition, seems
indeed oue of the last difficulties for reformed logic. Krug's new
(the old) Fourth Figure bears a corresponding relation to his
Seventh, He is right, certainly, in abolishing all the moods of the
fourth figure, except Fesapo and Fresiso ; and, from his point of
view, be is havdly to be blamed for not abolishing these likewise,
along with the correlative moods, Fapesmo and Frisesmo, and,
with them, his seventh figure. Finally, rejecting the scholastic
doctrine of Reduetion, he adopts, not withont sundry perverse
additions, Kant's plan of accomplishing the same end ; so that
Krug’s conversive and contrapositive and transpositive interpola-
tions, by which he brings back to propriety his sevenfold figured
aberrations, are merely the substitution of one “false subtlety  for
another. He, and Bachmann after him, renounce, liowever, “the
crotchet of the Avistotelians,” in making the extreme of the prior
premise the predicate, always, of the conclusion, in the first and
second figures ; and, though both do this partially and from an
erroneous point of view, their enumciation, guch as it is, is still
sonething,

Professor Beneke, of Berlin, is the last to whom I can refer,
and in him we have, on the point in question, the final result of
modern speenlation. This actte and very original metaphysician
stands the uneompromising champion of the philosophy of experi-
ence, against the counter doctrine of transcendentalism, in all its
forms, now prevalent in Germany ; and, among the other depart-
ments of mental science, he has eultivated the theory of reasoning,
with great ability and success. In 1832 appeared his Lehrbuch
der Logik, &e.; in 1889, his Syllogismorwm Analyticorum Ori-
gines et Ordo Nafurals, &e.; and in 1542, his System der Logik,
&e., in two volumes. In Logic, Beneke has devoted an especial
share of attention to the theory and distribution of Syllogism ; but
it is precisely on this point, though always admiring the ingenuity
of his reasonings, that T am compelled overtly to dissent from his
conelusions.

{
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The Syllogistic of Beneke is at once opposed, and correspondent,
to that of Krug ; there is an external difference; but; without imi-
tation, an internal similarity. Tnstead of erroncously multiplying
the syllogistic fizures, like the Leipsic philosopher, the philosoplier
of Berlin ostensibly supersedes them altogether. Yet, when con-
sidered in essence and result, both theories agree, in being, and
from the same side, severally, the one an amplification, the other
an express doubling, of the nineteen scholastic moods, In this,
both logicians were unaware, that the same had been, long ago,
virtually accomplished in the progress of the science: neither con-
sidered, that the amplification he proposed was superficial, not to
say mistaken ; and that, instead of simplicity, it only tended to
introduce an additional perplexity into the study. Benelee hag the
merit of more openly relieving the opposition of Breadth and
Depth, in the construetion of the syllogism ; and Krng, though on
erroneous grounds, that of partially renouncing the old ervor of
the logicians in resard to the one syllogistic conclusion, in the
second and third figures. But, in his doetrine of moods, Beneke
hias, T think, gone wrong in two opposite ways: like Krug, in his
arbitrary multiplication of these forms ; like logicians in general,
in their arbitrary limitation.

In regard to the former,—the counter quantities of Breadth and
depth do not discriminate two moods, but merely two ways of

stating the same mood. Accordingly, we do not multiply the
moods of the first figure, to which alone the principle applies, by
casting them in the one dependency and in the other; we only
show, that, in that figure, every single mood may be enounced in a
twofold order,more german, the one to the quantity of extension, the
other fo the quantity of intension. An adequate notation ought,
equally and at once, to indicate both. But in reference to the
second and third figures, the case is worse. For in them we have
no such dependency at all between the extremes : and to double
their moods, on this principle, we must take, divide, and arbitrarily
appropriate, one of the two indifferent conclusions. But, as every
single mood of these figures has a double conclusion, this division
cannot be made to difference their plurality. If Professor Beneke
would look (¥nstar ommiwm) into Apuleius or Lsidorus, or, better
than either, into Blemmidas, he will find all Lis new moods, (not,
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of course, those in the fourth figure) stated by these, as by other
ancient logicians ; who, however, dreamed not that the mere acci-
dental difference of, what they called, an analytic and symthetic
enouncement, determined any multiplication of the moods them-
selyes.

In the latter respect, Dr Bencke has only followed his predeces-
sors ; I, therefore, make no comment on the imperfection. But, in
accomplishing what he specially proposes, whilst we do not find
any advancement of the science, we find the old confusion and
intrieacy replaced by another, perhaps worse. To say nothing of
his non-abolition of the fonrth figure, and of his positive failures
in doubling its moods ; the whole process is carried on by a series
of arbitrary technical operations, to supersede which must be the
aim of any one who would reconcile Logie with nature, His new
(but which in reality are old) amplifications are bronght to bear
(I translate his titles) through “Commutations of the Premises,—
by Subalternation,—by Conversion,—by Contraposition ;” and “of
the Major,—of the Minor,”—in fact of both premises, (z. . Fesapo,
&e). And so difficult are these processes, if not so uncertain the
author’s language, that, after considerable study, T am still in doubt
of his meaning on more points than one. I am nnable, for ex-
ample, toreconcile the following statements :—Dr Beneke repeatedly
denies, in conformity with the common doctrine, the universal
quantification of the predicate in affirmative propositions ; and yet
founds four moods upon this very quantification, in the conver-
sion of a universal affirmative. This is one insolubility. But there
arises another from these moods themselves (§ 28-31). For, if we
employ this quantification, we have moods certainly, but not of the
same figure with their nominal corvelatives; whereas, if we do not,
simply rejecting the permission, all slides smoothly,—we have the
right moods in the right figure, This, again, I am unable to solve,
Dr Beneke's duplication of the moods is also in sundry cases only
nominal ; as is seen, for example, in Ferio 2, Fesapo 2, and Fre-
siso 2, which are forms, all, and in all respects, identical T must
protest also against his violence to logical language. Thus, he
employs everywhere “non omne,” “non omnia,” “alle sind nicht,”
&e., which is only a particular, (being a mere denial of omnitude),
for the absolute or universal negative, “nullum,” “nulla,” “kein

e —
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18t,” no, none, not any, &e., in opposition both to prineiple, and to
the practice of Aristotle and succeeding logicians.

[XVL—Trr1us.

Gottlieb Gerhard Titius, A rs Cogitands, sive Scientia Cogitu-
twonum. Cogitantium, Cogitationibus Necessaris Instructa e a
Peregrinis Liberata, Leipsie, 1723, (first edition, 1701).

Titius has been partially referred to by Sir W. Hamilton, as
having maintained the doctrine of a Quantified Predicate. See
above, p. 312, His theory of the Figure and Mood of Syllogism
i3 well deserving of notice,—proceeding, as it does, on the applica-
tion of that doctrine. This theory is principally contained in the
following extracts from his Ars Cogitands, which show how closely
he has approximated, on several fundamental points, to the doe-
trines of the New Analytice

Titius gives two canons of syllogism :—

I Affirmative. ¢ Quascungue conveniunt in uno tertio, illa
etiam, juxta mensuram illius convenientim, inter se conveninnt.”

IT. Negative, “ Quacunque pugnant in certo aliquo tertio, illa,
Juxta mensuram illius disconvenienti, etiam inter se pugnant.”
C. ix §§ 30, 27.

The following relates to his doetrine of Figure and Mood, and
to the special rules of Syllogism, as commonly accepted :—

C. x § i “Sic igitur omnium Syllogismorum formalis ratio in
genuina medii termini et priedicati ac subjecti Conclusionis colla-
tione consistit; eam si dicere velis formamn essentialem, ant figu-
ram genevalen. vel communen:, non valde reluctabor,

§ii. “Preeter eam vero Peripatetici Figuras ex peeuwliuri medis
terming sitw adstruunt, ea ratione ut Primam fignram dicant, in
gua medius terminus in Majore est subjectum, in Minore Preedica-
tum, Seeundam, ubi idem bis preedicati, et Tertiam, ubi subjecti
locum bis subit. Galenus adjecit Quartam prime confraviam, in
qua medius terminus in majore est preedicatum, in minore subjee-
tum, quam pluribus etiam exposuit Autor, A, Cog. p. 3, ¢. 8.

= IYor Titius dootrine of a Quantified thetical Syllogism, gea above, pp. 812,
Pradionte, its application to the Conver- 274, 370, —Ep,
Eon of Propositions-and to the Hypo-
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§ iii. “ Ceternm illze fisurse tantum sunt aceidentales, ab jisque
vis concludendi non dependet.  Quodsi tamen qnis-diversum medii
bermini situm attendendum esse putes, tum nee Quarta fignra negli-
genda esse videtur, licet eam Peripatetici nonnulli haut curandam
existiment, vide Ulman. Synops. Log. 1. 3, ¢. 2, p. 164.

§ iv. “Interim Prima cateris magis naturalis ex eo videri
potest, quod Subjectum et Preedicatum Conclusionis in Preemissis
suam retineat qualitatem, cum in secunda et tertia alternm quali-
tatem suam exuere, in quarta vero utrumque eam del.mnere_.deheat..

§ v- “Postea in unaquaque figura, pro ratione quantitatis et quali-
tatis propositionum, peculiares Modi adstruuutur, ita quidem ut
Prime figure Quatuor, totidem Secondze, Tertite sex attribnantnr,
ex quibus etiam debite variatis Quarta guingue accipiat, pront illa
passim cum vocabulis memorialibus recenseri solent, utilla quidem
hue transcribere opus mon sit, vide Autor, At Oogit., p. 3, ¢. 3,
6, T, 8.

§ vi. “Non opus esse istis figuris et modis ad dijudicandam
Syllogismorum bonitatem, ex monito § 3, jam intelligi potest.
Quomodo tamen sine iis bonitas laudata intelligi queat, id forte
non adeo liquidum est. T gy et

§ vii. “Non diu hic quamrenda sunt remedia : Observetur forma
essentialis sen figura communis, ac de veritate Syllogismi recte
Judicabitur, ~Applicatio autem hujus moniti non est difficilis, nam
primo respiciendum ad conclusionem, deinde ad medium terminum,
quo facto etiam judicari potest, an ejus et terminorum conclusionis
collatio in preemissis recte sit instituta nee ne. . . . . . |

§ ix. “De cwetero uti anxie jam non inquiram, an omnis bene
concludendi ratio wwmero modorum denario cireumseribatur,
quod quidem juxta dxpifBeiar mathematicam demonstrasse videri
vult Autor. Avt Cog. p. 3, e 4 ita id hant admiserim, quod illi
madt, quos vulgo landant, Primze, Secundas aut Tertie figure prep-
cise sint assignandi, licet hoe itidem acumine mathematico se de-
monstrasse putet dietus Autor. d. I. ¢. 5 segq.

§ x “Cum enim guaevis propositio possit converti, modo quan-
titas preedicati probe observetur, hine necessario sequitur, quod
(uivis Syllogismus, adhibita propositionum conversione, in quavis
figura possit proponi, ex quo non potest non wqualis modorum




444 APPENDIX,

numerus in unaquaque figura oriri, licet illi non ejusdem semper
sint quantitatis,

§ xi. “Operss prétium non est prolixe per omnia Syllogismorum
singulis figuris adseriptorum exempla ive, sufficiat uno assertionem
illustrasse, v. gr, in prima figura, modo Barbara hic oceurrit Syllo-
gismus apud d. Autor. ¢. 5.

O. Sapiens subjicitur voluntati Dz,
0. Honestus est sapens,
L. 0. honestus sulyicitur voluntati Dei.

§ xii. “Hune in seécunda figura ita proponere licet :
Quidlam, qui subjicitur voluntats Det, est ommis sapiens,

Ommis honestus est sapiens,
&, Omnis honestus subjicitur vol undali Dey,

ratio concludendi manet eadem, sapiens enim et 1 qui subjicitus
toluntati Dei, uniuntur in Majore, dein sapiens et Honestus in
Minore, ergo in conclusione idea sapientis et Fjus qui voluniats
Dei subjicitur, quoque conveniunt,

§ xiii. “In tertia figurg ita se habebit :

O. Sapiens suljicitur voluntati Dei,
Q. Sapiens est omnis honest s,
5. O. honestusg suljicitur voluntati Dei,

nec in hae concludendi ratione aliguid desiderari potest, nam me-
dins terminns universaliter mwitur cum conclusionis prazdicato,
deinde, quantum sufficit, conjungitur cum ejusdem subjecto, seu
omne honesto, ergo subjectum ¢t predicatum se quoque mutno
admittent.

§ xiv. “Caeterorum eadem est ratio, quod facile ostendi posset,
nisi tricas illas vel scribere vel legere twdiosum fopet Ex his
autem sequitur, quod omnes regule speciules, quee modis vilgari-
bus attemperates vulgo circumferuntur, Jalste sing, quod speciatim
ostendere liceat,

§ xv. “In universum triplici modo impingitur, vel enim conclu-
sto creditur absurda, que talis non est. vel vitium est in materia,
ac altera. pramissarum Jalsa, vel adsunt quatuor termini, adeo-
(que absurditas conclusionis, si aliqua subest, nunquam abh ea causa
dependet, quam referunt regulse,
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§ xvi. “Sed videamus distineting, (1) major in prima figura
semper it univeralds,

.

§ xvii. ¢ Inflectam hue e}uﬂuplum minus controversum, quod

Autor, 47¢. Cog. p. 8, ¢. 7, in modo Disamis, tertim figurem, pro-
poniti:

Quidam tmpii. in hanore halentur in mumlo,

Quidam vituperandi sunt. ownes imgii,

B, qpidam vituperandi in honore fmhenrm- i mundo,

§ xviii. “Hic habes primam figuram cum majore particulari,
optime iterum concludentem, nam licet medius terminus pﬂrLicu-
laviter sumatur in majore, gjus tamen ille est capacitatis, ot in
eodem convenientia pradicati et subjecti ostendi queat, et nisi hoe
esseb, nec in tertia figura rite concluderetur,

§ xix. “Nee valde obsunt, quee vulgo illustrandze regnla addu-
cuntur. Ex sententia Weis. in Log. p. i, lib. 2, ¢. 2, § 4, male ita
concluditur :

. animal volat,

0. Leo est animal,
1. Q. Leo volat,

Verum si animal sumitur in minore sicut in majore, tum illa falsa
est, si vero alio sensu, tum existunt guatnor termini; his ergo
causis, non particularitati Majoris, vitiosa conclusio tribuenda.
§ xx. “ Nam alias ita bene concluditur :
Q. animal wolat,

0. avis est animal, (lud quoddam),
I, 0. avis volat,

nam licet medius terminus particularis sif, tantse tamen est latitu-
dinis, ut ecum utroque Conelusionis termino possit uniri.
§ xxi. “Porro (2) Minor semper sit affirmans. Sed quid desi-
derari potest in hoe Syllogismo :
0. Homo est animal rationals

Leo non est homo,
. non est animal rationals ¥

gt nonne illa ratio concludendi manifeste bona est, quee subjectum
et preedicatum, quae in certo tertio non convemunt, inter se quoque
pugnare contendit ?

§ xxii. # Sed ais, mutemus paululum Syllogismum et absurditas
conelusionis erit manifesta :
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O. Homo est an vmal,
Lea non est homo,
E. Leo non est animal !

Verum si terminus animalis in Conclusione perinde sumitur, sient
Suppositus fuit in majore, hempe particulariter, tum conclusio est
| BRI { verissima ; si autem aliter accipiatur, tum evadunt quatuor termini,

quibus adeo, non negationi Minoris, ahsurditas conclusionis est
impuntanda, que observatio in omnibus exemplis quae hic ohjici
Possunt et solent, locum habet,

§ xxviii, “Sed revertamur ad regulas vulgares ! Nimirum (3)

Y 0 In secunda figura major sit wniversalis Verum cur non ita
! liceat coneludere

i Quidam dives est Sazo,

: Quidam Germanus est omnis Saxo,

. r .1‘- . I, uidam Germanus est dives 7
\ | i|i | quod argumentum Weis, |. 2 ¢ 4, § 2, intuitu tertize figurs pro-
iy ponit,
;- | ] '{' ! § xxix. “Argumenta, que fallere videntur, v. gr. quod Weising
| | ‘!: ' L2 ¢ 38§ 3, profert:
| ]. i Qividam homo est sapiens,
L1 | Nullus stultus esi sapiens,
l | | B, Nullus stultus est homo,
‘, I i et similia, responsione, § 22, data eliduntur ; nimiram conelusio vel
' l ' non est absurda, si vecte intelligatur, vel adsunt quatuor termini,
quibus adeo, non particularitati majoris, vitium est imputandum,
. § xxx. “ Amplius (%) Bz puris afirmativis in secunda figura
I‘ nikil concluditur, sed mirnm foret, si illa coneludendi ratio falleret,
. |' s que fundamentum omuinm Syllogismorum affirmativorum tam
l ' I . evidenter pres se fert ! Hoe argumentum utique formaliter bonum
1 est

Omnis sapiens sua sorte est contentus,
Paulus sua sorte est contentus,
£, Paulus est sapiens,

| § xxxi. “Sed fallunt multa argumenta, v. gr. Weisio d. ¢. 8, §
| J, adductum -
T Omnis lepus vipil,
: 7' wivis,
E. Ty es lepits,
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verum non fallunt ob affirmationem premissarum, sed quia vel
minor falsa est, si scil. predicatum accipiatur eodem sensu, quo in
Majore sumtum est, vel quin adsunt quatuor termini, s preedicatum
Minoris particulariter et alio sensu accipiatur,

§ xxxii. “Non possunt etiam vulgo diffiteri, quin ex purig affir-
mativis aliquando quid sequatur, verum id non vi Jormee sed ma-
terie fieri cansantur, vide Ulman. Log. 1.8, ¢, 3, §4 Heme vero
est petitio prineipii, nam quse conveniunt in uno tertio, illa etiam
mter se convenire debent, idque non fortuito, sed virtute nnionis
laudatee, seu beneficio formse.

§ xxxiv. “In tertia figura (5) Minor semper $it affirmans.
Ego tamen sie recte concludi posse arbitror :

Quoddam laudandum est omnis virtus,
Nullum lavudandum est quedam magnificentic,
£ quaedam maynificentia non est vivtus,

§ xxxv. “ Nec valde urgent exempla opposita Weisius d. 1 2, ¢.
4, § 2, hoo affert :
Omnis homo ambulat,

Nullus homo est poreus,
F. quidam porous non ambulat,

nam recurrit responsio § 22 data, quee vel conclusionem falsam
non esse, vel cansam falsitatis & quatuor terminis dependere osten-
dit, quee etiam locum haberet, licet conelusionem universalem,
Nullus poreus ambulat, assumas.

§ xxxvi. * Tandem (6) In tertic figura conclusio semper sit
particularis. Verum Syllogismum cum conelusione universali,
Jam exhibui § 13, in Exemplis autem que vulgo afferuntur, v. gr,

Omnis senalor est honoratus,

Omis senator est komo, (quidam geil.),

L. omanis homp est honoratus,
vide Weis, d. 12, ¢. 4, § 8, ocourrunt quatuor termini, (nam homo,
in minore particulariter, in conclusione universaliter sumitur), qui
adeo veram absurdse conclusionis causam, ac simul regulse vulgaris
falsitatem ostendunt.

§ xxxvii. “ [lla autem omnia, que contra vulgares regulas

hactenus disputavimus, non eo pertinent, quasi rationem conclu-
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dendi rejiciendis regulis hine inde confectam commendemus, ita
ut in demonstrationibus eadem uti, ant valde delectari debeamus.
Quin omni potius o spectant, ut Peripateticos, qui formam Syllo-
gismorum essentialem vel omnino non vel nimis frigide exponunt,
in explicandis etiam eorum figuris accidentalibus, falli probarem.

