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My DEAR LORD,

To enumerate the advantages I have

derived from your instructions, both in regular

lectures and in private conversation, would be

needless to those acquainted with the par

ties, and to the Public, uninteresting. My ob

ject at. present is simply to acknowledge how

greatly I am indebted to you in respect of the

present Work; not merely as having originally

imparted to me the principles of the Science,

but also as having ~ontributed remarks, expla-
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nations, and illustrations, relative to the most im
portant points, to so great an amount that I can

hardly consider myself as the Author of more

than half of such portions of the treatise as are

not borrowed from former publications. I could

have wished, indeed, to acknowledge this more

explicitly, by marking with some note of dis

tinction those parts which are least my own.

But I found it could not be done. In most in
stances there is something belonging to each of

us; and even in those parts where your share

is the largest, it would not be fair that you

should be made responsible for any thing that is

not eBtirely' yo~ own. Nor is it possible, in
the ~ase of a Science, to remember dis~ctly

how far one has heeD, in each instance, indebt

ed to the suggestions of another. Information,

as to matters of fact, may easily be referred in
the mind to the person from whom we have de

rived it: but scientific truth'S, when thoroughly
embraced, become much more a part of the

mind, as it were; siD.Ce they rest, not on the
authority of the instructor, but on re810Qing froDl,
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data which we ourselves furnish: .they are sc~ons

engrafted on the st~ms previously rooted in our

.own soil; and we are apt to confound them

with its indigenous productions.

I You yourself also, I have reason to believe,

- have forgotten the greater part of the assistance

you have afforded in the course of conversati'ons

on the subject; as I have found, more than once,

that ideas ~hich I distinctly remembered to have

received from you, hare not been recognised by

you when read or repeated. As far, however,

as I can recollect, though there is no part of the

following pages in which I have not, more or

less, received valuable suggestions fro~ you, I
believe you have contributed less to the Analyt

ical Outline, and to the 'Treatise on Fallacies,

and more, to the subjoined Dissertation, than to

the rest of the Work.

I take this opportunity of publicly declaring,

that as, on the one hand, you are not responsible

for any thing contained in this Work, so, on the

other .hand, should you ever favor the world

with a publication of your own on the subject,
o·
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the ceineide.ce which will doubtless be found. iD
it with many things here brought forward as my
own, is Dot to be regarded as any indication of

plagiarism, at least on your side.

Believe me to be,

My dear Lord,

Your obliged and affectionate

Pupil and Friend,

RICHARD WHATELY.



PREFACE'.

THE following Treatise contains the sub-
stance of the Article" LOGIC" in the En.cyclo
ptedia Metropolitana. It was suggested to me
that a separate publication of it might prove ac
ceptable, not only to some who are not subscrib
ers to that work, but also to several who are;
but who, for convenience of reference, would
prefer a more portable volume.

I have accordingly revised it, and made such
additions, chiefly in the form of Notes, as I

. thought likely to increase its utility.
I have taken without scruple whatever appear

ed most valuable from the works of former wri
ters; especially the conci~e, but in general accu
rate, treatise of Aldrich: but while I acknowl
edge my obligations to 'my predecessors, of
whose labors 1 have largely availed myse~.1 do
not profess to be altogether satisfied with any of
the treatises that have yet appeared; nor have I
accordingly judked it any unreasonable pre
sumption to point out what seem to me the
errors they contain. Ingeed, whatever defer
ence an Author may profess for the authority of
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those who have preceded him, the very circum
stance of his publishing a work on the same sub
ject, proves that he thinks theirs open to im
provement. In censuring, however, as I have
had occasion to do, several of the doctrines and
explanations of logical writers, and of Aldrich in
particular, I wish it to be understood that this is
not from my having formed a low estimate of the
merits of the. Compendi~m drawn up by the Au
thor just mentioned, but, on the contrary, from
its deserved popularity,.- from the impossibility
of noticing particularly all the points in which we

/

agree, - and from the consideration that errors
are the more carefully to be pointed out in pro
portion to the authority by which they are sanc
tioned.

In the later editions I have introduced, in the
Appendix, under the word "Person," an extract
(rem the theological works of my illustrious pre
decessor in the teaching of Logic, Dr. Wallis,
Professor of Geometry in this University.

I have also to acknowledge assistance received
from several friends who have at various times..
suggested remarks and alterations. But I can
not avoid particularizing the Rev. J. Newman,
Fellow of Oriel Collage, who actually composed
a considerable portion of the work as it now
stands, from manuscripts not designed for publi-
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eation~ and wh~ i8 the original' .thor of sevelaJ.
pagesw Some valuable illustratioDs of tl1e im
portance of attending to the ambiguity of the
tenns',used in Political-Economy, were furnished
by the' kind.ne,ss of my friend and forme? pupil,
Mr. Senior, of Magdalen College and of Lincoln's
Inn, late Professor of Political-Economy at Ox
ford, and 'DOW, at King's College, London. They
are- printed in the Appendix. But the friend to
whom it is inscribed has contributed far more,'
and that, in the m()st important parts, than all
others together; 'so much, indeed, that, though
there is in the treatise nothing of his' which has
DOt undergone such expaDSion or modifi~ationas
leaves me solely responsible for the whole, there
is not a little of which I canoot fairly claim to be
the Author.

The present edition has been revised with
the utmost care. But though the work has un
dergone not ollly the close examination of my
self and several friends, but the severer scrutiny
of determined opponents, I am happy to find
that no material errors have been detected, nor·
any considerable alterations found nec-essary.
Some small additions have, however, been intro
duced into the third and fourth editions; and al
80 a eIlange in the arrangement, which I trust
will somewhat lighten the student's labor. I
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have removed into an Appendix a considerable
portion of what was in the first two. editions
placed in Part I. (now Chap. i.) of the Compen
dium; as being (though highly important, not on
ly from its connexion with the reasoning pro
cess, but for other purposes, yet) not necessary,
after the pe~sal of the Analytical Outline, for
the understanding of the Second and Third
Chapters. It may be studied, at the learner's
choice, either before or after the Compendium.

On the utility of Logic many writers have said
much in which I cannot coincide, and which has
tended to bring the study into unmerited disre
pute. By representing Logic as furnishing the
sole instrument for the discovery of truth in all ,
subject~, and as teaching the use of the intellect
ual faculties in general, they raised expectations
which could not be realized, and which naturally
led to a re-action. The whole system, whose
unfounded pretensions had been thus blazoned
forth, has come to be commonly. regarded as ut
t~rly futile and empty: like several of our most
valuable medicines, which, when first introduc
ed, were proclaimed, each, as a panacea, infalli
ble in the most opposite disorders; and which
consequently, in many instances, fell for a time
into total disuse; though, after a long interval,
they were established in their just estimation,
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and employed conformably to their real prop-
erties. \

To explain fully the utility of Logic is what
can be done only in the course of an explanation
of the system itself: \ One preliminary observa
tion only (for the original suggestion of which I
am indebted to the same friend to whom this
work is inscribed) it may be worth while to offer
in this place. If it were inquired what is to be
regarded as the most appropriate intellectual oc
cupation of MAN, aa man; what would be the
answer 1 . The Statesman is engaged with po
litical affairs; the· Soldier with military; the
Mathematician, with the properties of numb~rs

and magnitudes; the Merchant, with commer
cial concerns, &c.; but in what are all and
each of these employed1-employed, I mean,
as men; for there are many modes of exer
ciseof the faculties, mental as well as bodily,
which are in great measure common to us
with the lower animals. Evidently, in Reason
ing. They are all occupied in deducing, well
or ill, Conclusions from Premises; each, con
cerning the Subject of his own particular busi
ness. If, therefore, it be found that the process
going on daily, in each of so many different minds,
is, in any respect, the same, and if the principles
on which it is conducted can be reduced to a
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~ar system,:and if rnles 'call be ,deduced mQID
-that system, for the better conducting of the -pro-

t (2ess, then,.it ~ean .hardly be denied rtaBt such a ·
sy~emand such rules must be especially wor
thy the -attention, not of the members .of this or
that profession merely, but of every one who.is
desirous of possessing a cultivated mind. To
understand the theory of that which is .the ap
propriate intellectual occupa~on of Man in gen
eral, and to learn to do that well, which every one
will and must do, whether well or ill, may surely
he considered as an -essential part of a liberal e.d
ucation.

Even supposing that no practical improvement
in.argumentation resulted from the study of Log
ic, it would not by any means follow that it is un
worthy of attention. The pursuit of knowledge
on curious and interesting subjects, for its own
sake, is usually reckoned no misemployment of
time; and is considered as, incidentally, if not
directly, useful to the individual, by the exercise
thus afforded to the mental facuIties. All who
study Mathematics are not training themselves to
become Surveyors or Mechanics: ~ome knowl
edge of Anatomy and Chemistry is even expect
ed in a man liberally educated, though without
any view to his practising Surgery or Medicine.
The investigation of a process which is 'peculiar-



PREFACE.