§ xxxix. “Atque ex hactenus dictis etiam intelligi potest, quas
nostra de Reductione sit sententia, Nimiram ex nostris hypothe-
sibus illa nihil alind est, quam Syllogismorum per ommes quatuor
Sigquras accidentales, salva semper conclusione, facta variatio,

§ xI. “ Pertinet igitur illa tantum ad Premissa. Syllogismus

enim semper ut instrumentum veritatis inquirvends ¢
adeoque quiestio probanday quee semper immobilis
visum est, varietur, preesupponi debet,
§ xli. “Reductionis unica Lew est, ut simpliciter, juxta figur
indolem, propositiones convertamus, quod sine ulla difficultate pro-
cedit, dummodo quantitatem subjecti et prasdicati debite confidere-
mus, cen ex iis qua de Conversione diximus satis liquet.

§ xlii. “ Finds est, ut per ejusmodi variationem, terminorum
unionem vel separationem eo aceuratius intelligamus, hine omnis
utilttews reductioni non est al judicanda, si e

onsiderari,
sif, iee, prout

o

nim recte instituatur,
ingenium quantitati propositionum ohservandss magis magisque
assuescit, ac inde etiam in penitiorem formm essentialis intelligen-
tiam provehitur,

§ xiii. “In vulgari Reductione, qua in libellis logicis passim
exponitur, vide Aut. Ayt Cog. p. 3, ¢. 9, quaedam exempla repre-
hendi non debent, quando v. g Cesare ad Celarent reducitur, nam
ibi simplici conversione alicujus propositionis defunguntur, juxta
legem, quam § 41, reductioni dedimus,

§ xliv. “Sed si ab illis exemplis abeas, parum vel nihil est,
quod in eadem laudari debeat, dum fere ex falsis hy

pothesibus
omnis reductio oritur, nam conversio per con

trapositionem. pree-
supponitur, quam tamen valde dubiam esse, supri ostendimus,
prasterea peculiares mody in singulis figuris adstrauntur, ac omnis
reductio ad primam figuram facienda esse existimatur, cum tamen
idem Syllogismus per omnes figuras vaviari queat,

§ xlv. “Ipsa vero reductio nullis legibus adstricta est, converti-
tnr Conelusio, transponuntur Pramisse,

propositiones negative
mutantur in afficmativas, atque ita quidy:

is tentatur, modo figurs
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intenta obtineatur. Quo ipso puerilis ervor, quo Liogica, pro arte
concinnandi tres lineas, easque in varias formas mutandi habetur
satis elucet. Tnepta seientia ©8t, quee in verbis disponendis, cirouin-
agendis aut torquendis unice, becupati,

§ xlvi. “ Juxta hee igitur, vulgari modo reducere, maximam
partem nihil aliud est, quam errorem errore tegere, ingenia discen-
tium torquere, ac magno eonatu magnas nugas agere, inscitinmque
professa opera ostendere.”—Fp.]

D. SYLLOGISTIO MOODS.
(Vol. L. p, 401.)

(a) DiRecr AND INDIRECT MoODS,
(1) THEIR PRINCIPLE—FIEST AND Fourrn Froure.

(See above, Vol. L, p. 423))

Direct and Indivect Moods,—principle of:—That the two terms
shonld hold the same relation to each other in the conclusion, that
they generally hold to the middle term in the premises, This de-
termined by the Question. This constitutes direct, immediate,
natural, orderly inference. When reversed, by Conversion, there
emerges indirect, mediate, unnatural irregular inference.

In the two last Figures, (Second and Third), the two terms hold
the same relation to the middle term i the premises; ergo no
indirect inference, but always two direct conclusions possible.

In the first Figure, as the two terms are subordinated to each
other in the premises, one direct conclusion from premises,
whether read in Extension or Comprehension, and, consequently,
an indirect one also,—the First Figure being first figure in Exten-
sive quantity ; the Fourth Figure being first figure in Comprehen-
sive quantity. Divect and indirect moods in each,

1. Blunder about definition of major and miner terms by logi-
cians, (for which Aristotle not responsible),@ cause of fancy of a
Fourth Figure, constituted by indirect moods in comprehension,

2. That predicate could have no prefinition, and, therefore, though

a See Stahl, [Notw et A nimadpversiones tographe editee | eura Caspari  Posneri
i Oompendiwn Dialectionm D, Conpadi Lrof. Pub, Jene. 1656, Ad, L. i, ¢.
Hornewt, nune primwm ex Awectoris A viil.]

VOL. 1. 2K
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they allowed its converse, the direct inference was not suffered.
This in Fapesmo, Frisesmo, (these alone, by some logicians, ad-
mitted in the First Figure), and Fesapo and Fresison in Fourth or
Comprehensive First.a

3. That major proposition, that which is placed first.

Fourth Figure.—The First Figure, and that alone, is capable of
being enounced in two orders, those of Breadth and of Depth. It
is exactly the same syllogism in either order; and, while the order of
Depth was usually employed by the Greeks, Orientals, and older
Latins, that of Breadth has been the common, if not the exclusive,
maode of enouncement among the western logicians, sinee the time
of Boethius., In either form, there are thus four direct moods,
and five indirect,—in all nine moods ; and if the Figure be held to
comprise the moods of either form, it will have eighteen moods, as
in fact is allowed by some logicians, and, among others, by Men-
doza, (Disp. Log. et Met. T. 1. pp. 515, 516), Martianus Capells,
(De Septem Artibus Liberalibus, L. iv., De Dialectica. in cap.
Quid sit Pradicativus Syllogismus, (see above, p. 424), states
and allows either form, but, like his contemporaries, Greek and
Latin, he employs in his examples the order of Depth.

Now, mark the caprice of the logicians of the west subsequent
to Boethius. Overlooking entirely the four direct moods in the
order of Depth, which they did not employ, as the conclusion
would, in these cases, have heen opposed to their own order ; they
seized upon the five indirect moods of the order of Depth, as this
afforded a conclusion corresponding to their own, and constituted
if, thus limited, into a Fourth Figure.

Did not make two forms of First Figure.

An indirect conclusion is in subject and predicate the reverse of
& direct ; opposed, therefore, to the order of predication marked
out by the premises which the direct conelusion exclusively follows,

a [That fourth Figure differs from-first § 3, p. 20. Campanella, Phil. Rat.
only by transposition of Premises—hell Dinlect,, Lib, ii. . vi. ark. xi. p. 391,

Bidiger

]

by Derodon, Logica Restitute, p. 606, B).
Camerarius, / haputationes Philosopiive,
Disp..i, qu. 18, p. 116, Caramuel, Rat,
et Real. Phil,, Disp, xii. p. 45.. Ironmus,
Intey, Phily; Elemento Logicss, Sect. iii.

and art. iv. p 885, (16 z
Sensu Verd et Falat, ii. 6, § 56 Crusius,
Wey Zur Gewissheit, § 385, p. 606, Plat-
nex, Philosophische A phorigmen, i § 554,
p. 267]
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An indirect conclusion, (what the logicians have not observed),” is
an itifevence from the divect conelusion, and, therefore, one mediate
from the premises.

: |
(2) Moobps oF FourTE FIGURE REDRESSED,
(Barly Paper—previous to 1844. TLater signs of quantity suls-
stituted.—Ep.)

I. Bamalip,—only Barbara with transposed premises and con- |
verted conclusion.

(2) Alldrons are (some) metals ;

(1) Al metals ave (some) minerals ;
Al trons are (some) minerals.
(By eonversiomn.)

Some minerals are (all) frons.

At B m— (O

e

(Mineraly), —— H(Metals) , —————: (Trons).
(Redressed)

—_— —
B e Tmm——— ]

| IT. Calemes,—only Celarent with transposed premises and con-
verted conclusion.
(2) Al snails are (some) mollusea ;
(1) No molluscum is any insost ;
No snail s any insect,
(By conversion)
No insect is any snail.

Acmmem B e (]

Bl

(Fnisect) : ~—fmemn + (Mollutscrin) , ——m :(Snail)
(Redressed)

e~

III. Dimatis,—only Darii with transposed premises and con-
verted conclusion.

« But see Contarenng, D¢ Quarta Figura Syllog., Opera, p. 235—Ep,

S
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(2) Some stars are (ssme or all) planets ;

(1) AU planets are some things moving vound sun ;
Some stars are some things moviny round sun ;
(By conversion)

Some things moving round sun are some stars,

Ay— :B:im O

) —~

—— e

(Moving round Sun), ——= ; (PLanets) ;, (Stars)

{Redressed)

e

[*]

IV. Fesﬂ.l‘j('p__ EFGI:I])GS:.“

(2) No artery ts any vein ;
[l) All verng are (same) bloodvessels -
Na artery is (some) bloodvessel,
(By conversion)
Some bloodvessel s no artery.

Al (Bt me—

""-.___i___._-'

(Bloodvessely) | (Vein) : —-+ + (4 rtexy)
(Redressed)

o S TEN I PN
i

V. Fresison, [Frelilos],

(2) No muscle is any nerve ;
(1) Some nerves are (some) expansion on hand ;
No muscle i¢ (some) expansion on hand.
(By conversion)
Some expansion on hand is no musele,

Ao B oo | (

Rt

u Znbuvells, Opera Logici, De Quarts  verses premisesand reduces to Fapesmo
Fig. Syll., pp. 118,119, 125, Burgers- wn indirect mood of First; thus violat-

dyk. Fuatit. Log., L. il ¢ 7,1 167, re- ing the rule of that Figure.
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(Expansion on hand), — , (Nerit) ; ———jen t (Muscle)

(Redresssd)
e At
b

(March 1846.)—My universal law of Figured Syllogism excludes
the Fourth Figure.— What worse relation of subject and predicate
subsists between either of two terms and @ common third term
with which one, at least, is positively related ; that relation sub-
susts between the two terms themselves, What relation, &ey that
relation, &e.  Now, in Fourth Figure, this is violated ; for the predi-
cate and subject notions, relative to the middle term in the pre-
mises, are in the conclusion turned severally into their opposites
by relation to each other. This cannot, however, in fact he ; and,
in reality, there is a silently suppressed conclusion, from which
there is only given the converse, but the conversion itself ignored.

Fourth Pigure. Reasons against—

1%, Could never directly, naturally, reach (a) Conclusion from pre-
mise, or (b) Premises from queesitum,

2%, All other figures conversion of premises of First, but, by
conversion of conelusion, (as it is), no new figure.

3°, All other figures have one conclusion Fourth a converted
one, often different,

(March 1850,)—Fourth Figure. The logicians who attempt to
show the perversion in this figuve, by speaking of higher and
lower notions, are extra-logical. Logic knows nothing of higher
and Tower out of its own terms : and any notion may be subject
or predicate of any other by the restriction of its extension.
Logic must show the perversion in this Figure ex fucie syllogisms,
or it must stand good. On true reason, why no Fourth Figure,
see Avistotle, Anal. Pr, L. i, ¢. 23, § 8, and Pacius, in Commen-
tary.

(March 1850.)—Fesapo and Fresiso, (also Fapesno, Frisesmo),
procéed on the immediate inference, unnoticed by logicians, that
the quantities, apart from the terms, may, in propositions Ind and
Anl, be converted.
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Averroes on Prior Analytics, B, i, Ch. 8,

“1f we ask whether A be in €, and say that A is in C, because
Aisin B, and Bin C; in this case, there is a natural syllogism
by general confession ; and this in the First Figure.

“In like manner, if we say that A is not in € becanse B is in
C,and Bisnot in A ; it is plain that we collect that eonelusion by
natural process; and this is the Second Fignve, Shich is frequently
found employed by men in their ordinary discourse,

“In like manner, also, if we say that A is in C, becatise A and €
are in B; that syllogism is also natural to us, and is the Third
Fignre. But if we say A is in (!, becanse C is in B,and Bin A ;
the reasoning is one which no one would naturally make ; for the
reason that the queesitum, (that is, €' to be in A), does not henea
follow,—the process being that in which we say A isin O, since A
isin B, and B in (! ; and this is something which thonght would
not. perform, unless in opposition to nature. From this it is mani-
fest, that the Fourth Figure, of which Galen makes mention, is not
a syllogism on which thought would naturally tight,” (&c.) There-
after follows a digression against this figure. Bee also the same
book, Oh. 234, and the Epitome, by Averroes; of the same, Ch. i.

(3) Fourta FIGURE—AUTHORITIES FOR AND AGATNST,

Admitted by—

Idefonsus de Penafiel, Chursis Philosophicus, Disp. Summnd.
D.iii p. 89. G. Camerarius, Disput. Philos, P. i., q. xiii, p. 116.
LPort Royal Logi, p, iii. ¢. 8,and o, 4. Ridiger, De Sensu Veri e
Falsi, L. ii., ¢. 6, §36. Hauschius in Aeta Erud. p. 470 ot seq.
Lips. 1728, Noldius, Logica Recognita, e, xii. p 277. Crakan-
thorpe, Logica, L. iii. ¢. xv. p. 194; (omitted, but defended),
Lambert, Neues Organon, 1. § 237, e seg. Hoffbauer, A nerlytik
der Urthetle und Schliisse, § 188.  Twesten, Logdlk, tnsbesondere
die Analytil, § 110, Leibnita, Opera, ii. 357 v. 403 : vi. 216,
217, ed. Dutens. Oddus de Oddis, (v Contarenus, Non Dari
Quart. Fig. Syll., Opera Omnia, P- 233, ed. Venet, 1589.)

Rejected hy—

Averroes, In. An, Prior, 1. i ¢ 8. Zabarella, Opera Logica,
De Quarta F . Syll, p. 102 et seq.  Purchot, Instit. Phil, T. T.
Log. P. iii. ¢ iii. D. 169.  Molinaeus, Klementa Logica, L. i,
¢ viii.  Faceiolati, Rudimenta, Logica, P. ii. c. iii. p. 85. Scay-
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nus, Paraphrasis in Organ., p. 574. Timpler, Logicw Systema,
Loiv, e & qu 13, p. 548. Platner, Philosophische Aphorismen,
L p. 267, Burgersdicius, Insiit. Log. L. ii. e. vii. p. 165. Dero-
don, Logica Restituta, p. 6G06. Wolf, Phil, Rat., § 343, et seq.
(Iguored.) Hollmann, Logica, § 433, p. 569. CGoclenius, Pro-
blemate Logica, P. iv,, p. 119. Keckermann, Opera, T. I, Syst.
Log. Lib. iii, e. 4, p. 745, Arriaga, Cursus Philosophious, In
Summulas, D. iii. § 5, p. 24. Avistotle, An. Prior, i. ¢ 23,
§ 83 e 30§ 1, (omitted). Jo. Picus Mirandulanus, Opnclusiones,
Opera, p. 88. Melanchthon, in Ist edition of Didlectic, L. .,
De Figuratione, (1520), afterwards (1547), restored, (Heumanni,
Aeta, il 753).  Cardinalis Caspar Contarenus, Epistola ad Oddum
de Oddis, De Quart, Fig. Syll. Opera, p. 233 (1st ed, 1571).
Trendelenburg, Hlementa Logica, § 28, &e. Herbart, Lehrbuch
der Logik, Eiuleit,, 3, § 7T1. Hegel, Encyclopwdie, § 187. Tries,
System. der Logik, § 57b. Griepenkerl, Lehrbuch der Logik, §
20 et seq. Drobisch, Logik, § 77, p. 70.  Wallis, Institutio Logicw,
T, diil e ix p. 179,

l:b/ INDIRECT MOODS OF SECOND AND THIRD FIGURES.a

T'rom | (IL Fig.)
1. | Oesarn | Reflexim ;: (1, 2, 5, 8,9) B Cesares,
i [MClamestres Reflewam ; (2, &, 8, 9,) Camestre, (la-
| | mestres, Faresmo, (only subaltern of
' | Camestres) ; rejected (2), admitted
| (3,8)
iil. | Festino Premises reversed ; (2, 3,4, 5,6, 7,8,9.)
| Firesmo, Frigeros,
iy. | Baroco | Premises veversed ; (2, 5,7,8,9.) Bo-
] cardo, Moracos, Forameno,
| (IL Fig) |
i.  Darapti Reflewim 2 (1, 2, 3, 4, 10, 11.)
i, | Felapton Premises transposed ; (4, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9,
' 11.) Fapemo, Fapelmos,
iii. | Disamis Reflewim ; (4, 7, 10, 11.)
iv, \Datisi R'_,-'fc‘.).'hu s (4,7, 10, 11.)
v. | Bocardo Premises trangposed ; (4,7,9,11.) Ba-
roco, Macopos, Danorcoe.
vi. | Ferison Premises transposed ; (4, 56,6, 7,8, 9,

11.) Frisemo, Fiseros.

e The indirest Moods of the First to the authorities given on following
Figure are universully admitted. puge—En,
8 The numbers within brackets rdfer
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(I, Fig)
L. | Maxt. Capella Cesare, véeflexin,
2. | Duns Scotus Cesare and Camestres; eonclusions simp-
| ' ly converted ; Festino and Baroco,
| tejects (and rightly), what has gince
| been called Faresmo, as a mers sub-
| altern of Camestres (An, Pr. I, i qu,
| 23. See aleo Uonimbricenses, /i
b Arist. Digl, 11, p. 362.)
3. | Lovanienses, (1535} | Faresmo, Firesmo,
il 4. | Pacius, (1584) Firesmo (on dn. Pr. L.i, ¢. 7, and rela-
tiva place of his Com, Anal)
3. | Conimbricenses Record that indirect moods from Cesare
| and Clamestres ; and also Friseso, Bo-
cardo were admitted by some *re-
I | centiores™ (IT, p. 362.)
6. | Bm'gm‘m‘ifcius, (1626) | Faresmo, Firesmo,

7. | Uaramuel, (1642) | Moracos, Fricesos.

2 ey . o o ) i = s

8. | Scheibler, (1653) (Uasares, ( amestres, Firesmo, Boeardo.
9. | Noldius, (1666) | Cesares, Camestre, Firesmo, Forameno:

(he has for the direct mood Faerono,
I mplace of Biroco.)

(UL Fig)

1. Apuleins | Darapti, reflexin.
2. | Cassiodorus Do.
3. | Isodorug ' Do.

Darapti, Disamis, and Datisi, their con-
clusions simply converted: Falapton,
Bocardo, Ferison, (Sup, An. Pr., L,
i qu. 24.)

4. Duns Secotus

5. | Lovanienses | Fapemo, Frisemo (ib.)
6. | Pacins Fapemo, Frisemo (ib,)
7. | Uonimbricenses Record that some recentiores” admit

indirect moods from Darapti, Disa-

mis, Datisi: also Fapesmo, Frisesmo,

and Baroco,

8 | Burgersdiciug Fapemo, Frisemo,

. | Caramuyel Fapelmos, Macopos, Figeros,

10, | Scheibler Admits them from Disa mis, Datigi, Da-

rapti, but not from those which eon-

clude particular negations,

L1, | Noldius Danorcoe; (he Lias for Bocardo Docam-

| toe), Frisemo, Fapemo, and what are
converted from Darapti, Disamis, and
Datisi without names,

Darapti virtually two moods - this
maintained by Theophrastus,
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Indirect moods are impossible in the Second and Third Figures,
for what are called indirect conclusions are only the direct conclu-
sions. Mem., that in the Second Cesare and Camestres are vir-
tually one ; whilst in the Third Figure Darapti is virtually two, as
Disamis and Datisi are one.

For the particular quantification of the Predicate, useful illus-
trations, as in the First from Fapesmo, Frisesmo, or (in the pseudo
Fourth) from Fesapo and Fresiso; so in the Second Figure from
what have been called the indirect moods of Figure IL.