Iyand universally the occupation of Man, consid
, ered as Man, can hardly be reckoned a less phi-,
losophical pursuit than those just ·jnstaDced.

It ha~ usually been 'assumed, however, in the
case of the present subject, that a theory which
does not tend to the improvement. of practice
is utterly unworthy of regard; and then, I it is
contended that Logic has no such tendency, on
the plea that men may and do reason correctly

~ without it: an objection which would equally
apply in the case of Grammar, Music, Chemistry
Mechanics, &c., in all of which systems the
practice must have existed previously to. the
theory.

But'many who allow the use .of systematic
principles in other things, are accustomed to' cry
up Common-Sense as the sufficient and only
l8fe guide- in reasoning. Now by Common-
Sense is meant, I apprehend, (when the term is
used with any distinct meaning,) an exercise of
the judgment unaided by any Art or system of
rules; such an exercise as we must necessarily
employ in numberless cases of daily occurrence;
in which, having no established principles to
guide us, - no line of procedure, as it were,
distinctly chalked out, - we must needs act on

. the best extemporaneous conjectures we can
- form. He who is eminently skilful in doing this,

b '
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is said to possess a superior degree of Common- .
Sense. But that Common-Sense' is ~only our
second-best guide; - that the rules of .Art, if
judiciously framed, are always desirable when
they c~ be had, is an assertion, for the truth of
which I may appeal to the testimony of mankind
in general; which'is so much the more valuable,

. inasmuch as it may be accounted the testimony
of adversari;es. For the generality have a strong
predilection in favor of Common-Sense, except
in those points in which they, respectively,
possess the knowledge of a $ystem of rules;
but in these points they deride anyone who
trusts to unaided Common-Sense. A Sailor,
e. g. will" perhaps, despise the pretensions of
medical men, and prefer treating a disease by 
Common-Sense: but he would ridicule the pro
posal of navigating a ship by Commotl-Sens~

without regard to the maxims of nautical art. A
Physcian, again, win perhaps conte,11ln Systems
of Political Economy,* of Logic, or Metaphysics,
and insist on the superior wisdom of trosting to
Common-Sense in such matters; but he would
never approve of trusting to Common-Sense in

. the treatment 'of diseases. Neither, again, would
the Arcmtect recommend a reliance on Com·,

* See Senior's Introductory Lecture on Political-EcoDomy,
p.28.
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Dl.on-Sensealone in building, nor the Musician in
music, to the neglect of those systems of rules,
which, in their respective arts, have bee. deduc
ed from scientific reasoning aided by experience.
And the induction might be extended to every
department of practice. Since, therefore, each
gives the preference to unassisted Common
Sense only in those cases where he himself has
nothing else to trust to, and invariably resorts to
the rules of art, wherever he possesses the
knowledge of them, it is plain that mankind
universally bear th~ir testimony, though uncon
sciously and often unwillingly, to the preferable.'
ness of systematic knowledge to conjectural
judgments.

There" is, however, ablmdant room for the
employment of Common-Sense in the applica
lion of the system. To bring arguments, out of
the form in which they are expressed in conver
sation and .in books, into the regular logical
shape, must be, of course, the business of Com
mon-Sense, aided by practice; for such argu
ments are, by supposition, not as yet within the
province of Science; else they woUld not be
irregular, but would be already strict syllogisms.
To exercise the learner in this operation, Jhave
subjoined, in the Appendix, some examples, both
of insulated arguments, and (in the last twa
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editions) of the analysis of argumentative works.
It should be added, however, that a large'portion
<?f what is usually introduced into Logic8.1 ~ trea
tises, relative to the finding of Arguments,
the different kinds of them, &c., I have refelTed
to "the head of Rh£toric, and treated of in a work"
on the Elements of that Art.

It was doubtless from a strong and deliberate
conviction of the advantages,. direct and indirect,

. accruing from an acquaintance with Logic, that
the Univ~rsity of Oxford, when re-modelling
their system, not only ret3.ined that branch of
study, regardless of the clamors of many of the
half-learned, ,but even assigned a. promin~n~
place to it, by making it an indispensable part of
the Examination for .the first Degree. ~ 'This last
circumstance, however, I am convinced, has,
in a great degree, produced an effect opposite tOI

what was designed. It has contributed to.lower
instead of exalting, the estimation of the study;

- and to withhold from it the earnest attention of
many who might have applied to it with profit. '
I am not so weak as to imagine that any System

'c~n ensure great p~ficiency in any pursuit
whatever, either in all students, or in a' very
large proportion of them: "we sow many seeds
to Qbtain a few flowers ;" but it might have been
expected (and doubdess. was expected) that a
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majority at least of successful candidates would
derive some b'enefit worth mentioning from their
logical. pursuits; and· that a considerable pro
portion of the distinguished candidates would .
prove respectable, if not eminent logicians. Such
expectations I do not censure as unreasonable,
or such "as I might not have formed myself, had
I .been called upon to judge at that period when
<ftlr experience was alI to come. But that expe
rience haS shown that those expectations have
heen very inadequately realized. The troth is,
that avery small proportion, eyen of distinguished
students, ever become proficients in Logie; and

_ that by far the greater part pass through the
UniversitY without knowing any thing at aD of
the sub~t. I do not mean that they have not
learned by rote a string of technical terms; but
that they understand absolutely nothing what
em tJf the principles of the Science.

I am aware that some injudicious friends of
Oxford will censure ,the frankness of this avowal.
I have ODIy to ~ply that such is the truth; and
that I think too wen o~ .and know far too well,
die UaiTersity in which I have been e~ployed

in ftrious aeademical· occupations above a quar
ter of a century, to apprehend danger to her
reputation from declaring the exact truth. With

. all its defects, and no human, institutio~ is per- '.-
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. feet, the University would stand, I am convinced;
higher in public estimation than. it does, were
the whole truth, and nothing but the troth, in all
points respecting it, ;more fully known. But the
scanty.and partial success of the measures em
ployed to promote logical studies is the conse
quence, I apprehend, of the uni'Dersality of the
pequisition. That which mUllt be done by t'f'e,y
one, will, of course, often be d:one .but indiffer
ently; and when the belief is once .fully estab- I

lishedt which it ,certainly has long been, that any
thing which is indispensable to a ~stimonialth8&
li~tle or nothing to do with the attainment· -of

·honors,*. the lowest standard soon b~ome8 the
established one in the minds of the gleater num'"
ber; and provided that standard be once. reach~
ed, so as to secure the candidate from rejeetion,
a'gre~t~r or less proficiency in any ,such branch
of study is regarded as a matter of iItdiWerence~

as far as. any views, of. academical distinctioD are
concerned.

Diyinity is one. of these branches; &ad to this
also. most of what. has been said co.n¢erniBg
Logic might l>e considered as equally applicable;
but, in fact" there are sev,eral. importaBt dHHnn....

·1

* In the last-framed Exa~inatioD-st~te ap expreu .deelua- .
tion has been inserted, that proficiency in Logic is to have
wei·gJatiD the a88ignment ofhonon.
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ces be,tween the two cases. In the first place,
most of the students who are designed for the
Church, and many who are not, have a value for
theological knowledge, ind~pendently of the re
quisition of the sohools; and on that ground do
not confine their .views to the lowest admissible
degree of prpficiency: whereas this can be said
of v~ry few in the case· of. Logic. And more
over, s.uch a~. design to become candidates for·
holy Orders, know that another examination.in
TheQlogy awaits them. But a consideration,
which is still more to the present purpose, is,
that Theology, n~t ~ing a Science, admits of
iafinite degrees of proiciellC)",. from that which is
,rithili the reaeh Qf a cW1d, up to the highest
that, is attainable by the most exal~ed genius;

,evenr one of which degr~ is inestimably val
uable .as far as it gQes. If anyone under
stands tolerably t4e Church-catechism, or even
the:bali of it, h~ bows 8~tAing of jivinity;
and that .sometAiag is incalculably preferable to
,othiag. But it -is. not so with, a Science: one

·who . does not un~rst~ the principles of
Euclid's demonstratioDS,· whaievef ,D\1D\ber of
'PIeatioDs and answers .he !Il&y h,.ve leamt by
rote, knQw,. absobltely, .p"Aiftg of geometry:
1JBless he attain this po~t, aU his labor is utterly 
1Qst i '. "one t~ .los~ .Pt'~hapSt·if, he is. lied. :t(l /
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believe that he has learnt something of a ScieJICe,.
w·hen, in truth, he has not. And the same is/ the
case with Logic, or any other Science. It does
not admit of such various degrees, as a knowl
edge of religion." Of course I am far from sup
posing that all who understand any thing at all·
of Logic stand on the same level; but I mean,.
what is surely undeniable, tha~ one who does not
embrace the fundamental principles, of that, 0"
any other Science, whatever he may have taken
on authority, and learned by rote, knows, prop~