Freuzre I,

1. Bocardo, A —t— B_, e
==

2, Firesmo, A,———,B‘:———i—:O
S e

Frgoee IT1,

1, Baroco, A,———-:B‘,—Q-—:C
AT St |

2, Fapemo, A, —==:B: me— :

e ST

2. Frisemo. A,—=—m B : s : O

———_+._.___

(1853) Blunders of Logicians—What have been ecalled the
Indirect Moods of the Second and Third Figures, arise only from
the erroneously supposed transposition of the premises ; and the
Fourth Figure is made up of the really indirect moods of the First
Figure, with the premises transposed,

() New Moops—NotEs UPON TABLE OF SYLLOGISMSa
Fig. L vi—Corvinus, (Institutiones Philosophie Rationalis,
1742, § 540), says :—“ There sometimes appears to be an inference
from pure particulars. For example, Svme learned are [some]
ambitious men ; some men aré [all the] learned ; therefore, some

a Bee below, Appendiz xi—Ep,
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men are ambitious. But the minor pr position, although formally
particular, involves, however, a universal, to wit, its converse,—A i
the learned are[some] men,—which is equipollent.”—Why not, then,
scientifically enounce, (as I have done), without conversion, what
the thought of the convertend already really aud valgarly involved?

In all Figures — I lLave been not undoubtful, whether the
syllogisms of the elass, in which the two premises, being the
same, are mutually interchangeable, should be regarded as a single

or as a double mood. Abstractly considered from all matter, the
mood is single; for the two premises, however arranged, afford
only a repetition of the same form. But so soon as the form is
applied to any matter, be it even of a symbolical abstraction, the
distinetion of a double moad emerges, in the possible interchange
of the now two distinguished premises.  To the logicians this ques-
tion was only presented in the case of Darapti (IIL. ii.) ; and on this
they were divided Aristotle (4n. Pr.i. c. 6, § 6) contemplates
only one mood: Lut his suecessor, Theophrastus, admitted two,
(Apuleius, De Hab. Doctr. Platonds, L. iii. Up.p. 38, Elm), Aris-
totle’s opinion was overtly preferved by Alexander, (ad locum, £, 30,
ed. Ald. quoted above, p. 419), and by Apuleius, (L ¢.): whilst that
of Theophrastus was adopted by Porphyry, in his lost commentary
on the Prior A nalytics, and, though not without hesitation, by
Boethius, (De Syll. Catey. L. ii, Op. pp. 594, 598, 601, 604). The
other Greek and Roman logicians silently follow the master; from
whom, in more modern times, Valla (to say nothing of others) only
differs; to reduce, on the counter-extreme, Cesare and Camestres,
(ILix. a, and x. b), and, he might have added, Disamis and Datisi,
(ILL. iv. v.), to & single mood; (De Dial, L, ii. ¢ 5 1). (For the ob-
servations of the Aphrodisian, see above p. 415 et seq.)

To me'it appears, on reflection, rioht to allow in Darapti only a
single mood ; becanse & second, simply arising through a first, and
throuch a transposition, has, therefore, merely a secondary, cor-
relative, and dependent existence. In this respeet all is differ-
ent with Cesare and Camestres, Disamis and Datisi. The prin-
ciple here applies in my doctrine fo the whole class of syllogisms
with balanced middle and extremes. -

Fig. TL xii. b—David Derodon, (Log. Rest. De A g, €1 § 51),
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in canvassing the special rule of the Seccond Figure—that the
major premise should be umiversal—he now approbates, he now
reprobates syllogisms of this mood ; but wrong on both alterna-
tives, for his admissions and rejections are equally erroneous. “Hic
syllogismus non valet :—Aliguod animal est [aliquod] rationale ;
sed [ullus] asinus non est [ullus] rationalis; erqgo, [ullus] asinus,
non est [aliquod) animal” (P, 635.) The syllogism is valid; only
it involves a principle which Derodon, with the logieians, would
not allow,—That in negatives the predicate could be particular,—
(see Log. Rest. De Argument, e il § 28, p. 623.) Yet almost
immediately thereafter, in assailing the rule, he says*—“ At mulfi
dantur syllogismi constantes majori particulari, qui tamen sunt
vecti ; ut,—Aliquod animal non est [ullus] lapis ; sed [omnis]
adamas est [aliquis] lapis; ergo, [ullus] adwmas non est [aliquod |
animal”’  (This syllogism is, indeed, IT, iii a; but he goes on:)
“Ttem : Abiguod animal est [aliquod| vationale; sed [ullus]
lapts non est [wllus] rationalis; ergo [ullus] lapis non est [ali-
quod] anvmal.” Now these two syllogisms are both bad, as in-
ferring what Derodon thinks they do infer,—a negative conclusion
with, of course, a distributed predicate, (p. 623); are both good,
as inferring what T suppose them to infer,—a negative conclusion
with an undistributed predicate.

Fig. IIL viii. b—Derodon, (Ibid, § 54), in cousidering the
Special Rule of the Third Figure,—that the minor premise should
be affirmative,—alleges the following syllogism as “wilious :"—
“ Ommis homo est [aliquod] animal ; sed [wllus] homo now est
[uellus) asinus ; ergo, [wllus] asinus non est [aliquod] animal,”
(p. 688) Tt is a virtuous syllogism—with a particular predicate
{and not a universal, as one logician imagines), in a negative con-
elusion—Again, (omitting his reasoning, which is inept), he pro-
ceeds :—* Hie vero syllogismus non est vitiosus, sed rectus:—
[Ommnis) komo est [quidam] rationalis ; sed [ullus] homo now est
[ullus] asinus [or Deus]; ergo [ullus]| asinus [ov Deus] non est
[quidam] rationalis!” This syllogism is indeed correct ; but not,
as Derodon wauld have it, with a distributed predicate in the con-
clusion, That his conclusion is only true of the asinus, per acei-
dens, is shown by the substitution of the term Deus; this showing
his illation to be formally absurd.
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Fig. TII. ii—Derodon (Tbid.) says :—¢ Denique, conclusionem
in tertia figura debere esse particularem, non universalem, sta-
tuunt communiter Philogophi : unde hic syllogismus non valet ;
—* Omnis homo est [quidam] rationalis s sed omnis homo est
[quoddam) animal ; ergo, omme [ quoddam ] animed est [quoddam]
vationale. Verum, licet conclusio sit unwersalis, syllogismus
erit bonus, modo,” &e, (p. 688.) The syllogisin is, and must
remain, vitions, if the subject and predicate of the conclusion be
taken universally, whilst both are undistributed in the antecedent,
But if taken, as they ought to be, in the conclusion. particularly,
the syllogism is good. Derodon, in his remarks, partly everlooks,
Partly mistakes, the vice,

Derodon, eriticising the Special Rule of the First Figure,—that
the major premise should be universal,—says, inter alia .— A4
multi dantur syllogismi prime figure constantes majori particu-
laxi, qui tamen sunt recti - ut,—* Aliguod animal est [:.rf'fr;-m.rﬂ'
rationale ; sed homo est [aliquod] animal ; ergo [!] homo est
aliguis| vationalis’ - item,” &e., &e., (p- 627.) This syllogism is
vicious ; the middle term, emimal, being particular in both its
quantifications, affords no inference,a

XI1.
LOGICAL NOTATION,
(See Vol. I, p. 205.)
(@) LaMBERT'S LiNeAR NoTATION 8
This very defective,—indeed almost as bad as possible, It has
accordingly remained unemployed by subsequent logicians ; and
although T think lineay diagrams do afford the best geometrical
illustration of logical forms, T have found it necessary to adppt a

@ Sae ghove, p. 317, —Ep, bert and Euler, see 8, Maimon, Versuol
B For Lumbert’s schame of notation, einer newen Logik, Sectiiv, § 7, p. 04 et
¢ hiz Neues Urguaon, 1. § 21, and feq.  Derlin, 1704 —Ep.
for & oviticisny of the sehemes of Lam-
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method opposite to Lambert's, in all that is peeuliar to him, I
have been unable to adopt, umable to improve, anything.

1% Indefinite or particular notions can only be represented by
the relation of two lines, and in two ways: 1° One being greater
than the other; 2°, One being partially out of relation to the
other. Tnstead of this, Lambert professes to paint particularity by
a dotted line, 7. e, a line different by an accidental quality, not
by an essential relation, But not even to this can he adhere, for
the same notion, the same line, in different relations, is at once
universal and particular. Aeccordingly, in Lambert’s notation, the
velation of particular notions is represented sometimes by & conti-
nuous, sometimes by a dotted, line, or not represented it all. (See
below, 1%, 1, 2,3, 4, 5).

2°, The inconsistency is seen at all climax in the case of the
predicate in affirmatives, where that term is particular. In Lam-
bert’s notation it, however, shows in general as distributed or uni-
versal ; but in this he has no constancy. (See 17,1, 2,3, 4). But
the case is even more absurd in negative propositions, where the
predicate is really taken in its whole extent, and yet is, by the
dotted line, determinately marked as particular, (See 4).

3°, The relation of negativity, or exclusion, is professedly re-
presented by Lambert in one line beyond, or at the side of, another.
This requires room, and is clumsy, but is not positively erroneous :
—it does express exclusion. But his affirmative propositions are
denoted by two unconnected lines, one below the other. This is
positively wrong ; for here the notions are equally out of each
other as in the lateral collocation, But even in this he is incon-
sistent : for he as often expresses the relation of negativity by
lines in the relation of higher and lower. (See below; 1, 4).

4°, He attempts to indicate the essential relation of the lines by
the fortuitons annexation of letters, the mystery of which I have
never fathomed.

5°, He has no order in the velation of his lines.

The middle term is not always the middle line, and there is no
order between the extremes,

This conld not indeed be from his method of notation ; and ex-
cept it be explained by the affixed letters, no one eould discover
in his lines the three compared notions in a gyllogism, or guess ab
the conclusion-inferred. (See 1—75).
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6% From poverty the same diagram is employed to denote the
most different moods in affirmative and negative. (Compare 2
and 3 with 4).

7%, No order in the terms in the same figure.

8% Incomplete. Lambert can represent ultra-total, &e,, included
in affirmative, hut not ultra-total, excluded in negative. Has the
merit of noticing this relation.

9% Lambert ; but it is needless to proceed. What has been
alveady said, shows that Lambert's scheme of linear notation is, in
its parts, a failure, beéing only a corruption of the good, and a
blundering and incongruous Jumble of the natural and conven-
tional. The only marvel is, how so able mathematician should
have propounded two such worthless mathematical methods, But
Lambert’s geometrical is worse even than algebraic notation.

To vindicate what I have said, it will be enough to gquote his
notation of the moods of the Third Fignre, (L. p. 133), which I
shall mumber for the previous references.

ITT. Figurg

L% Darapti. e O0——e—pe .., .
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() NoraTioN BY MaAss.

Professor Mangs of Halles discontented, not unreasonably, with
the geometrical notations of Lambert and Euler, has himself pro-
posed another, comparved with which, those of his predecessors
show as absolutely perfect. Tt will be sufficient to despatch this
scheme, with a very few remarks.  To use it is wholly impossible ;
and even the ingenious author himself has stated it towardsthe
conclusion of his Logic (§ 495—512), in the course of whieh, it is
not, (if T recollect aright), honoured with a single reference. It is
however, curious, as the only attempt made to illustrate Logie,
not by the relations of geonietrical quantities, but by the relations
of geometrical relations,—angles.

1% It is fundamentally wrong in principle.  For example,
Maass proposes to represent coinclusive notions, notions, there-
fore, to be thonght as the same, by the angles of a triangle, which
cannot possibly be imaged as united, for surely the identity of the
concepts, triangle, trilateral, and figure with angles equal to two
right angles, is not illumined by awarding each to a separate
corner of the figure. On the contrary, coexclusive motions he
represents by angles in similar triangles, and these can easily be
conceived as superposed. The same may be said of co-ordinates.
But, waving the ohjection that the different angles of a figure, as
necessavily thought out of each other, are incapable of typifying,
by their coincidence, notions to be thought as coinclusive,—it is
further evident, that the angles of an equilateral triangle cannot
naturally denote reciprocal or wholly identical notions, in contrast
to others partially identical ; for every angle of every triangle
infers,—mnecessitates,—econtains, if you will—the whole of every
other, equally as do the several angles of an equilateral triangle.

2°. But Maass is not consistent. He gives, for instance, a tri-
angle, (Fig. 12), to illustrate the subordination of one notion to
another : and yet he represents the lower or contained notion by
an obtuser; the higher or containing notion by an acuter, angle.

3" The scheme is unmanifest,—in fact, nothing can be less ob-
trusive. It illustrates the obseure by the obscure, or, rather, it

w Qrundrizs der Logik, 1788, T quote ing in the way 1 doof Maass” schemo of
from the fourth adition, 1823. T regret mnotation; for his Legicie one oi the best
the necessity imposed on me of speak.  compends published even in Germany,
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obscures the clear. Requiring itself a painful study to compre-
hend its import, (if comprehended it be); instead of informing the
understanding through the eye, it at best only addresses the eye
through the understanding, Difficult,—we only regret that it had
not been impossible.

4°. Tt is clumsy, operose, complex, and superfluous. For, to re-
present a notion denoted by a single angle, it is compelled to give
the redundance of a whole triangle ; and three repugnant notions
demand an apparatus of three several figures, and six vacant
angles. In fact, the only manifestation to which this scheme of
angles can pretend, is borrowed from the scheme of fignres which
it proposes to supersede.

5° It is wholly dependent upon the accidents of foreion aid,
To let it work at all, it .ealls in to its assistance an indefinite plu-
rality of figures, a Greek and Latin alphabet, combinations of let-
ters straight and deflected, and an assortment of lines, thick and
thin, plain and dotted. T have counted one diagram of the
eighteen; and find that it is brought to bear through three varie-
ties of line, four triangles, and eleven letters.

1t is needless to enumerate its other faults, its deficiences, ex-
cesses, ambiguities, &e.; transeat in pace.

(¢) Taw AvrmOR'S NoraTIoN.—No, I. LINEAR.

The notation previously spoken ofi# represents every various
syllogism in all the accidents of its external form. But as the
number of Moods in Syllogisms Analytic and Synthetic, Intensive
and Extensive, Unfigured and Figured, (and of this in all the

lignres)) are the same; and as a reasoning, essentially identieal,
may be carried through the same numerical mood, in every genus
and species of syllogism : it seems, as we should wish it, that
there must be possible also, a notation precisely manifesting the
modal process, in all its essential differences; but, at the same
time, in ils internal identity, abstract from every accidental variety
of external form., The anticipation and wish are realised « and
realised with the utmost clearness and simplicity, in a notation
which fulfils, and alone fulfils, these conditions. This notation
I have long employed: and the two following are specimens.

® See Tabular Scheme 4t the end of the present volume,—Lip.




APPENDIX. 465

Herein, four common lines are all the requisites : three (horizon-
tal) to denote the terms; one (two?—perpendicular) or the want
of it, at the commencement of comparison, to express the quality
of affirmation or of negation ; whilst quantity is marked by the
relative length of a terminal line within, and its indefinite excur-
rence before, the limit of comparison. This notation ecan repre-
sent equally total and wltra-fotal distribution, in simple Syllogism
and in Sorites ; it shows, at a glance, the competence or inconipe-
tence of any conclusion ; and every one can easily evolve it

(6, Q - '
M |— -P. M L

) » L— J

Of these: the former, with its converse, includes, Darii, Dabi-
tis; Datisi, Disamis, Dimaris, &e. ; whilst the latter, with its con-
verse, includes Celarent, Cesare, Celanes, Camestres, Cameles,
&e,  But of these, those which are represented by the same dia-
gram are, though in different figures, formally, the same mood.
For in this scheme, moods of the thirty-six each has its peculiar
diagram ; whereas, in all the other geometrical schemes hitherto
proposed, (whether by lines, angles, triangles, squares, parallelo-
grams, or circles), the same (complex) diagram is necessarily
employed to represent an indefinite plurality of moods. These
schemes thus tend rather to complicate, than to explicate—rather
to darken, than to clear up. The principle of this notation may
be realised in various formsa

1"—

The problem, in general, is to manifest by the differences and
relations of geometrical quantities, (lines or figures), the differences
and relations of logical forms. The eomparative excellence of any
scheme in solution of this problem will be in proportion as it is,
1°, Easy; 2°, Simple ; 3°, Compendions; 4°, All-sufficient; 57
Consistent ; 6°, Manifest; 7%, Precise; §°, Complete.

In the scheme proposed by me,

e Reprinted from  Discissions, p. 657, tions dénoted by the dingmms, see
ke 189 —In,

For & further explanption of the rela- above, ve

VOIL. IT. 2.q
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1%, T denote terms or notions by straicht lines: and, as a syllo-
gism is constituted by three related notions, it will, of course, be
represented by three velater lines,

2% 1 indicate the correlation of motions by the order and par-
allel coextension of lines. (The perpendicular order and horizon-
tal extension, here adopted, is arbitrary.)

3% Lines, like notions, are only mmmediately related to those
with which they stand in proximity, Hence, the intermediate
line in our diagram, representing the middle term of a eyllogism,
is in diveet relation with the lines, representing the extremes,
whereas the latter are only in mutual correlation through it.

4°. The relative quantity of notions is expressed by the com-
parative length of the related lines In so far asa line com-
mences, (here on the left), before another, it is out of relation with
it,—is indefinite and unknown. Where a line terminates under
relation, (here towards the richt), it coases absolutely tobe. A line,
beginning and ending in relation, indicates a whole notion. A
line; begimming before or ending after its correlative, indicates the
part of a notion,

9%, The kinds of correlation, Affirmation and Negation, are
shown by the connection, or non-connection, of the lines, (here
from the left). The conmection, (here a perpendicular line), indi-
cates the identity, or coinclusion, of the conneeted terms: the
absence of this denotes the opposite. The lines in positive or affirma-
tive relation are supposed capable of being slid into each other.

This geometric scheme seems to recommend itdelf by all the
virtues of such a representation, and thus stands favourably con-
trasted with auy other. TFor it is easy,—simple,—compendious,—
nII‘scnﬂiuitut,—-cm1.~'I.-‘tem_,-—mu11ii‘u:-;i-.—}_‘u1‘f_-u1’:‘0,—-n_-0mpletr»_

I°, Easy.—Linear diagrams are more easily and rapidly drawn
than those of figure; and the lines in this scheme require, in faet;
no symbols at all to mark the terminal differences, far less the

double letterings found necessary by Lambert,

2% Simple. — Lines denote the quantity and correlation of
notions far more simply than do any geometric ficures. In those
there is nothing redundant ; all is significant.

3, Compendious.—In this respect lines, as is evident. are far
preferable to figures ; but Lambert's linear scheme requires more
than double the space sufficient for that here proposed.
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4°, Allsufficient. — Any scheme hy fignres, and Lambert’s
scheme by lines, is, in itself, unintelligible; and depends on the
annexation of accidental symbuols, to enable it to mark oub the
differenices and relations of ferms.  Lambert, likewise, endeavours
to supply this exigency by another means,— by the fortuitous quality
(his dottings) of certain lines, In onr scheme lines, simple lines,
and lines alone, ave sufficient,

3%, Consistent.—Lambert’s Tinear scheme is a mere jumble of
ineonsistencies, Compared with his, those by figures are, in this
respeot, far preferable.  But the present linear scheme is at once
thoronghooing, nnambignons, and consistent

6°, Manifest.—In this essential condition, all other geometrical
illustrations are lamentably defective. In those by figure, each
threefold diagram, typifying an indefinite plurality of moods, re-
quires a painful consideration to extract out of it any pertinent
elucidation ; this is, in fact, only brought to bear by the foreign
aid of contingent symbols, Nor can these schemes properly re-
present to the eye the relation of the toto-total identity of a plu-
rality of terms ; the intention requires to be intimated by the ex-
ternal accident of signs. Lambert's lines sink, in general, even
below the figures, in this respect. But as lines are here applied,
the sole pertinent inference leaps at once to sense and under-
standing,

7°, Precise.—Ambiguity, vagucness, vacillation, redundancy, and
withal inadequacy, prevail in the other schemes. In those by
figure, one diagram is sometimes illustrative of as many as a dozen
moods, positive and negative ; and a single mood may fall to be
répresented by four diagrams, and perhaps in six several ways.
Lambert's: lines are even worse. In our scheme, on the contrary,
every mood has a diagram applicable to itself, and to itself exclu-
sively, whilst every possible variety of its import has a correspond-
ing possible variety of linear difference,

8°, Complete—In this last and all-important condition, every
scheme, hitherto proposed, is found to fail. A thoroughgoing,
adequate, and pliant geometric method ought equally and at once
to rep:w at the 1nulcal moods in the Unfigured and Figured Syllo-
gism, in the Syllogism Synthetic and Analyfic, in Extension and
Tntelmu.\n.——t]nh, too, in all their mutual convertibilities, and in all
their individnal varieties. This our scheme performs; bub exelu-
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sively.  So much, in peneral, Again, in particular :—Of the
figures; circles and triangles ave necessarily inept to represent the
ultra-total inclusion or coexclusion of terms—in a word, all the
relations of proportion, except totality and indefinite partiality ;
whilst quadrilateral figures ave, if not wholly incompetent to this,
operose and clumsy. Lambert’s linear method is incompetent to
it in negatives ; and such mability ought to have opened his eyes
upon the defects of his whole plan, for this was a problem which
he expressly proposed to accomplish. The present scheme, on the
other hand, simply and easily performs this, in affirmation and
negation, and with any minuteness of detail.

AUTHOR'S SCHEME OF NoTATION—TUNFIGURED AND Frauren
SYLLOGISM—Nop, II.

(1853) The following Diagram affords a condensed view of
my other scheme of Syllogistic Notation, fragments of which, in
detail, will be found in Mr Thomson's Outline of the Laws of
Thought, and in Mr Baynes' Essay on the New Anal ytic of
Logical Forms. The paragraphis appended will supply the neces-
sary explanations,
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‘S amayufig
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© Unfigured S. ®

0 r'({ ar
Breadth ¢ Depth
——* h—.
S ————> S >

' Either or Neither
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1.) A Proposition, (Sudornpa, intervallum, mparaais, literally
grotensio, the stretching out nl‘ a line from point to point), is a
mutual relution of two terms (Gpot) or extremes (a.apa\ This is
therefore well represented,—The two terms, by two' letters, and
their Relation, by a line extended between them.

2.) A Byllogism is a complexus of Three Terms in Three Pro-
positions.—It is, therefore, adequately typified by a Triangle,—by
a Fioure of three lines or sides.
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3.) As upwards and downwards is a procedure arbitrary in the
diagram, the diagram indicates that we can, indifferently, either
proceed from the Premises, (rationes), to the Coneclusion (rubiv-
natwm), or from the Conclusion to the Premises; the process
being only in different points of view, either Synthetic or Ana-
Iytic.  (An exclusive and one-sided view, be it remembered, has
given an inadequate name to what ave called Premises and Con-
clusion.)

4.) Rafionally and historically, there is no oround for consti-
tuting that Premise into Major which is enounced first, or that
Premise into Minor which is enounced last. (See after, p. 697,
&e) The moods of what is called the Fourth Figure, and the In-
divect moods of the First Figure, are thus identified.—In the
diagram, accordingly, it is shown, that as right or left in the order
of position is only accidental, so is first or last in the order of
expression.

5.) The diagram truly represents, by its various eoncentric
triangles, the Unfignred Syllogism, as involving the Figured, and,
of the latter, the First Figure as inyolving the two others, (In
fact, the whole differences of Figure and Figures arve accidental ;
Moods alone are cssential, and in any Figure and in none, tise
are always the same and the same in number.)

6.) Depth and Breadth, Subject and Predicate, ave denoted by
the thick and thin ends of the same propositional line,

7.) Depth and Breadth are quantities always coexistent, always
correlative, each being always in the inverse ratio of the other—
This is well shown in the connection and eontrast of a line oradu-
ally diminishing or increasing in thickness from end to end.

8.) But thongh always coexistent, and consequently, always,
to some amount, potentially inferring each other, still we cannot,
without the intervention of an aectual inference, at once jump
from the one quantity to the other,—change, per saltum, Predicate
into Subject and Subject into Predicate,. We must proceed gra-
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datim. We cannot arbifrarily commute the guantities, in passing
from the Quesitum to the Premises, or in our transition from the
Premises to the Conclusion. When this is apparently done, (as in
the Indirect moods of the First Figure and in all the moods of the
Fourth), the procedure is not only nnnatoral, but virtnally complex
and mediate; the mediney being concealed by the concealment of
the mental inference which veally precedes—Indicated by the
line and broken line for the First Figure,

). Tn Syllogism, Figure and the varieties of Figure are deter-
mined by the connter rélations of Subject and Predicate subsisting
between the syllogistic terms,—between the Middle and Extremes.
—All adeguately represented.

10.) Fignre and the differences of Tigures all depending upon
the difference of the mutual contrast of Subject and Predicate
between the syllogistic terms: consequently, if' this relation be
abolished —if these terms be made all Subjects; (or it may be all
Predicates), the distinction of Figure will be abolished also.  (We
do not abolish, be it noted, the Syllogism, but we recall it fo one
simple form.)—And this is represented in the diagram. For as
the opposition of Subject and Predicate, of Depth and Breadth, is
shown in the opposition of the thick and thin ends of the same
tapering line ; so where, (as in the outmost triangle), the proposi-
tional lines are of uniform breadth, it is hereby shown, that all
snch opposition is sublated.

11.) Tt is manifest, that, as we consider the Predicate or the
Subject, the Breadth or the Depth, as principal, will the one pre-
mise of the Syllogisi or the other be Major or Minor ; the Major
Premise in the one quantity being Minor Premise in the other.—
Shown ont in the diagram.

12) But as the First Figure is that alonein which there is such
a difference of relation between the Syllogistic Terms,—between
the Middle and Extremes; so in it alone is such adistinetion befween
the Syllogistic Propositions realised.—By the diagram this is made
apparent to the eye,
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13.) In the Unfigured Syllogism, and in the Second and Third
Figures, there is no difference between the Major and Minor Terms,
and, consequently, no distinetion, (more than one arbitrary and
accidental), of Major and Minor Propositions—All conspicuously
typified.

14) All Figured Syllogisms have a Double Conelusion ; but
m the different figures in a different way.—This is well repre-
sented.

15.) The Double Conclusions, both equally direct, in the Second
and Third Figures, are shown in the crossing of two counter and
corresponding lines—The logicians are at fault in allowing Indi-
rect Conclusions in these two figures,—nor is Aristotle an excep-
tion. (See Pr. Am., 1, vii, § 4.)

.

16.) The Direct and Indirect Conclusions in the First Figure
are distinetly typified by a common and by a broken line : the
broken line is placed immediately under the other, and may thus
indicate; that it represents only a reflex of —a consequence throngh
the other, [KcLT’ AvarRNao L, refleaim, per reflexioner). The
diggram, therefore, can show, that the Indirect moods of the First
Fignve, as well as all the moods of the Fourth, ought to be re-
duced to merely mediate inferences;— that is, to conclusions
from conclusions of the conjugations or premises of the First

Figure, =

[The following Table affords a view in detail of the Author's
Sehense of Syllogistic Notation, and of the valid Syllogistic Moods,
(in Figure),on his doctrine of a quantified Predicate. In each Figure,
(three only being allowed), there are 12 Affirmative and 24 Nega-
tive moods ; in-all 36 moods. The Table exhibits in detail the 12
Affirmative Moods of each Figure, and the 24 Negative Moods of
the First Figure, with the appropriate notation.

= Repriuted from Discussions, p. 657-661.—Ep,
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The letters C, I, each the third letter in its respective alphabet,
denote the extremes ; the letter M denotes the middle term of the
syllogism:  Definite quantity, (all, any), is indicated by the sign
(+) 5 indefinite quantity, (some), by the sign (, or ,). The honi-
zontal tapering line (mss—) indicates an affirmative relation
between the subject and predicate of the proposition. Nega-
tion is marked by a perpendicular line crossing the horizontal
(===t—>). The negative syllogisms, in all the Figures, are exactly
double the number of the affirmative; for every affirmative
affords a double negative, as each of its premises may be marked
by a negative. In Extension, the broad end of the line denotes
the subject, the pointed end the predicate. In Comprehension
this is reversed ; the pointed end indicating the subject, the
broad end the predicate. By the present scheme of notation,
we are thus able to read a syllogism both in. Extension and in
Comprehension. The line beneath the three terms denotes the
relation of the extremes of the conclusion. Predesignation of
the conclusion is marked only when its terms obtain a diffevent
quantity from what they hold in the premises. Accordingly,
when not marked, the quantification of the prémises is held re-
peated in the conclusion. In the Second and Third Figures,—a
line is inserted above as well as below the terms of the syllogism,
to express the donble conclusion in those figures. The symbol
\— — shows that when the premises are converted, the syllogism
remains in the same mood; —><_ shows that the two moods
between which it stands are convertible into each other by con-
version of their premises. The middle term is said to be Balunced,
when it is taken definitely in both premises. The extremes ave
balanced, when hoth are taken definitely ; unbalanced; when the
one is definite, and the other is not.

The Table here given exhibits the author’s final arrangement
of the Syllogistic Moods. The Moods are either A), Balanced, or
B), Unbalanced. Intheformer class both Termsand Propositions
are Balanced, and it contains two monds,—i.; ii. In the latter
class there arve two snbdivisions. TFor either a), the Terms are
Unbalanced,—iii, iv, ; or b), both the Terms and Propositions are
Tubalancad,—y. vi: vil. viii, § ix, X xi, xii.

Tt should be abserved that the arrangement of the order of
Moods given in the present Table, differs from that of the earlicr
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scheme printed above, p. 287 ¢f seq. The following is the corre-
spondence in the order of moods :—
Present and Barlier
Final Tuble, Tauble,
L. eorresponds to L.
1T, [L
IIL XI.
IV. XTT.
V. L
YL VIIIL.
VIL 11T,
VIIL IV,
IX Y.
X, Y o
XT. X °
XIL X,

The order of the earlier table is that piven by Mr Baynes, in the

scheme of notation printed at p. 76 of his Essay on the New Ana-
lytic. The order of the present table corresponds with that given
by Dr Thomson in his Laws of Thought, p. 244, 3d edition, 1853,

—ED.]
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pCHEME OF NOTATION—FIGURED SYLLOGISM.
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INDEX.

ARSTRAGT or General Logio, see Logie.

Abstihetion or ('{-encru.lig;ntiun what, i,
123 14785 its synanyms, i,

Acadeniical Dqu:tatinn, ii, 224.5,

Aceilents, or Hxtrinsic Denominations,
what, 1. 217, '

Acquisition of Knowledge, dostrine of,
#a0 Logrie.

Affections or Passions, as a source of
error, se¢ Error, Causes of.

Aflranius, quoted on the nature of expe-
rience; H. 158,

Agricola, Rud(hlphuﬂ. 1,989,

Albertus Magnus, referrod to on genus
of Logic, i 94 quotad on provines of
Logic, 27 gnoted on quantification of
predieats, ii. 300-10,

Aldrich, Dean, his Compendium, i, 20;
his abusive employment of the ternis
lapothotical and conditional, 236 his
abg.sa of the phnwss propositio exposiia,

Alexander of Aphrodisias, the aldast com-
mentator on Arvistotle, i. 5; referrod
to 6& to his use of the term Aoy,
i, ; hus the distinetion of Abstrct
or Genoral and Applied or Special
Logio, 53; his illnstration of the dis-
tinotion, 98-4, see Logic; 282; 288
on principle of pame of mnjor and
minor t-etrmﬁ, F)Ql;l 5 406 ; 338]: mltlemrlr.o
on quantity of hypothetical syllogisms
SHSS 801 £ 414 1 1 8 o5 oA GE
quantification of predicate, 303 ; his
ground of the diserimination of major
and tinor termsin the second and third
Figures, 405-9; certnin early Greek
logicians mentioned by, who rocognised
no major or minor term in the second
and third Figures, 400-10; (and Her
minus), quoted on figure of syllogism,
415-20.

Alexander de Ales, or Alensig, held the
law of Contradiction 5o be the primary
Fr[nciple of knowledge, i, 92; but, in
not, identified it with that of Ex-
alnded Middie, 6.

Alstediug, on the principle of Contradice-

tion, i, 68; partially anticipated Lam-
bert in the use of parallel lines as logi-
onl notation, 254, j

Alvarez, i, 458,

Ammoning Hermifm, referred o on genns
of Logie, i, 83 545 on the principle of
Contradiction, 88 ; 101 : 296 245;
27057 338 801 ; referred to on tho
Adyos BeplCay, o reapor, 4684 466 11, 83
referved to on Division and its varlous
kinds, 23§ roferved 1o on Groek artiels,
280 quoted on quantification of pre-
dioate, 200, 3086 ; quoted on Hypo-
thotioal (Conjnnetive) and Disjunctive
Syllogisms, 388-92; (and Philoponus),
their gronnd of the disorimination of
major and minor terms in the second
and third Figures, 408,

Analogy, what, ii. 165-65 170:71; fonnded
on the principle of Phelosophical Pre-
sumption, 186 its agreement with and
distinetion from Tnduction, 160-7 ; has
two essential econditions, 171-2; sum-
mnary of the doetrine of, 172; Truduction
and Analogy compared together, 172-5 3
these do not afford pbsolute certainty,
1734 ; authors referrad to on, 174,

Analysis, sed Method. .

Analytic, name employed by Aristoile to
denote o particuln part of Logie, i. 8

Anaximenes, of Lampsacus, the treatiso
Rhetorie to Alevander attributed to, i,
oo,

Ancillon, Fredevie, referved o, 1. 44,

Andreas, Antouius, the first to expliente
the lnw of ldentity as a co-ordinate
prineiple; i 41,

Apwchaniony, expresses what is common to
Perception and Imagination, MOIf]mml
to Conception, wiz., the individuality
andimmodiney of their objects, . 126-7 ;
183; can bo tronslated into FEnglish
only by fafuition, hot pmbiguonsly, 127,

Anthologic Grived, 1. 393,

‘Aml:?#nn‘n, its charncter and meaning,
it

- pr;f!:r'n:h'c, employed by Aristotle to de-
note a partionlar part of Logic, 1. 8,
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Arsenius, 1. 408,

Aty anciont and modern, diversa charue-
ters of, f, 1312,

Amclntfnu_, laws of, what, il 122.8.

Adsociation or Suggestion, 4s & sourie of
Error, s Eiror, Louse of,

Assumption, name for Minor Premise, 1,
2853 but not a suitable term, i,

Mtan{ian, the act of, how constituted, §.
128 5 Presvision, Abstraction, and At-
tontion chrrelative ferms, 124,

Aungusting Bt, lils answor fo the question
what time is: i 167,

.r\u;if\utin. Psondo, referred to on inapplicas
b lii.{ of the categories to Deity, 1, 198

Augustinus Niphus Suessanug, i. 85,

Anlis Gollins, 1. 484 ; 466,

Authonticity, eriticism of, se¢ Testimony,

Averroes, quoted on use of tho Arabie
nrtiols in quantifieation, ii. 290; quoted
on (uantifieation of predicate, 208 ;
quoted on figure of syllogism, 425.4;
quoted on fourth Figure, 454,

Avicenna, di. 107 ; 171,

Axioma, nsed by Btoies and Ramists us a

?ynunym For grroposttion, 1. 260,

Ablwpariis diripdrews,—nameappliod by
Ammaonius anid. Philoponus to principle
of Contradiction, 1. 88, & Contrafic-
tion, prineiple of.

Axioms, what, i. 200,

Baonmass, referreld toon the analogy
between Logio and Mathematics, 1. 443
04.5; 1248 210 920 264; 2505989}
3065308 ; 311 ; 3345 8425 404; quoted,
with brief oviginal interpolations, vn
the fignres and moods of Syllogism,
400-225 his reduction of Baraco, 440 ;
quoted on character of ancient Greek

phizms, 452-4; i, 8L; quoted on the
ﬁwm}udine of learned anthority, §7-8;
1418 ; 134; 161 : 174, .

Bagon, Lord, whoily misconceivad the
charneter of Logio in cerfain respects,
i, 205 ot fault in his criticism of Aris-
totle’s doetrine of Tudvetion, 325 ;. called
empirical goneralisntions axfoms, i, 47;
his olassification of the sources of error,
80 quoted on reading, 223; the aim of
his Crgamon; 231 i

Balfour, ‘or Balforeus, referved fo on n
spurigus passage in Aristotle's Rhetoriv,
L. 8; quotc’{d on illustration by the
Aphirodisian of Abstract and Applled or
Special Logio, 54; on Abstract and Ap.

. plied-or Special Logic, B2

Bez_;os;, i|ts menmng in relation to concepts,
1. 141,

Baumgartean, A, ., the Teibnitinn, the
first to uae the term grdacdpinn exelust
iy, i O1; ealled tha principle of
Tdentity, prineipium  positionis  sfve
ddenditatie, B2 attempted to demon-
strte the low of Suflicient Reasan by
that of Cantradiction, #5 5 1425 quoted
on Canons of Syllogism, il 8245

Buynes, Thomns Spenoer, his Feaayon the
New A wadytic of Tagrical Forms reforved
ta, i 42; his translation of the Port
Royal Logia noticed, 70; 162 ; Wik Kssay

Emfa;m&tu,ﬁ;ﬂ]i, N,
el ¢ term in (femman philose
ﬂ::' the symbolienl notinns ut"g’.he unrﬁll{
standing, L 1#3.

Belief, s Truth and Error, doctrine of,

Ben Gerson, or Gersonlides, Lévi, quoted
on quantification of predicate, i, $10-11,

Wﬁ"ﬁbiigm; his doctring of syllogiam,

Burting, 1. 270475,

Bean, 1. 353.

Biel, Gabriel, his use of conceptios, 1, 42,

Binnde, i, 65,

Blemmidas, Nicephorus, . 1195 roferred
0 on origin of distinction of proposi-
tions weundi and te’6il udjocentis, 295 ;
guoted on import of the lerm suAAe-
yrouds, 279, 8545 his Epltone for many
cenfuries the text-book of Logic in the
schools of the Greak Chupch, 432
muetitioned ns the inventor of the Greck:
mnemonic varses for mood und fgure
of pyllogism, 432; but, according to
later view, theus yerses mﬂqy & transls-
tion of the Tatin, $32; i, 256; quoled
on Contingent Convarsion, 265

Bosthing, referrad to on'the application of
the term fuyfe, i 5, 142, 166 his djvi-
gion of Conversion, 264; the Grst {o
give the nume Conversio per pecidens,
h.; mature of tlis provcess ks employed
by, ., 252; quoted for nse of sumpbin
nnd essiemptio, 285; referred to on use
of torms ponens and talles, in conneo-
tion with hypotheticnl syllogism, 258,
414; i, 14; quoted on the influsnce of
passion on the wind, B4; 256 ; quoted
on quantification of prodieato, 301-9,

Bolesno, 1. 888 844; 11 174

Boyle, Hon. Robart, refored to for dis-
tinetion of reason i absfaclo, and ren-
£ol Uil donorets, i G,

Brandis, Ch, A, refarred to on the title
Organon for the logieal freatises of
Artotle, 1. 345 101,

Branisy, (h, 7., & 262 ; 448, .

Brepdth-and Depth, numees for the exten-
sion snd comproliension of concepts, i,
141 ot alibs. .

Buchanan, George, 1. 893.

Buflier, &, 1505 1L 14; quoted on eanons
of syllogism, 837-8, j

Butgeredyk, or Burgerddioing, réforved to
on gens of i, & 05 His Tustithtionis
Loga noticed and recommentded, 713
it 225 : voferred to on Whole nnd Pert,
225 quoted on Potontial and Actuul
Whole, 206-7; 415,

Buridanus, lis sophism of the ds re-
forred to tho head of Sephisma Hilero-
zelesior, 1. 4,

Bq;dui u:l’,l_[al'tl, his practice in rentding,
1L T
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pressod, 121 of yeq.; aconoept vl
ta the medintennd relative knowlolge wa
linve of nn objact, as comprising gualities
or oharschors common it with othor
objects, 19 ¢ aature and production of
nm‘lcép‘:s illusteuted Ty reference to the
history of our: knowledye, 122 ef say. |
the results of comparison and sbstrace
tion or attention, ps operating on pb-
Jjuets origdnally presentod in fuseid
and imperfect perceptions, and reducing
multitade to unity, 122.4; tho redue-
tion of multitude to onity involved in
conseption  explaned and illustoated,
124 of seq. + thovght one and the same,
while its contents are identical, 124;
objects are to us the same when we iro
unable to distingnigh theic cognitions
whether as wholes;, or in their pnrhin.i
chimetars, 124-6; concepts or notions
are gonstitited by the points of similar-
ity discovered in objects, aml identified
in tho unity of oonsoiousness, 195
coneepts oy (hemssives hocome the
objocts of comparison and abstraetion,
126 ; eoneepts or notions superfluously
styled general, 1. generil charmetors of
concepts, 137 el seg., 184 el aey; 0 A
eqneept affords only an Inndequate
km\\'todgp of the thing thought vnder
it, 127 et avg.; b Affords no absolute
object of knowlodge, but can berealisod
only by being appliod as a torm of rela-
tion fo one or more of the objects
whioll sgrée in the point or polnts af
reasmblance which it expresses, 128
this doctrine explainsthe wholemystery
of generalisstionand general terms, 1.
the generality of a soncept is potentinl,
not actual, 120.55; concepls are not,
on that account, mere words, 136 e,
Their depondenoe on lungtm?m, 137 ‘@
sy, 3 langr nesessary to the perfoe-
tion of concepts, 138; B. Of voncepts
or notions in special, 140 ¢ 267, ylnntaty
of consepts, 141 o s0g.; what is meant
by saying that a concept is a quantity,
11‘3'; This quantity of two oppoaitekinds,
—Iiitensive or Comprehensive ind Ex-
tonaive, 143-50, see Uoncopts, Quantity
of; qualityof Concapts, 15756, s Con-
capts, Quality of ; Reciprocal Relutions
of, 187 ot #éq., se¢ Concopts, Reciproeal
Helations of.

Ooncapts; Quantity of, or Comprehension
wnid Bxtension of Conecepts, what, i
141-8, 145 how respoctively desig-
mu.uul’, 141, these muantities opposed
to ‘each other, 1465 law regulating
the mutual relations of, ¢, ; this -
lustrated, 147 ; processes by which
aniplificd and resolved, — Daterminntion
or Uonoretion, Abstraction or Genoral-
jsation, Definition, and Division, 14873
opposod in an inverse yatio, 159 ; De-
finition and Division the prodesses by
whivh the Camprelionsion and Extenst
of coneapta are respectively resolved,

T40-01 5. dingrvam ropredenting, with re-
Tntive ilustntion 1500, " '

Copoepts, Quallty of, L 157 of #eq. ¢ this
dnmined ey their m!atibnwgn'tlmir
ruljoer, 157 ; consists in their logflu:d
perfoction or imperfeetion, 157, 158 ;
this of two dogrecs, — Clearncss g
Distinetness, and Obsourity nnd In-
distinctness, 158 those degroes distin:

nishod, 158-8 ; original applieation of
the expressions clarkes; olseurity, &e.,
1505 llnetrated by reforency to vision
and ropreseritation, 168-800; 1635 ;
cloarness and obsourity ns in conce)its,
160 ot gog.; the nbsolutely. clear and the
abaolutely obseure, 107 ; distinctness
aud indistinetness of, 162 ; listorioal
notices of this distinetion, 162/ sep. 3
dug to Leibnits, 1625 notice of Loo
in connection with it, ¢0.; difference
between a clear and distinet knowledp
illustmted, 168 ¢ sig. ; the judicinl de-
termination of lifo and death supposes
the difforcnoe bobween o clenr and dis-
tinct knowledge, 1043 furthoer illistra-
tion from the human countonnnco, 164-
o ; specinl conditions of the distinotness
of a concapt, snd of its dezrees, 166-7 ;
the distinction Letween olear and dis-
tinep knowledge illustrated by sxamypiles,
167 3 how the distinctness of a concept
15 affocted by the two quantities of &
cotcept, 108 ef seq. 3 distinetness s in-
ternal and external, 108-0 5 relations of
Definition and Division to internal ad
external distinetuess, 160 ; simply nio-
tiohs ndmil of an extensive, individoal
notions of an intensive, distinctness,
100 5 the highest point of the distinet-
ness of a coneept, 169-70 ; imperfection
to which concepts are liutllt‘, respect
of the thought of whioh they are the
expression, 171-2; this imperfoction
iltustrated, 172 of aeq.: naticed by
British philosophers, 1741 Stewnrt
quoted on the subject; 1747 ; Locke

nnticipated Hume in remarkiog the

employment of terms without distinet
meaning, 177 : Locke guotad on this
point, 177-9; the distinction of Intuitive
and Symholical knowledge first taken
by Lelbnitz, 170 ; this distinction su-

lod the eontroversyol Nominalikm
and Conceptoalism in Gcrman;r.‘li’ﬂ-sa :
dlscum’df l’”}i;ﬂli" IhJe Chguittonie, I-'erI'.
tale, of Jiolees, 1} the passige quoted
181-2; the distinction appreciatod b;-
the disciples of Leibuite, 153 ; Wolf
quatad on, 1846,

Couespts, Rociprooal Relations of, L. 187-
224 ; rolution properof, what, 157 ; can
be compared together with reference
only oither, 1%, To their Bxtousion, or, 2°
To their Comprehonsion, i, ; considere:
A. Asdepondant on extension, 187-212;
na dependent on extonsion, concspts
stind to cach otler in the five mutual
velations of Exclusion, Cocxtensi

*
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Conversion, of J enits or Propositions, g b, 3 ‘thak 4 o
L D07 whisk, D5 b alao 1. 350+ evmis Z‘:.{‘:,;.;“‘“:’?.I’," "hoid byloiiﬁ" _E::?Eﬁ‘gg

eimployed' to denote the prigingl and

vonverted proposition, #. ;. the originnl

propesition ought 1o be onlled the Cor-

vertend or Coneertibly, the product of

the convarsion, the Canverted or Con-

virney 261, 2025 s a!a:o il 258, 2&;;;
H el I

T of cony @
logleinns, 263-4; I, Simpla or Pum}:
2634 ; 2, Conyersio per Accidens, 264
this name first given by Bosthius, .
3, Conversio per Contrapositionem, 16, 5
divisions of, by Boethius, 0, ; mne-
monie’ verses for conversion, Zi4-5;
definitions of, in penaral, ii. 2060 ;-2 cnse
of immediate inference, Jb.; names
for the proposition given in, and ity
product, 25(-75 best numes for thess
togathicr, Copgertent or Converting, and
for ench apart, Convertend and Cons
wirwe, b, 2603 errors of the common
logieal dootrine of; two—first, That the
(quantities are tot econvertad with the
nuantified torms, 257-8, 2763 thiswrong
khow, 17, Beenusg tho torms of @ pro-
position dro only terms of relation, 4:')7;
2%, Only compared as quuantities, i, ; 8%,
Quantity of proposition in conversion
romadng always the same, 257-8, 2715
4, Of 1o consequence logically whelher
gubject or predicate placed first, 2583
sacontl armr—Toe not considering that
tho prodicate hins always s quontity in
thought ns-well nsithe subject, 25860 ;
ste abm 2714, 270 only one spicies
of, and thit thorough-going and scli-
sufficiont, 204 ; conwisio per acciding,
as ampliative, not logieal, nud a8 ve-
striotive, mevely fortuttous, ib, § se¢ wlso
2712, as0 Conversion par accidans ; Con-
CEVE T aaut'm‘prm':‘i-mﬂ"-. only holds
through contradiction, and is indepon-
dent of convarsion, #h. , a4 Uonvorsion per
phatrapoiitionem ; the Countingent: Con-
vorsion of the lower Gresks, not n con-
vorsion, 200, sa Contingont Gonversion .
advintages of the author's own method
over thoss of the logiciaus, 265-1; the
chinraeter of, as given by Greok lo-
gi&imnsaubﬁoqueul. to Aviatotle corvect,
206; orrors of Aristotle and the logi-
vians regariing, 206, 274-6; authotitios
reforred to on, 274-5.

Convaraion  per  coutenpasitionen, only
holds through contradiction, and is not

voperly a conversion. ii. 264:5, 275 ;
Euhr?h‘v aomo to be mediste, 204 ; this
erroneous, ih. 3 rles for, i, ; historical
notices of; nnd duthors referced to on,
204-5

Clonversion & uépes, iE4 meaning in Aris-
totly, i, 271-2
Co-ordination of
Relations of.
Capila, the logieal, what, i 298-.01 in-
uded in the prodicate by Aristotle,
3b, ; styled the o ppradicate, TPOIRETY:

i )
pis, e ( 2

VOL. 1I.

the oppusite sloctrine maintained by
tho nuthor, i, ; trae import of, 2524 ;
origin'of the controvorsy regirding the
glaca of nogation, 258; its meaniugin
Ugmprohensive and Extensive proposi-
tions, 274,

Covexand Tisins, cnseof, reféreed to, i. 468,

Carollaries, what, i. 208,

Uorvinug, quoted on inforence from pure
particulars, ii. 467,

Cousin, Vietor, his contradictions on the
cognition of the Abuslute, §, U,

Crakanthorpe, L 280; referred to on
names C:;P Pm[msitions in conversion,
263, 8247 867 ; his doetrine of Ludue-
tion, ii. 807,

Clrelling, i, 545 325, 342,

Creniug, il 97 ; 210,

Criticiam, Art of, #y Testimony,

Crousas, fi. 93 gnoted in Hlusteation of
provipitancy, i, #7-8; quoted on sloth
08 a source of wrror, 905 187§ 144

Crrugius, Christian August, it 1005 quoted
on eanous of aylloginm, 320-22.

Cerwx Complitensis, reforred to on ine
duction of Aristotle, ii. 364

Custom, power of, aa & source of drror,
so6 Krror, Canses of,

I Anita DE Racoxis, reforrod to for soha-
lnstie theories of the ubject-matter of
Logie, 1, 28.

Damaspenus, Josames, L 63 referred to on
nethod in Logie, if. §.

Damiran, his Lagigue, 1. 70,

David, the Armenian, referred to on the
eategories, i. 200,

Daries; or ]ﬁma& i 30; refured to on
principle of Sufficient Keason, i 44,

De Morgan, A., Letter of Sie W, Hamail-
ton to, il. 355,

Definite nnd Indsfinite Mpudl.iorm, ns
understood by the suthor, 1 2454, 243,
wee Judgmonts, Propositions.

Dofinition, or Declaration, the analysis of
the comprebension of & pty .
147-0,150; doetrine of, ii. 10-21; what,
10-11; the terms declaration and de-
finition expross: the sams in
different aspoets, 4, ; definition in ita
strigter sonse, 11-12; this explicated,
ib., ef #ey, 3 various names of — s
elapation, Brplication, Exposition, De-
poription, Déiuition Propery, ib. ;- No-
minal, Real, nad Genetio, whnt, 12-13;
rilesof, 14; these explained, (b, #r;
first malo, 14156; second rule, 15173
third rule, 17-18; eircular definition,
17-91 3 fourth rale, 18-19; fifth rule,
10205 Dufinition, in its looser sonso,
20:21 ;3 Dilucidations or Explications,
40 ;. Desoriptions, 21. 4

Dagerando, Baron, i 945 1735 i, 45.

Delnrividre, hia Logigne, i 70 refopred to
on defiuits ariic u%n relation to guinti-
fieation, ii, 280,

2R
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wenoral problem of, 28-80 3 rules of, 30 ¢
ar; thesaclussifl , B0-515 thoso sprifig-
iniz, 1.), from the primoiple of division,—
firit, second, mnd third rules, 8135
i) from the relations of the dividing
mombers tothe divided wholes,—fonrth
anid Afth rules, #3573 i), from tho
relutions of the severl dividing mom-
bera to sach other,—sixth rale, 85;4v.),
from the relations of the divisions to the
sub-division,—seventh rule; 850,

Doubt or doubting, the art of doubting
woll difficult to teach and to leam; il
#4, se¢ Error, Unuses of, Descartes.

Downam, il 83 referred to on Aristotls
i Piate's views of method, 8

Drabisch, 3. 124 referrod 16 on opposi-
tion of concepts, 2145 on eg-ordination
of notions in comprehension, 2202 pot S
ond s Bl 44841 25,

I)mman, William, of Aberdean, his Logic,
1. 70, _

Duncan, Mark, 3, 9383 844 808y 4573
reduced. Cumestres to Celareut, and

Baroco Lo Ferio by conntarposition; 40,

ﬁ'nqa;rfo;u’:t‘ia.ﬂrn‘mum‘m, 1. 113 ot alid,
Ennoematio, see Concepts, Doctrine of,
‘Erram,c'wgnga. wimua, ambiguous, i 119,
Eutlymems, & syllogism defsctive [n ox-
torpal form, f. 9% 3 the common doc-
trino of logiolins regirding, 386:75 this
cloctrine futile, and erroncously At
ributed to Aristotle, 387 ot seg i 1)
Nob & spacinl form of reasoning, 367-84
2°, Distinotion of, #d & specinl form
of reasomitig nok mmde by Aristotle,
498 et 4oy, 5 tho enthymome of Avistotle,
whint, #3805 various applications of the
term, by Diouysius of Halicarnas-
wus, suthor of Jthetoric {n Algzander,
Ropatér Apamesnsis, Aalis Gollius,
Civero, Quintillisn, 80603 denotad, with
somo of the hnelents, o syllugism with
gome suppressed part, 88 the ‘Aphrodi-
slan, Ammoniug, Philoponus, Pachy-
meres, Quintilian, Ulpian, Beholinst
on Ilermogenes, S5 8% Admitting
the validity of the discrimination of the
Enthymene, it cannot be restricted to.s
ayllogism of one m{_qn-eml premise, 3415
examplea of; of tha first, second, and
third ordar, #2; opigrammatio ox-
mnp;ea of, with suppressed vonclusion,

Epicheirema. or Reagon:Rendering Syllo-
srism; the first varioty of eomplex kyllo-
rigm, what, i 304-0; anthors refdrmed
m voriibions in the applivation of tho
nme, 965; in Aristotle, the torm is
wsed for & dmlectiv syllogiam, i3 B8
5 polysylogisi comparativaly simplo,
884 may be drawn in any figare, 448,

Epletobim, 1. 4005 fallacios montioned
by, T,

Ernzi:nus. hig advice to & young man on
i conduct of his stadies, b, 7.

iz, Sebastisno, i 35,

Frnesti, il 144,
Error; s Truth and Eror, Dostrino of,
Firor, Canses, Oconsions, and Hemodios of,
ii. 80-151 1 Baeon's elussification of the
rotveos of, 801 its causes and oeepsions
comprobiended in one or other of four
olassos,—1% In the general aivenm-
stunces which modify the inbellestunl
chiwactor of the Tndividual 3 2%, Intha
Comstitution, Habits, and Relntivns of
hia powors of Cognition, Fealing,. il
sire 3 87, In lamun{;xﬁ né an Tustra-
ment of Thowght and Mediom of Com-
muniestion ; or, 4%, In the nature of tho
objects abort which bis knowledgo 18
conversant, 803 theso considered in de-
tail, B0 o weqy L Genernl cirenm-
gtances which modify the intellostial
chemoter of the individoal, 80 ef 7. 5
these of two kinds,—1% The particutor
doireas of eultivation to which fis na-
tion hasattained 3 2% Tho strivter i
sabaintions, as schools, sects, &o. 81}
these illustraked, 81-08 5 man by nature
social, and influeneed by the opinio of
Tits fullows, §1-2; Pas quoted on the
power of Castom, 827 mn ingonions
philesophor © uoted on tho Rame sub-
joob, 82-4; tho art of douhiting well,
difoutt to Jearn and to teach, 8453
tywo genctal forma of tho influence of
cxample, 85,—1. Prajuidics in favonr of
the Old, B5.7; 2. Projudico in favour
of tho New, 87; Prejudice of Learned
Authority,.57-3; means by which the
influence of Hotiety as i source of Lrror
may be counterasted, Pl ol sog. ; neceas
sary to inatituton aritical examination
of the contents of our knowledire, 913
the precept of Doscartes on this ‘xﬁnt;,
01 et wog. ; conditions whish modify its.
application, 09+ g gradual nnd progress
stve ahrogation of prejudices all that
can be voquired of the student of phi-
logaphy, 92-3. 1, The Comstitution,
Fiabits;, snd Reciprocal Relntions of
the Powers of Cognition, Pecling, pnd
Desire, §8-130 1 of two kinds,—i. The
undne. proponderance. of the Affestive
Hlements of Mind, 93 of 2. 5 influened
of passion on' the mind, $4 ; Boethiva
quotod ‘on  this influence, b, ; tho pus-
wibility of error lmited to Probublo
Roasoning, 45 ; tlie Passions assources
of error roduced to four, 95:4 3 1. Pro-
cipitancy, B0 et adg. 2 Seneen (uoted on,
b, 7 Drismus quoted on, 07 5 illustra-
thons of, from Senecn, Montaigno, 07-8;
procipitate dogmatism and =eopticism
phuses of the same disposition, 983
remody for precipitation, 0845 2,
Qloth, 99 Seneca guoted on, i, 3 its
rumcd{', G0-100; 8. Hope and Fear,
102 : how these ljuusium opernte un-
favonrably on the Understitn ing, 100-2;
4. Balf-Love, inoluding Vanity, Pride,
ko, 102 ¢t sy 3 Aristotlo’s weaept Te-
garding this, passion, 1025 Hlusteations
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uf tho influence of Half-Love on aur of imagination, 131-2+
tons, 102-4; Self-Love leads us fo fram lisproportio
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rt quated on this
fluenee, l'--rn} lne dquoted on the 1..'[1“[,
sne, 12075 ‘B« e, Herodo-
tus, and Justin, ref Lo on the e, of onr knowlades
137-5; only reme r the influence 50 1 rules ton 1
Associntion is the I’.nnmnnll\' of tha A1 emedied of our falso
Human Mind, 193 303 4 Imagina- il
tion, 65 a sourcs of ervor, 131 o seq. 3 1
ils: mecessity In selentifie pursuits,
331; defect in the art of modarn
times as compared with that of an-
vienl, arising from imparfect eulture

id the conse ques
rely hints Trr

vr Internal Denomi-

quoted on the distinetion of the
r and form of thoueht; i, 153 61
et a6 the object of Logio to {he
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exolusion of the former, 16-7; on the
laws of thought us thonght nautrictly
the ﬂlfjes:t of Logie, ]Fujﬁ: quoted on
the distinetion of logieal and metu-
pliysical truth, 106-7; referred to on
relation of oomeepts to their origin us
direct or indireot, 140 1425 quoted
on the clenrness and obseurity of com:
eepts, 100-62; quoted ont he special
conditions of the distinctness of a con-
copt, 165:7 5 168 ; 169 quoted on the
highest point of the distinctnesy of a
woncept, 168-70; quoted on the im-
possibility of notions absolutely iden-
tieal, 213 quoted anthe aprecment uni
differsnce of coneepts aml judgments,
230-31 5 247 ; quoted on certain uitra-lo-
gienl distinetions of propositions, 265-7;
quated on the act of rensoning, 2080 ;
guoted on the pencral conditiond of
syllogism, 280 quoted on the form of
syllowism ns a ground of its division
into species, ‘.L‘im; on the laws re-
guating the various kinds of syllogrisms,
2005 3063 guoted on positive and con-
triry flon in p disjunctive reason-
fng, 3201 on the principle of tha dis-
inhotive syllogism, 38041 ; on the seye-
ral parts of the disjunctive syllogism,
451-4; quoted on the peeuliar prin-
vipal of the hypothetionl syllogism,
240425 quioted” on the first rulo of
liypothetical syllogisms, 845-6 3 on the
rroand on which the hypothetical syl-
ogism hns hueen rcl,rn.:r-]‘::l as having
oty two terms and two propositions,
3468 ; quoted on relation of syllo-
gisms- to ensh other, 4635 r;un:tml on
Epicheirerna and  Sorites, 8043 4013
quoted on division in general, i 2.5
on logieal division, 2830 3 quoted on
the rules of divislon, #1-8; quoted on
ralos of divikion springing from rela-
tlons of dividing mombers to the divided
whiles, 34; on the velntion of the
anveral dividing mombers to enchother,
35 3 on the mule of division,—Divisge pe
fird per snflum, 35-8 ;3 quoted on the
differences of probations, 48-3 ; on pure
and empirical probations, 45-06 ; quotad
ou distinetions of probutions from Lheir
intornal - form, 47-8 ; on probations,
under the internal form, as synthetic
sl anndytic, 40-515 66, 73, 158 3.quoted
on experience and obsorvation, 150 64
quotad on induction and noalogy, 166-7 §
108 5+ 1680 ; quoted on sum of doetring of
indaction, 170; quoted on induction
il anillogy 08 not; affording absolute
oortainty, 17945 quoted on testimony,
176:8 5 170 5 quoled on credibility of
testimony in general, 179-80 ; on testi-
mony in special, 185-00 3 quoted on
eriticism nod interprefation, 103-201 3
inoted on speoulation as & means of

knowledge, 20214
FEudemns, voforrad to on use of the term
pulerioid, 3. 834 | lis nomenoclature of

gg parts of the hypathetisal syllogiam,

Engenios, or Bogenius, i, 1197 142, 2003
referrad to on {he distinetion of Potan-
tin]l and Actunl in relation to notions;
2065  quoted on import of the term
TUANOyIr s, 270 281 325,

Tuler, employed eireular di a8 Jo-
gieal notation, i, 258; but oot the
firat, .

Emj.ac??ug, referrad to on Method in Lo«
i, il 9,

Eustratius, i, 3.

Example, Avistotle quotad on, 1i., 200,

Hxeluded Mididle, or Thivd, principle of;
o fundnmental law of thought, 3. 78 5
what, 83; its logical significonce, i ;
the pringiple of §ilsjuuul.ivn Judgments,
84 ; its history, 87 ef sey. ; can Lo traced
haok to Pinto, S7-00 ¢ explicitly enoui-
ced by Aristotle, 90 onouneed by Ci-
cero, 915 received thie appellation by
which it is mow known at n compara-
tively modern date, probably from
Bawmpzarten, 91 regalates in sonjune-
tion with that of Teason and Conse-
quent  Hypothetico- disjunctive Syllo-
ﬁ'ﬁms, 201 ; determines the form. of the

isjunctive Syllogism, 326, 854 ; authors
raferred to on, i, 247; whether jdoen-
tical with law of Contradiction, 6.5
whether @ volid and legitimata law,
247-4: 500 Homdamental Laws of Thonglit.

Exclusive and Excoptive Partioles, what,
and their effect as indirestly predesiz-
nating the predicate, if, 200 ; anthori-
tios referred to on, 14, ; sed Propositiones
Fxponibiles.

Expearience, se¢ Enowledge, Doctrine of
the Acquisition nnd Perfetting of.

Esperiential, or Experimental Proposi-
tivie, what, 4. 266,

Taccronary i 1813 197 ; quoted on the
meaning and distinetion of categaricnm,
ragm, ond transoendens, 198§ raferred
to on Uategories, 20001 ; veferred to on
‘Whole and Part, 202; 220 282: 3115
05 867; 870 462; 408 464 1 51;
quotod on. Induction; 363,

l’uhxu:ies, what, 1, #49; of two kinds,— Pn-
ralogismannd Sophisms, i,; bhis distine-
tion nob of strictly logical import, 452;
but not withoutlogieal value, 6.; divided
fijto Forinal, Material, and thoseat once
Formal and Material, ib. 454 Matorial,
1io beyand the jurisdiction of Logie, th. ;
Aneient Greak Sophisms, their chardo-
ter, 452-4 3 considered in detail in as e
as they lie within o single syllogism,
4056 ot deq. , i1, 1. Formal Falincies, Cna-
le_t:uricn{. 455-5 ; first subardinate cluss,
—those cohstating in gualertiane fermi-
norum, 4603 under this genus are com-
prisail three kpecies, 17, Fullavid ssisus
vomposits et digiss, 4565 maoded of this
fullsoy, 460.7 ; 2%, Fallacio a doto szonns
dum quid wd dictum simpliciter; 457 ;3%
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BOTs AL, 423 665 785 134 14 174;
snted on Canong of Syllogism, 351-5;
guoted on Mgare of Svllogisnt, H4-7,
Fundamenti) Laws of Thourht, order of
Lheir donsidaration, i 79 these four in
nmber,—1, Tdentity, & Contradiction
or  Non-Contridiction, 8  Exchulwl
Middle, 4. Heason and Consequent, or
Sufficient Meason, 700l sy, Lk sed SiH) 5
thaie bistory, 56-95, sce these Laws; gon-
oral observations in relation to, #G e
ey, 3 theee foll into two dlasses, the firt
clnss consisting of the three principles of
Tdentity, Confradiction, and Bxcluded
Middle, the. ssoond of the principle: of
Tteason #nd Conssiuent alone, 87 this
classiiontion founded, 17 On the differ-
aenve of connection between the luws
themaelyes, 97 ; 275 On the differenos of
the ends whish the bwo classes severally
accomplish, 083 two oounter opinions
vepardibyr the limite of objective possi-
hility, 90; the respective spherek of the
twir olasses of the lnws of thought e
fined and ilustrated, 99 ¢ sy, ; to deny
the universal spplication of the st
three Jaws is bo subvert the reality of
thouodit, 99, 1003 but this is oot in-
volved in the denial of the universal sp-
plication of the lyw of Reason and Uon-
sequant, 00 af sey. 3 this law shown in
geniral ot to be the menmire of objec-
tive possibility, 100-5: by referenve to
oxtemsion; 1%, s a whole, 101-2; distine-
tion of positive: and nugative thought,
1 this law not the eriterion of ahi-
juotive possibility shown by referenco
to extension ; 2° As n part, 103-45 37,
By referenos to the lawof Reason nil
Clinsoquent iself, 1045 this law redu-
eible to s higher principle, 104-5; sum-
iy statemont of the sphorea of these
Tows, 1053 the genernl infnenes which
the foregoing lows exert on the opora-
tinne, of thinking, 100-8; the highest
aritarion of non-reality, but o criterion
of veality, 106; erroncunsly hield to be
the positive standard of trath, /. ; the
shsalntists proceed on their subversion,
107-81 the whole of these lnws opori-
tive in eacll form of syllogism; althongh
gartiin of them more prominently rogi-
Jato each various form, 3538-5; their re-
|ations, i 244 ; authors on, in general,
ib. & of two kinds,—the laws of the
Thinkalle, and tho laws of Thinking,
244-5+ thet they belong to Logic, 240
on order and mutunl relation of, it 3
by wlhom introdused into Logie, .5 in
pirtioulnr, authors on, 24583 wee Lilon-
tity, Contrudiction, Exclided Middle.

(HALE, THEOFHITTS, i 466,

Galen, Uho fourtii lignre of syllogism nt -
brtad to, but on slender suthority, L
4001, 420 ¢ now logical freutizo of, 401,

Gutiloo, his robuke of the Trofessor of
Padmi, i, 108,

ﬂnnu‘i_:pi, quoted on eandy ol sylloginm,

i, 847

Gaasendi, i. 402 4663 406 1.5 reforred
to, on Method in Logic; 9

Gallivs, sec Anlus Gallios,

Ganer! or Abstract Logle, sa Logio,

Genernlisation, wlat, L [26; ils wlholo
mystery cxplained, 128, s Conoupia,
Dioutrine of,

Generic and Bpecific Diffierence, s Genus

ol Species,

Generification nnil Spacification, limited
cxprosaions for the provesses of Alabre-
tion and Determination; considered in ik
partienlar relation, . 191, 192, 16 ¢
depend on the two liwa of Homogon-
vity and Heterogenaity, 2104 su Genus
nnd Bploies

(unetic Definition; see Dafinifion.

Gonovesi; or Gemgnsis, roferred to on
one selence boing the instrument of
ancther, L 85-6 ; his Lutin Logie noticed,
71, ik 190,

Genuensis, wdi¢ Ganovesi.

Genns and Bpecies, or Gonaral nnd Bpecial
notion, whnt and how designated, i 191
thedistinction of, merely relative, 10237
the alistraction which carrios up specices

intogenern, called Generifivation or Gen-
evalisation, 101, 148-4; the determina-

tion which: divides o genus into its spe-
cies, called Specification, 192, 194.5;
aradations of geners and specios, and
thelr designations, 106, 196; Supromo or
Most Genorl jetins, what, 1955 Subnl-
tarn or Intermediate genus, what, b,
Lowest or Most Speeiil species, what,
h,: Snbaltern or [ntermédiate epocies,
whit, 196 ; these distinetions faken from
Porphyry's Introduc to e Colyyo-
pics, 4, pgenns as containing undar it
apooies, ora spoeies aa containing unider
iI individuals; is eallad o Logieal, Uni-
versal, Subject, Suljective, or Potentinl
whole, 2013 an individuial os containing
in it species, or o spocios s ooniaining
in it conery, is-called & Metaphysioal,
Formnl, ‘of Actunl whole, ib.; these
Jdistinotions illustrated, 202 ¢ seq., mee
Whole; Generio and Specifie Diffiratce,
9078+ s contradistinguished from [ndi-
vidunl Difforéncy, 208; Conspecies,
what, 200; the clagsification of things
Ty genern and species govatied by two
laws—vig, of Jlomogensity and of
Hetergenaity; w0 o thivd Inw ul-
Jegred by Kant—vie, of Logical Alfiuity
ar oentinuity, but rejooted, 211 ; Geanis
and Differonce, the olements of Ihtin-
ition Proper, it 11,12
Georgo of Trobisond, or Georgius Tinpe-
minting, deseribed the progess of Sovitos,
bb gave i no appropriste nnme, 1877,
Gerlah, 1, 30
(iibbon, his tico in reading ik 220,
Dr, mistonk Reid's vivw of Con.
caption, i. 113,
Goolenitts, Rodolphus, diseoverod and sg-
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950 Lenee the reason or condition
niust eontain the consoguent, i ; whole
anil parts respectively may bo viewed
in thought either asthe conditioning or
aw the cowditioned, 858 ; application of
this doctring to the solution of the pre-
vious diffientty, 350 ; not liable to the
affection of figure, i 446 ; author’slater
doetrine of Iypothetical (or Conjune-
tive and Disjunctive) Reasonings, il
300-904 5 these reducible to immaolinta
inferances, AG0-70, 871, 8734, a7e,
2784 poforred to the class of Expliea-
tives or Conditionals, 370-1-2; not com-
posite by contrast to the regular syllo-
gism, but more simple, 376 only pre-
parations for argumentation, $76-7, 154 5
caoes of Hypothetionl syllogism, 374,
#80: theory of, regarded as alternntives,
88097 s ervors of logicians regarding,
857 ; historical nofives of, $57-04 § Arik.
totle, £57-8: Ammoning Hermiw, aR8-
00 : Anonymous Scholiom, nud matter
relstive to, 300-04,

Hypotliotical Proposition, applicntion of
fho doctrine of & quantified predicats
to, and its resalt, i, 258, see Hypotheti-
enl Syllogisn.

Hypothetico-Digjunctive or Dilpmmatic
Judgment, s Judgments; Doctrine

of,

Hypothetico-Disjunotive Syllogism, Dil-
emmatic or Dilonima, third class of
Conditional Syllogism and fourth cliss
ufforded by Internnl Form of Syllogism,
i, 901, 250 regulnted by the la 7 of Bx-
cluded Middle and of Ressonand Cou-
gotuent in conjunction, 201 3 what, 5503
held by Wallis to be n negative in-
duetion, ib.; its character explicated,
¢, + designations of — ceraliius, corni-
i, ae., ayllogisiiag, ., 351-2; mules
for sifting o proposed dilemma, SO

InEa, the term, renson why not regularly
employed, and sente in which it 18
oceasionally used by the mithor, L 13,

Identity, principle of, & fundnmental
law of thought, & 783 whaty 7180}
variously enounced, 807 its ke wrical im-
portance—the Princip]c of all logieal
affirmation and definition, 80-1;its
history, 87 ¢ #eq-; developed last in
the order of time, ST, @1 ; first oxpli-
ontid ns o co-ordinate principle, by
Antonius Andreas, ot theeud of tha1ith
century, 91 maintained by Androas
nguins't.-\riuintlc.-ln bé thu ono absolute-
Iy firsh principlo B2 ; controversy repani-
fng tho relative priority of the laws of
[dentity snd Contradiotion, .} called
by Wu!fpr'fm_'ipf:rm cerditiclingg, b, by
Hanmgarten prinegitii pos onie wivd
slentitatiz, 40, 3 placed by Fiolite anl

Sohollityr ns the primary prineciple of
wll kowedge, 14, 3 rojected by Hogel,
0.~ Alome with that of Contrudistion,
reulutes the cazegorionl syllegism, 204,

438 formully tha snme with that of
Tteason and Consequent, 4 ; authors
referred to on, i, 245-1; ace Fundamen-
tal Laws of Thonght, Proportion, law of.

Trungingtion, what il ltﬁ_Lf'l » its nogessity
in selontific pursnits; 181§ as o source
of ervor, th., see Error, Causes of.

lmmodiate Inference, what, i, 265, 360,
472 cuses of, recogulsed by lugicinns,
256 ‘et avy, 3 1, Conversion, ib,, a0 Com-
version ; 207 : 2 Bquipollence, or, better
Donble Negation, —merely grammatical,
267 5 4, Bulmlteruntion, butter, Restrio-
tion, 257 4 this Bilatera] and Unilateral,
267-8 : not notived by logicians thatin
subalteraption the zome means somi il
loaat, 2683 the two propositions in sub-
alternation should be ealled Restringent
or Restrictive, the given proposition the
Reatringondd, and the prodoot the Re-
serict oy Resti ¥oled; 208 logininns: hava
overlopked the immedidte inference of
Subecontrariety, 208:9; 283 this ealled
by the author fatepration, 260 ;2884
the two propositions in integration
aulled the Tntdgral or | dnlegraat, the
given proposition_ the Jategrand, unil
the produck the Jutgrate, b tabulay
scheme of, 234} Eustacling quoted on,
3704+ authors reforred to om, BI85
Kkinds of, if, ; suthiors by whom adopted,
i Imedinte Peremptory, and’ Im-
modiiste Alternative Inforence, S784;
tho Intter contains five spocies, om-
bracing among these the iJi!quIL‘.Lit’ '
Hypothetical, sind Hypothoticos Dis
junetive syllogisms of the logicinns,
378-4 1 logicians who refer Hypothotical
and Disjunctive Syllogisnis to, 371,

Impediments to thinking, Doctrine of, se
Logie,

[ndefinabils, the, what, 1. 147, 151

Indefinite, the, how distinguished from
the Infinite; i 108

Indofinite Propositions, 1. 243, see Judg-
ments; Propositicns,

Indstermined, the, what, i 77

Individual or Smenilar Difference, what, §.
D078, o0 Genmd and Spesics.

Tndividual Propositions, i. 248, a0 Juidg-
mezts, Propositions.

Fritiwidunm wighatim and Tnedipedhintm
w00,

Indivisible, the, what, L, 14751,

Induction, of two kinds, — Lagical ot
Formnl, and Philosophical, Real, or
Matorial, & 818, i 858, 368§ the
views of logioiins reganding the nature
of Laoyieal Indiction ervonvous, 3183
tho characters of Logienl and of Real
Induation; $19.21 ; canon of Inductive
Syllogiem, 421 ; this eqnally formal
with that of Deductive Syllogism, 6.5
o material induction, how expressod us
a formal, 521 ; objection obviated, 522
'3 formulm for Inductive Syllogigms in
Compyehonsion and Extension, 323-4 5
Whitoly and others erroncoualy ks
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Indefinite inclndes Partionlsr  judg-
munts, &5 propositions are eithor Pre-
designate or Preindesiguste, i, ; come-
mon doetring errd Ly tiking inta ae-
count only the: quantity of tho suljoct,
th. ; these dootrines expiicatod, 45 e
a3 Universal jidgments; what, i ;
Singalaror Individual jidgments, what,
i, ; Particular judgments, what, 246
waords whith serve to murk out quin-
tity in universal, indiyidunl, and por-
tigular pm|puuitinns, il 3 distinction
of universal and individoal from parti-
cular judgments, 2487 categorieal
judgtmmta alone, ageording to the lo-
giaiuns, admit of all tho forms of quan-
tity, 247 ; thisdoctrino erroncous, 48 ;
b. In relstion to Quality, judegments are
divided duto, Atirmative snd Negative,
2503 gonorality of the delinition of
prodication. and of affirpiation and
wogation, wa given by the wuthor, 251 3
afirmative nnd nogative propositions,
i 3 that negation does not belong to
the copiala held by some logicians, 352
the opposite doctrine mumtained by
the author, 2628 origin of (he contro-
versy regarding the pluce of negation,
254 5 the posstbility ul‘nuuncint-irl,f.-_: npin-
tive propositions, in an affirmative, and
aflirmiative propositions in a negutive,
form, the veension of muoh porverse ro-
fi t amonge logivians, 258-4 : nega-
tive torts, how designated by Aristotio,
058; by Bosthius, b, ; by the School-
men, b, 5 propositiones dafinite of the
Schoolmen, 254; Kaat's divisfon of
Judgments fute Afirmative, Negative,
and Limitative unfounded, i jude-
menta dividod according to thelr guan-
tity and quuiily tuken togothur, into
ipiversal Affirmstive, Universal Nega-
tive, Pavticulnr Affirmutive, Particulae
Nogative, 250 ;5 thope how symbolised,
i, o cirealay dingrams  lostiativo of,
. 3 division of propositions into Pare
nnd Modal, 256 ; thas distinetion futilo,
257 ; divisign of Modal propositions by
Ipgicians as Necessary, lnpossible, Con-
tingent, and Powdble, extritlogieal, 257,
H.‘E;f,?-wuntul\'xpmted on this (gtinetion,
nnid criticisad, 255-0; the terms A eer-
Loy, Prodlemalicy ;mﬂ'{rfdf(, or Hanon-
atratie b relation 16 Fﬂ'q_m?jtlnnu, ox-
plained, 2007 o. By Relation to cnch
other, judgmonts divided into Identionl,
Different, Ralativoly, Idantical, Dispa
rate, Thsjimat, Subeltarnant, Subalter-
nnta, 200-1 ; oot of Relation ariscs the
Qpposition of jndgments, 2015 opposi-
tinn eithor of contradiction or of con-

Ararioty, & ; CongruentJudgments, &, ;

Sub-contriry oppesition, what. ih; not
woronl oppesition, 0., me Opposition ;
ponversion of, 2025, s Convorsiong
certndn dstinetions of, et steiotly logi-

amly expliined—vin,  Thearetical and

Practica), Indemnpstrable and Dewon-

strablo, Axioms and Postulates, Thoo.
rome und Problems, Corralaries, Expe-
vimentsl  Propositions,  Hypothéses,
l;u:umutn, Scholin, 20573 ¢ Proposic
_tions, §
Justin, caso oltad from, Jimstrating thoe
power of Assosiation, il 128

Kardil xiparos sasby ddy, the proverb,
s ovlidin, 1, 408,

Kant, i, 6@ 1w Appliod Logio identieal
with the Author's Modified Logie, 60
his employment of the phirmso censiped,
Gl 805 825 1245 160 hid cmploy-
nient of the torm eategory, 1075 2415
his threefold division of propositions as
Affirmative, Nemative, and Limitative
groundless, 254-60 ; rejected Sub-con-
tririety ns'n gpocies of opposition, 2625
#4015 his doctrine of Figure borrowed
by the Author, 4817 lis sposulition
founded on the geneml relutions of dis-
tanos between: the plunets, ii. 47; his
nrgnment from the law of duty for
humun liberty, and the existance of n
Moral Gavernor, yulid, 65: 1745 quated
on (rising suprua sanon of Syllogrism,
B20 ¢ quoted on Canons of Syllogism,
32030,

Keckarmoun, & 020635 825; 8427 3523
L3223 5 278,

Kiesewebter, i, 2475 242; 3§, 192 quoted
on canons of syllogism, 336,

Rirwan, Dr Richad; i, 144

Kuowledge, Dogtrine of tho Aequisi-
tiem and Porfeoting of, if, 162825 the
means of perfecting kuowledpge wre, in
gonirnl, two,—the Aequisition snd the
Comfunieation of mowledye, 152 1 the
thie first mean,—ihe Acquisition of know-
ledge —uvonsidered, 1634 ke, thismust
be viewed in relation to the differant
linds of knowledge -which are twi, ng
of contingont and of nécessary mutier,
1628 ; vonsiats of two parks-—scqui-
sition throngh Experience, oud throngh
Intelligence, 1533 in what senge all
Senowledgs mny be called acpeied, i, 5
I, The dogtrine of Ezperience, 154 it
#y). » experiencs of two Jdnds, 154; 1
Personal, .2 this in general, what,
165 ; explicated, 165 et wig. ; conamon
and soientitio, 166§ Observation, what,
b, of bwo Kinds—Olsgrvation propor
and Expeviment, 1557 1 procogniticof,
1567 et weg, ;. First, The ohjeat of ohsor-
vikion, 16740 3 this fourfold, 167-8; 17,
What the pluenomena are in their udi-
vidustl ]lw.n:uliurities i pontrasts, und
ns  under determinato geners dnd
apacies, 168 ;2% Whnt the sonditions of
dmir roality, 1o8; 3% What their
enuses, J50- ;4% What tho order of
thoir conseeation ¢ Seconk The toanner
af olwerystion, 10046085 1%, Proper stata
of the obsmving mind, 1015 2% Con.
ditionsof the question to be detorminul
by obwervabion, IUL-3; Third; The
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tha  Disjunotive Syllogism, 5934 ;
fmited on Hypothetical Syilogism in
genernl, 339:40; 341 quoted on the
npplicdtion of the prineiple of Reuson
and Conwequent Lo the Hypothieti-
enl Syllogism, 841-2; queted on Re-
duction of Hypotheticals, 24 o
Conversion of H_y}noilwtiun]ﬂ from one
form to anothor, 343 8455 qnoted on
the third mle of Hypothotical Byrlls-
gismy, J40-505 quated on the desig.
nations of the Hypothetico-disjunc-
tive Syllogiam, 35123 an the mles fop
sifting a proposed  dilenima, HiS I
yunted on classes and designntions of
reluted syllogisms, 863-4; 309 437
35 4505 guoted on a eategorion]
ayllogism _with four capital notions,
A60+7 ¢ 468§ quoted on fallncjes of
an Unreal Universality, 455-0; quoted
on the Sonana Satis, 447; quotad
on vive of lynava ftatio, 464 quoted
an Su{Jansurrr polyzepssos, 404-55 466
(uotad on charactier of the Suphisma
wetarozetescos, 460-7; il O 0= quoted
on the constituents of' Logieal Methi.
dology, 105 115 12 quoted on Nomi-
unl, Real, and Genetie definitions, 12-44
145 15 dquoted on tautologieal defini-
tion; 17-83 quoted on the rule of defimi-
fion which requires it to be pracise,
18-19; quoted on the necessity fur a do-
finition being pecspicuons, 1080 ; on
definition in the looser sense, 201 24 :
quoted ngainst complexity of division,
S2-3; 42 457 61; quoted on the sirels
in probation, 55; 47 quoted on the
Mutatio Eleachi, 57-8 ; yuoted on eon-
ditions 'of the adequate notivity of Fx-
ternal Parooption, {'H-ﬁ; ot precantions
araingt errord of the Senses, 1105.6;
1182120 : quoted on the Laws of Az-
socintion, 122: 123; 183 13 ; quotad
on erfror 4s lying not in the condi-
tions thomselves of the higher facul-
ties, ‘but in their applications, 125.6
146 5 quoted on remedy for orror aris-
ing-from langunge, 140-50¢ 151 ; 166
1683 1715 172 quoted on Induction
and Annlogy, 172-3; 176; 178; 192;
905 ; 2151 2355 hid dootrino of Syllo-
Lism, 437-9,

Lixsingnr, & 60 ; employed pnrailel linea
4 logioal notation, 2456 ; 825 ; ii. 174 ;
hig doctrine of the ultru-tobal quantifi-
eation of the middle term, 351-3; quoted
on' Induction, 8050 ; utrietures on his
doctrine. of, Wi6; quoted on Higure of
Syllogism, 425943,

Lambertus de Monto, hix doctrine of Tn-
duglion, §i. 367,

Lang; L. 35,

Linngriva, fi. 213,

Languagre, its relation to thonght. nud the
influence which it exarts on 6ar moniad
opurations, L 137 of seg, ; unobcstanry ih
coptain mental operations, 1994 fudie-

peosabla in certiin ofhier niontal opeim-
tions, nod its relution to thess, 135-40 3
Hus man invented ic '—ambiguity of the
question, i, 140 in what sense nnturs)
to man, 1411: was the frst languigo
actually spoken, the invention of mnn,
or the Enspiration of the Deity? 14] ;
the Iatter hypothosis considoroid, 142
diffieulty of the question, 1% ; Roussoan
cited ‘on, ki language has a general
und A spooinl eliarncter, 142-3 : no ln-
guagois o porfost instrument of thought,
1435 signs necpssary for the Internnl
operation of thoneht, 104 3 and for its
communication, 145; mtonations of tho
yoice, the only adequnta symbaly of
thought unl of its eommunication, i, 3
these inarticulate and artioulate, b, 3
the latter constitute Langunge Propar,
i ; the vocabulary of any lingnsge ne-
oussarily finite, 147 ; words wre merely
hints to the mind, 147 8; Lungungo ax
nfmnurm of Errory 145, se Ttror, Cansesd
af.

L1r|\‘;_]ue, quotad on canong of syllogiam,
H. 385-7.

Lidvt de Pepper (Port-Royed Logich, i
Bz its windy rosommended, 703 i,
106 ¢ anthors of very nearly tovk ths
distinction  between, notions a8 Clear
umll Obscure, Distinot and Indistinet,
ic 162,

Latin ‘Hehoolmen, viewsd Logic as n
seienoe, 4. 9 their viows as'to the oh-
Jject-mattar of Logie, 27.8.

Lawremberyrins, P, 3. 45,

Laws of Thooght, se Fundamental Taws
of Theught,

Le Clore, ©. 80,

Lawtin Cursoyia and Lectio Stntarin, il 253
4, woe Knowledge, Doctrine of the Ac-
quisition and Porfecting of.

Leibnits, on tlmprinui'ph-«ul' Ideutity and
Contradietion, 4. 80; did ‘nat nlways
distinguish the principlea of Tdentity
antd Contrndiction, 92 called attention
to law of Sufficlent Reuson; 83 found-
ed his philosophiy on the principles of
Sufficient Hewson nnd  Contraidistion
(including Tdentity), ¥, ; did not sufi-
ciontly diseriminate the law of Causility
from the law of Bufficient Renson, .
gave various names to the principlo of
Sullicient Ronson, ib.; vontroversy be-
tween, and Clarke on provinee of Bufli-
clopt Reason;, #4; his distinotion of
Iutuitive and Bymbolical Kuowisdgo,
notiped, 121 to kim is owing the dis-
tinetion of t"mu:uj]:l.a into Clonr and
Distinet, 159-02; the first to take the
distinetion of Tntuitive nnd Symbalical
knowlodgre, 178 ; unaciunintance of the
philosophers of this country with the
doetrines of, 150 ; musnner inwhich he
gove his writings to the world, .3 his
paper De' Coghitione, Veritate, # Ideis,
guoted from on Intuitive nd Symboli-
cal Knowledge, i, 181-2; 174; quotsd
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ing, in zenovdl correet, 278 views of
the oliject-muitter of, i the Leibnitio-
Wolflan and Kaiitian schools, 28 its
natnre most complotuly and genenlly
misundovstool in Grent Britain, 20 i
certain rospects wholly misconceived
by Bacony il totally misapprehended
by Locke, 44,5 geners] charmoter of
Whately's Eleients or, 204 hia viow of
tho object-matter and domnin of, stabed
and oriticised, 3048, ses Whately: 11,
[titity of; 83 e sog.1 Utilities {u'lmaly
attributed to, 34 ot sog.: mupposed to
b an instrpment of seientifle discovory,
941 henos eallold an Fastronent, or fi-
strwmental Philosophy, ko, 34-5; sup-
posed to be the infallible corrector of
onr: intelleotunl vices, 36; its designa-
tions on this supposition, ., i, 20; in
what respect un instrinmost of the
scionoes, 300, 45 ; not properly an art
of discovery, 36, 45 ; in wliat sonso 1o
be stylad) the medioina of the wind, 37,
40 thednwe of) the negotive condition
of triath, 447 jts utility that of & formal
instrument, or mean by which' know-
lodge, alrendy nequired, may b me-
thodised into the form accomodated to
the conditions of the uniderstanding, 45:
usafiil qs giving us, to n certain oxtont,
dominion over our thoughts, 46.7; as
supplying, In paprt, the criterion of
Truth from Eeror, 47-3; as invigorating
the nnderstanding, 48; as affording o
seientific nomenclnture of the laws hy
sehich thinking s governed, and of the
violition of these lawe, 4 —I11, Its

ixions, &1 # srg., e afso i, 280-03;
division of into Natural end Artifisinl
inopt, &1; its Kinds, or Species, and
Parts, 51 of aego5 1% By relation to the
mind, is Objective and Subjective, —Sys-
fnatica and Halitualis, 51-2; both of
these to be proposed s the end of in-
strnotion in, 527 27, By rolation {o ob-
jeots, is Abstract or Genersl, and Con-
wrete or Spocial, 53, ses aflio il 201-2;
these kinda of, how designated by the
Greek Aristotalians, and by the Arabian
and  Latin selwolmen, @b ; this division
of, romounits to Aluxander the Aphro-
disian, #6. ; his illustration of the (lis-
finotian, 65-4; other illustrations of this
division of, 14 : Genernl Logde isalone
ane, Special l.mkr_iu is manifold, and part
of tho svience ' whidh it is appliod,
fio-1i ; the distinction of Lomion docens
and Logion wfens mistaken by some
mondarm authors, 63-05 87, By reforence
1o the eircumatances noder whink il ean
eamuy into exeraide by us, ia dividod into
Pore and Modified, 60 e sop.; Pure
Logic, whity 805 Modified Logie, whaty
i3 nomenchibure of Modified Loglo,
B-2; this identieal with the Applisl
Logic af Kantand others, 00; ot pro-
purly nan essontial part of, 623; Co
apectusof {ho present course of, 3.

Formal wnd Matevinl Lagic contiasted,
i 2923 division; varioties, il con-
tents of, in detail, 20048 — IV, His-
tory of, postponed, 188—V. Bibliogra-

phy of, 13 thisslortly notioed, 06-71 &

b gront divizion of,—Pues Logie, —
congidered, 73408, H, 1595 Pardll.,
Sloicheiology, 1 72-468: Section I,
Noutie, or of the Fuodamental Laws
of Thought, 79-114; fn what, aspect
Thoughe i viewed by, 73§ the e rels-
fiems of Logic overlookad on two sidos,
108 of seq. —1. Erronvomsdy lold to
afford the positive standaed of fruth,
06— 2 Repudiated as affording. no
eriferion of truth in relation to £l al-
solite by some philsophers, 107-8; its
Postulatos, 174w afio i 25855 of
thosy only onesignalized,—To be allowed
to stata explicitly in Innguage ofl thut
is fmplicitly contained in thought, .,
wea elaa i, 2505 this cannot be refascd,
ih. 3 im impliod in whit Aristotls stibes
of the dootrine of Syllogism, 115 Boo-
flon IL—-Of the Produets of honght,
11-468; 3, Lonoemntlo,—Of Concepts or
Notions, 116-224, s Conoepts, Doctring
of } . Apophantic, or the Dddtrine of
Judgments, 28567, e Judgmonts,
Dovtring of i on: the supposition that
Logie takes oopnisance of the modnlity
of objects, the zcienes ean lnve no ox-
istence, 250 ; jil. Doctrine of Reason-
ings, 265-408; se Heasonings, Dostrine
of ; Part T1. Methodology, Bection 1.
Method in pomoral, Boction i Logricdl
Maothodology, i, 1-58 5 Logicnl Mathod.-
alogy, what, 2, 8, B, 05 conslstsof three
parts,—1%, 'he Dootring of Definition,
270f Division, 37, Of Probation, 9 his-
torieal notices of Logionl Methodology,
ih, 3 1%, Dootrine of Definition, 10-21,
so¢ Definition, Doetrine-of ; 2% OF Doe-
trine of Division, 2286, s Division,
Dootrine of; 8% Doctrine of Probn-
tion, B7-00, s Prabution, Dootrine
of ; gecond great diviston of, —Modi-
fiod, Logie, 60-225; ite objech, —the
oonditions to whiel thonzht is subjeat,
arising from the empirical direum-
stances, external and interpal, undep
which men's fenlty of thinking bemoni-
feated, Gl:; its probloms three, 1%, Whnt
is Truth, and its contradictory opposite,
Error | 2%, What sre the canses of Error
and the Tmpediments to Truth, and
what oro the means of their Removal
3 Whint wre the Subsidinies hy whigh
Humus Thoughit may he strongthened
s puidded in the éxerciso of its fune-
tionsl 01 ; the first two questions Le-
long to_the Stoicheiology of Modified
Logic, the third to it Methodology, 0. ;
Part 1. Moditied Stofcheiology, 61-151 ;
Sectioni. Doetrine of Priith and Brror,
B8R Section i, Ereor, Hs Chusod and
Nomodios, 89181, wee T'eath and Eireor,
Doutrine of; Modifivd Mothodolpjzy,

-
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Quanyries, or Modes, what; i, 76-7 y their
sytionyms, 77.

Quintilian, i, 365 his smployment of the
term-Lniliynieme, 300-01, 466; liis maxim
vegarding (uantity to be read, ii. 216,

RABREATS, i, 308,

Ramnists, maintuin logie to be-an art. 1. 9,

Ramus, referved to on genus of Logic, 1.
{5 200 ; his illustration of the Jistine-
tion bebween Alstract or General, and
Concrate or Spevinl Logie, 55; veforr-
o toon Method in Logie, ii. 8 ; reforrod
to on postulate of Logie, 252 ; quoted on
Induction of Aristotle, 203

Liapin, refurred to on canon of syllogism,
il 318:4,

Reading; sev Kunowledge, Doctrine of the
Acuisition and Perfocting of.

Rwl?h}finiﬁun, wog Defiuition.

Roal Tndugtion, see [nduction.

lleql Triith s Truth and Trror, Dodtring
L) 7

Renson and Consequent, Law of, see Suffi-
viont Reason.

Reasoning, ss Rensonings, Doetrine of,
Syllogism.

Reagoning<, Dostrine of, 1. 268468+ tha
nof of Reasening, what, 268-9; this
illustrated byan example, 200705 the
czample given is a reasoning in the
“whele of Extension, ond may be repre-
sented by three cireles, 970-1; the
reasoning of Extonsion may bo exhibit-
ed in Comprohension, 27245 the copula
in extension nnd compreliension of a
counter meaning, 274 ; definition of the
provess of Rensoniog with the principal
denominations of process and product,
274-5; these explioated and illnstrated,
275 et sey.; 1. The Act of Rensoning,—
a reasoning is one organie whole, 275-
fi; errors of lopiciang on this proint,
2767 ; ntility of the process of reason-
ing, 277 2, Terms by which the Fro-
cess of ressoning iz denominated, —
Reaponiing, Rationinotion, Diseourse,
Hrguniestation, Argiment,  Inforence,

‘o coneluede, Conclusion, ' To syllinise,

Clollectio, Colligers, 278-80 ; gendral con-
ditipns of Reasoning or Sylogism, 280,
stz Byllogism ; reasoning may procecd
in the quantity of Extension, and in
it of Comprehension, 205 ef reg. 3
rensonings in Lhese opposite quantities
oxplicitly compared and contrasted,
207 et aeg.; logicans have overlooked rea-
goning in Comprehension, and have thus
given warrow and erroneous definitions
of the major; middle, and minor terms
207-8, sed afso 217 ¢ séq,; dificulty in
regard to the doctrine thist all reasoning
is gither from the whole to the part, or
from the parts to the whole, stated and
obviaterd, 885, s Inference, Syllogizn,

Rediprocating Propositions, common doc.

trine of logicians that predicate in these

INDEX, 503

spuantilied o mateie, i, 272, 204, 296
1.i1i3 incorrect, 2065 authora voferred to
who hold that they may be gimply con-
verted, 275 ; Paeins, Alexandor Aphrodi-
sionsis refarred to on, i6.; Fouseca cited
;;;;uinat their quantification o materie,
204,

Redi, Lés ansedotes: of two Peripatetics,
il 103,

Reduction of Hyllogisms, the whola of the
riles given by logicians for, unphiloso-
phical, i, 433 ; these supersedod, 423
455 veiduetio ad fupozebile applied to
Baroco and Boeardo, but awkward and
perplexing, 438, 440,

Regressive Method, sec Method,

Reid anoted on Conception, 1. 100-12:
his mistakes vepurding, 112185 not,
however, opan to Dr Gleig's censure on
this point, 113,

Reimaras, H. 8., ancedotes cited from, of
the influence of passion on_opinion, {1,
108; quotod on canons of bylogism,
325,

Reinhold, i, 51.

Reminiscence, ng' a ource of Errvor, s
Error, Causes of,

Represontation (vepresentatio), tho tevm,
sense inwhich it has been used on the
Continent since the time of Leibmits, i.
1265 want in English of a term to ex-
Emss what is thus (improperly) denoted

WV papresentialion, b, ; sense in which
used by the muthor, b,

Repugnance, of Notions, equivalent to
Uantradictory Opposition, i, 5

Reusel, or Reuschius, i, 1425 8423 864+
437 5 his reduction of Baroco, 441):
4413 4455 §i, 12; 1065 174 quoted on
canons of Syllogism, $19-90,

Rftorictod leznmder,anthorof, hisemploy-
ment of the tevm eathymens, i, 890,

Richter, Huinvich, veferred to, as to Logie
not being praperly an art, of Discovery,
147 ¢ quoted on the dominion which
Lowic gives us over onr thoughits, i. 46-
131033 13l 1988

Ridiger, i. 264 1 noticed the error of thoso
who make Sorvites ouly of compre-
lienzive whale, 379 s erroneonely attri-
bated introduction of Fourt: Figurs
to Golen and Scotus; 424; quoted and
eriticised on quantification of prodieate,
il 812-35+ s;,-‘f]-:gieetw forms propounded
by, 814-5,

Romagnosi, i, 71,

Resling, &. 77.

Rousseau, cited on the difficulty as to the
origin of Langnage, i, 142,

Ruis, Didacus, referred to, on history of
distinetion of Sensns Composits et Didis,
Ldb8Y 168375,

Saltus i demonstvando, what, . 51-6:
only a spocinl case of the Petitio’ Pyia-
tiptt, 56, 2e¢ Prohation.

Sanderson, Bishop, quoted on objects nok
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thetical Borites, 872 ; resolition of
Hypothetisnl Sovites, progrossiva amd
regressive; into simple syliogisma; 575
@ Disjanotive Sorités possiblo aftér a
sort; ids bt complex and miservice
ably, 3746 ; historical notlee of the
lozieal doctrine of, 375 & sy, : veithor
pame nor ductrine found in Avistotle,
3705 buy the principle of, given in
Aristotle’s fimt antipredicnmental nile,
ih, ¢ the tertn smites never applicd by
nny ancient writer to desipunte a cer-
Lidnt form of tensoning, (0. ; ‘with (hem
dencted & partienlar kind -of sophism,
| 870 5 Hrast msed in its present nocopta-
tion by Lanrentius Vai(a. 4773 the pro-
vess of, deseribed 'in the Dialeli of
Heorge of Trebisond, the contemporary
{ of Valin, b, 3 the doetrine of Jogdcians
: regarding, Illustrates their one-sided
view of the natoreof reasoning in gene-
Tl 878 ; the Sorites of extension over-
loaked, and that of comprébension, the
progrossive, alone contemplated by lo-
trlotans, 870 diffdrence between  the
two forms of; (. probalile reasan why
logicians overlooked, in the ouse of
Horites, the reaspuing in extension, 381-
p' 2; examples of; inecomprebansion and
! ¢ extangion, ¥ 1: the Goclenian, or
i Rogressive Comprohensive Sorites, 383
names  given to, 384 befire Valla,
callad vugmaly eompler myllogism, th.;
ns #  polysyllogism, comparntively
simple, 4848, may be drawn in any
figrmrn, 4485 observations on, i 30565
cotrection and amplification of the
cominon (ootring of, 3057 : diagrams
illnstrative of, 807,
| Borites, the sophism, its dorivation and
meaning, ¥ 3705 it nature, 870:7 3 said
to hnve been invented by the Stoie
/ Chrysippus, 3763 by Eubulides, . ;
' talled’ thedarphs, cafinx, 1h i called
weerpalis by Uicoro, b, 3 its charaoter,
4145 ; ite variouz designatidns, 40054
wall defined by Tlipian, o, ; exempli-
J floud, 4051
Spavce, or Extonsion, asabsolutely bonnd-
od, unthinknble, i 101 ; o8 unlimited,
incanceivable, becutse contradictory,
102 2 a8 an absolite minfmum, o = in-
finitely divided, inconceivable, 104,
Spocial Logie, eee Logio.
Spevial or Conerete Logie, see Logie.
Spocies, gen Ginus,
Speeutlition, ns o means of knowledge, s
Knowledpe, Dootrine of the Aequisition
anl Perfecting of,

i Stattler, . 569 ; quoted on canons ofayllo-
e, 4 967,

Stephinnus, ‘H,, 1. 119 ; his imitation of
s epigvam of Phoeylides, 303,

Stawart, Duiald, quoted on theliahility of
sintions Lo vagueness antfl ambigadty, i,
1747 ; refers 1o Hume and Cumpball,
.z bis vnfavourable strictures on the

nlla;{mi modern origin of cortain beshini-

enl losfenl Tangnage, groumdless, 206,
705 dn 1195 quoted on dnfluence of
nsspaintion, 124-6; 147-8,

Stuichelology, or Doctrine of Elements, se

LTI

Stoioﬁ. viewed Logle na o scienes, 1 03
their nomenclature of the parts of the
Hypothetical Syllogism, l}fﬁl; the ox-
cogitation of the sophism Zgner Ratia
nht:‘l:ihutorl to, 4425 Lot ths doubtful,
3¢

Hteabo, i) 293,

Stvigeling, i, 275

Sunrez; on the principle of Contradiction,
1 88, 04 927 reforvad o on clussHicn-
tion: of the eategories, 200,

Suliject, of & Judement or Proposition,
what, 1, 228+ called torm o extrame, 1,
see Judgmaents, Propositicn

Subjoctive Logic, see Logio.

Sulsidiarizs or Aids of thinking; Doctrine
of, ate Logie,

Subordination of Cancepts, sed Concepls,
Relations of,

Siifffclont Tlesson, or Neason snd Conses
quent. principle of, a fundamental low
of thought, i 79 (but zed 302 what
nnd how expressad, 813 relations. be-
twean Reason and Congequent, 8453
logieal significance of, ‘84 : diseriniin.
nted from the peingiple of Chuse and
Effget, 85-0¢ dogilead and welophysical
veason and eomsequent, b, 3 these-both
ingluded under the terms condition
and copditicued, 863 this law should
be exeluded from Leosie, €. ; reeog-
kel by Plato, 93; by Aristotle, i0;
by ULoth under the ambiguous term
wirla, alriow, (éawsd), Wh. 3 Dbut the
{Il‘ill["i[f:ﬂ of Knowledge diseriminated
by Aristotle from the prineiple of Pro-
duetion, i 3 comprehended by Cicero,
nnel by the sehoslmen, under the for-
vl pehelgine e, 61 bt under
that diseriniinated, @ @ I mwodern
times attention called 10 it by Leibnitz
i, 3 but not ndequately -:lisuriminnteci
by him, vh; controversy beewcen
Loitmitz and Dr Samuel Clarke on this
law, among other points, B4 assumed
by Leibpits as the foundation of Natu-
il Philosophy, <0 ; the form of the
Hypothetical  Syllogism  determined
by, 987 ; how enounced by Wolf, 04;
disoussion remnding the Leihnitian
priugiple of, 94-5; low of, regulates, in
tu?r.ljunuiiun with that of excluded
middle, Hypothetico-disiunetive syllo-
wismea, 2015 only  another expression
of Amstotie’'s Inw, thot the whole is
necessarily conceived as prior to the
wrt, 857 5 wuthors referrod to on, i
248 that can hee dednced from Iaw of
Contizubiction, ¢ that cannal he so
dedueed, ib., e Pundamental Laws of
Thouglit.
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INDEX, a07

Term halds'in the premises; i, ; regm-
for and irvomlar order of, i Compre-
hension aud Extension. 895:6 ; the re-
Intive position of the Middle Term in a
svllopimn constitules its Figure, 8496
rthe Four Figuves of, ib.; mnomonic
vorses for Figures, 807, sed Fignre of
Syllogism ; regulavity sud irregulurity
of, explicated, 307 o wq. ; irvegalirity
in external form of, arvising from trans-
position of the Propositions;, 287400 ;
tan be porspicionsly exprossed by any
of the five irregulir consecutions of its
propositions, 887-0; true doctrine of
consecution of syllogism, whioh is
either Synthetie, the promises being
placad first, the conclusion Jast, or
Analytio, the sonclusion preceding, tho
premises following, 398-400 ; second
gronnd of regularity and irregularity
of,—the natural and fransposed order
of the Syllogistic Terms, Elf}l] ol seq.,
s Kigure of Syllogism ; all the va-
rieties of, divided into classes, accord-
ing to their Validity, viz. into Correct
or True, smd Tncorrect or False, 449 ;
tho meaning of these terms as urpliud
to syllogisms detormined, 45051 ; in-
vorrect, divided into Paralogisms and
Bophisms, 449.452; this distinefion
not of directly logienl import, 452 ; but
not altogether without logical valoe,
i, 3 incorrect, vivious, either in respeot
of their form, or of their matter, or in
rispoet of both form and mntter, 450-
2 syllopisms ingorraot in respect of
thelr matter lie beyond the jurisdic-
tion of Lowie, 452 ; syllogisms formally
incorrect, to be jndeed by an spplien-
tion of the mles of syllogism, 452, sen
Tallapies: bow distingnished from Pro-
bation, ii. 391 on the mutual relations
of the terms of, in quantity and Gua-
lity; through the application of the
dugtrine of a .pmntiﬁ’ml predicate, 285-
§; gromeral eanon of, 285; the three
porsible relations of terms,—1. Toto-
total Coinclusion ; 2. Toto-total Conx-
chision ; 8. Incomplete  Coinelugion,
involving Ineomplete Cocxclusion, . ;
the first i5 the hest, the second the
worsl, the third intermediate, i ; the
wheole order of best and worst quanti-
fieation thronghout the two qualities,
246-7 ; application Of this dootrine in
specinl cnses of the genernl canon of,
in the 12 affirmative and 24 nepative
wmoods, 257-03 Canons of, general histo-
rienl notices regarding, ii. 317-44; guota-
tions from various logicinns oo, 317-39;
Drerodon referred to in, 817-8; Rapin,
J15-0; Leibuitz, $10; Reusch, 819-20;
Crusius, 820-22: Huteheson, 322-4;
Bavonaroly, 824 ; Alex, G, Baumgarten,
B24-5: Heimarus, 325 ; Waldin, 325-6 5
Stattlor, 820.7 ; Ssuter, 827 Suter,
U275 Seguy, 827-8: Hoffbanor, 823-0;3
Kant, 32030 ; Christian Weiss, $80.31 ;

Fries, 831.5 1 Kiesowetter, 335; Lar-
roque, 885-7; Gallappi, ¥37; Boffier,
3878 Vietorin, 380, relerences to
authors on fundamental laws of, 88941
enunointions of, & =3 ; Dietom de ammi
et nullo, eriticised, $42-3 ; gonernl lnwg
of, iu verse, 9484 ; criticism by the
suthor of the special laws of, $44-60 ;
the author's supreme canons of, 850 ;
doctring of, attacked, as involving n
putitio prineipil, $987 how this oh-
Jection 15 to bo met, 395, 401 ; this ob-
Jjeetion made by Stewart and rafuted by
Galluppi, 401 5 its enouncemont— Ann-
Iytie aind Syui.'hul;iu, 3859 theso me-
thods of encuncerent compared, 599,
401 ; Unfigured and Fignred, d04-5 & dif-
ference of Figure of, of vo account,
405-0.

Symbolical and Intuitive Knowledge, s
Concepts, Quality of.

Synthesis, ii. 5, se¢ Mothod.

Tatmrus, guoted, ii. 183,

Tartaretus, Petrus, commentator on His-
phans, 1655 i1, 867,

Tennemann, £ 200,

Terms of a Proposition, see Proposition.

Terms. of Syllogism, Major, Minor, snd
Middle, what, 1. 2045 borrowed from
Mathemntics, 208; their synonyms,
298.0; in Extension the predicate of
the conelusion the greatest whole, and,
therefore, the major term, the siliject
the smallest part, and, therefore, the
minar term, 295; in Comprehension, fhe
subject of the conclusion is #ho preatest
whole, and, therefore, the major term,
tlie predicate the smallest }mrt, and,
thercfore, the minor term, 16,1 narrow
and erroneous definitions by logicions
of, 207-8; Aristatle's definition of, 290 ;
his definition’ of the middls torm as
mididle by position not applicable to
tho mode inwhich subsequent logiclans
enounce the syllogism, a'L.; but appli-
eable to the rensoning in Unmpru‘)mn-
sion, 200500 5 possible to state a
reasoning in Fxtension in which the
major term shall stand first, the mid-
e sscond, and the minor last, 500
what is properly to be regarded ns a
term of syllogism, B06-T,

Testimony, what, i, 175 ; explicatad, 176
el #eq. ) its proper object, 177-9; the
object of, called the Faet, 1783 the
valildity of, callod Fextorical Cradibility,
. 3 either immodinte or mediate, ¢ ;
an immedinte witness styled an eye-
seithess, b 5 o medifite an eneicifuess,
il 3 the guarested, whit, 70, 3 testimony
may be Partial, Complete, Consistent
Contradietory, il ; division of tho sul-
Jeet:—1. Credibility of Testimony in
genoral, 108 ot sq. 3 1% the object of
the testimony—ita absolute possibility,
178-81; f:hysicn] and motnphyzical pos-
silility, 180-81; its relative possibility,
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INDEX. 500

doelringa of tha Platonists and Stoics
on bho Categorios, 2(H1y 208 5 855 5 ik

i
Proxlor, 3. 517 3505 4. 5.
Pruth, its division into Logical mid Mota-
hysical, eriticized, L 1007 whazn 107
E.rgi(.':ll digeritninated. from  absolute,
4at-51.  Saa Teath and Error, Doctrine

ofi
Truth and Bedar, Doctring of, i, 00-80 ;
Truth and Chelainty, what, 612
Truth is defined the correspondence or
ngreement of o cogmition with its ob-
joct, 61, 8 this definition due to the
sohoalimen, 18 Adquinas quoted to this
effect, 0, ; philosophers agrend as to
tho definition of truth, ¢ questions
in debate recurding, —whother truth bo
attainalbile, and whether we possess any
eriterion by which we can be nssurad
of ‘its attainment, 645 for man ouly
two kinds of, —Formal and Beal, +h; L
Formal Trath, the harmony of Thonght
with the forin of Thought, b Formal
Truth of two kinds, — Logicsl and
Mathemntioal, 64-6; 1T, Real Truth,—
the harmoeuy betwean & thonght snd
ite matier, 665 Rewl snd Formal
Seienees, G275 How can we know that
thore is a corresponidence betwoen our
thought and its object # 67-8 ; subdivi-
gians of Real Truth,-—Metaphysical, Psy-
gliological, Phiysical, 68§ various appli-
cations of the term fruth, 6305 the
ariterion of, —the necessity determined
Tiv the laws which govern our laculties
of knowlodge, G1-9 ; Cortainty, the con-
meiomness of this neeessity, o truth
cansidered in relotion to the degres and
kind of certaioty is distinguished ng
Kiiowledgo, Beliaf, and Opimion, 01-
703 Knowledgaand Belief,—theiv differ-
ance, 70 3 that the certninty of all know-
Jedre is ultimately resolvable mto a
cortainty of belief mnntained by Lu-
ther, .3 by Aristotle, 70-2; by the
Plutanists, 723 by Dayid Hume 72-5 ;
ile muanifostation of Delief involves
knowledee, 735 Intuition, what, i ;
the questionas to the relution of belief
and knowledge properly motophysiend,
785 Pore and Empirical Truth, distin-
tished, 734 ; Krror, its churacter and
satipess, 70 this explicated, 7o ot s, ;
; the oppogite of truth, consists in a
‘ut of agreement hetween - thoughl
wl its ohject, 76; distinguished us
inatorial, 10,: as Formal, 76-7; when
closely scrutinised i fouml to arise
from the want of ndequate aclivity of
the cognitive faculties, 77 disorini-
nated from Tpnoranee, 77-8 5 from 1llu-
gion, 780 ;1 see Error, Causes oft
Tachimhnusen, 1. 35,
Pweaten, i. 3ud; i, 61 ;754 quoted on the
uature of Breor, 76-7 ;1 quoted omdgnor-
nnee, Tlusion, &e., T80,

U LerAN, hisdoctrine of the Enthymems,
i, B0 hisdefinition of the Sorites, 405,

Ulrich, i. 2601 ; 4065 quoted on quantified-
tion of predieato, it 316-7. :

Ttra-total Quantification of Middlo T'erm,
Lambert's doctrine of, ii. 851.5; this
doptrine erifivised, 851 ; stithor's doc-
tirine af, 453-7,

TUnivarsnl Propositions, 1. 243, s Judg-
eTits,

"Porepov wpdrepur, seu Probintion,

Vanta, Lavnesmos, 201 3 5675 first to
nse the term Sprifes in its present apphi-
cittion, 2773 quoted on Conversion,
ii. 274 ¢ Lis doetrine of ‘the Beeond and
Third Fignres, 410-11.

Valerius Maximuos (1), quoted, il 212

Vallius, Paulus; quoted on (lcuversiun, ii.
275, 808,

Varillas, il 213,

Versur, hig doctrine of Induetion, ii. 347,

Victorin, . 53 14; quoted on canons of
Syllogizm, 335-4.

Victorinus; his doctrine of the Enthy-
maeme, 1, 302,

Vittum Stehvaptionis, what, it. 133

Yives, Ludovieus, i. 282; hig opinion re-
enarding silent maditation as o means of
intelleetnul jmprovement combuted by
Sealiger, ii, 208 ; quoted ou importance
of teaching as a mean of self-improve-
mant, 211,

Vout, or Vostiue, Gishert, his conduct
cited as an instance of the influence of
passion on opinion, ii. 103

Vossiug, Gerard John, referred to on
genus of Logic, L 9; veferred to for
sehiolustic theories of the object-matier
of Lojrie, 28 ; Bl.

Waltz, quoted réonrding Aoyuey Gropha,
i 5 110 296: 265 270 $38,

Waleclh, 1 367 ; 1. 147,

Waldin, quoted on ecanons of SyHogism,
it 3256,

Wallis, Dr John, his Fuslitienio Logice, i.
205 veforred to on names of propogi-
tiond in Corivevsion, 2635 yeferred to
on olhiarncter of H -].natlml.im-])iajunucivu
Syllogizm, 350 ; hes English version of
the Latin munemonics for the four Kinds
of propositions, 4083,

Walz, i 406

Watts, De Tanae, 1. 345 Tis Logie, 70,

Wepeling ii. 250 ; 200,

Weise, Uhristian, employed (before Euler)
circular dingrams as logical motation,
i 25t

Weiss, Chrisfian, 1. 2305 quoted on eanong
of Syllogism. ii. 230-31,

Verenlelsius, is De Logomanlifs Eyudi-
forwm referred o, i 145,

Whately, Dr, his definition of Logicquot-
ed and crificised, 1. 10, 11, 12 genaral
character of his Elenants af Logic, 205
his view of the ohject-matter and do-




510 INDEX.

main of
i

contrad
- lll ey
wture of Logie
ool by the

of

s abusi
rnn irm n

el e Ii
* thie four kil

and Part,

\\]ml.'
and whole "

and Par
applied
205 5 1

£ty

and apy

27 1 quoted
AOYUTUOS
PR

the whole
the whi

”"'fi'.-_(—!_L U&‘P

';
Nowooor ™" e






|

|

iuchuh_u} gnder 1h\
108% pefort 1 te rr{
tions In conVErfiol
on Jnyorlance of t
P L0 LA ementy
i reRilings 211
Qanter, |
gy 1% 00
rolty quote d

GIR:

\lo
X H \% L
Thi
l:: dbnok was taken from
ate last

the Lib
stamped. A fin rary on

anna will be charged f
or

b :
ook is kept overtime

of one

each day the

N, (LB

and Plato's T
pad t0 00 Methe
a1 on P

v

-2
u\t.u;-nnlinu ANt
Quhehitler, 1. 130
shelt

: dders, s
Suheaiis, whnty 1
Fpholirst on He
the Futhymie
Qeliotitins, Andy
Solramly T
Aeiluctive, bt
Sehnior, refory
af ¥ae obijes

gohul Q.

Bol
prie ved
Hplancd, dufi
tion of t
rial,. 3

Formal, b
apa ineint
Li !

n"l‘ s o :
ner of ki
A

beaunches M

yurs=s
e hum

7| dias |44

tanit, i
.\--\-L“u.\%
b R |
anid l







	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23
	24
	25
	26
	27
	28
	29
	30
	31
	32
	33
	34
	35
	36
	37
	38
	39
	40
	41
	42
	43
	44
	45
	46
	47
	48
	49
	50
	51
	52
	53
	54
	55
	56
	57
	58
	59
	60