erly .speaking, nothing of that Science. And
such, I have no hesitation in saying, is the case
with a considerable pmportion even,of those
candidates who obtain testimonials, including
many who gain distinction. There are some
persons, (probably not so many as one in ten, of
such as have in other respects tolerable abilities,)
whO are p~ysically incapable of the degree of
steady Ibstraction requisite for really embracing
the principles of Logie or of any other Science,
whatever pains may be taken by themselves or
their teachers. But there is a much greater
number to whom this -is a great ~J!kulty, though
Dot an impossibility; and who having, of course,
a strong disincliaation to such a study, look nat..
uralIy to the very lowest admissible standard.
And the example of such examinations in ~giC
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as must -be. expeated in the case of men of these
descriptions, tends, in combination with popular
prejudice, to degrade the study altogether in the,
minds of the generality. .

It was from ,these considerations, perhaps,
that it was proposed, a few years ago, to leave
the study of Logie altogether to the optiOIl of
the candidates; but the suggestion was re
jected; the majority appearing to think (in
~hich opinion I most fully coincide) that, so
strongly as the tide of popular opinion sets
against the study" the result would have been,
within a few years, an almost universal neglect of
that Science. .Matters were ~ecordingly left, at
that time, in respect of this point, on their former

. footing; which I am convinced was far prefera
.ble to the proposed alteration.

But a middle course between tltese. two was
suggested, which I' was persuaded would be
infinitely'preferable to either; a persuasio.n which
I had long entertained, and which is confirme4
by every day's observations and reflections; of
which, few persons, I believe, have bestowed
more on this $ubject. Let the study of Logic,
·it was urged, be made optional to thou !eM are
merely candidates for 4 degree, but indispensable
to tJ;le attainmeat of academical .htmors; and
the consequence woukl-be, that it would speedi- ..
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•
ly begin, aad progressively continlJe. to rise in
estimation ~d to be studied with real profit.
The examination might then, it was urged, with..
out any hardship, be made a strict one; since --

I no one could complain that a certai}1 moderate
degree of scientiftc ability, and·a resolution- to
apply to a certain prescribed study,- should be
the conditions of obtaining disti~tfqn,. The
far.greater part- would still study Logic; since
there would be (as before) but few who would
be willing to exciude themselves from the possi
bility of ob~aining distinction; but it would b~

studied with a very different mind, when enno
bled, as it were, by being made part of the pass
port to U~versity hODors, and when a proficien
cy in it came to be regarded generally,as an
honorable dis~ction. And in proportion as the
number .increased of those who really under
'stood the Science, the number, it was contend
ed, would increase of such as would .val~e it 011

higher and better grounds. It would in time
come to be better known and better appreciated
by all the well-informed part of society: and
lectures in ~ogic at the UDiversity would then,
perhaps, no longer consist exclusively of an ex
planation of the mere elements. This would be
~ecessaryindeed for beginners; but to the more ,
advanced stlldents, the· tutors would DO more
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think of lecturing in the bare rudiments, than of
lecturing in the Latin and Gree~ Grammar; butt
in the same manner as they exercise their pupils
in Grammar, by reading with them Latin and
Greek authors with continual reference to gram-

_mar-rules, so, they would exercise them in Log
ic by reading some argumentative work, requir
ing an analysis of it on Logical principles.

These e1fects could not indeed, it was ac
knowledged, be expected to show themselves
fully till after a considerable lapse of time; but
that the ch-ange would begin to appear, (and
that, very decidedly) within three or four years"
wa~ confidently anticipated.

To this it was replied, that it was most desir
able that no one should be allowed to obtain the
Degree of B. A. without a knowledge of Logic. .
This answer carries a plausible appearance to
those unacquainted with the actual state of the
University, though in fact it is totally irrelevant.
For it goes Oil the supposition, that hitherto this
object hal been accomplished; -.- that every one
who passes his examination does possess a
knowledge of Logic; which is notoriously not
the fact, nor ever can be, without some impor
tant change in some part of our system. The
question therefore is, not, as the above objection
would seem to imply, whether a real, profitable
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knowledge of Logic shall" be· strictly required of
every candida~e for a Degree, (for this fu fact
never has been done) but whether, in· the
attempt to accomplish this by requiring the form
of a logical examination from every candidate
without exception, we shall continue to degrade
t~e Science, and to -let this part of the exami- '
nation be regarded as -' a mere form, by. many
who -might otherwise have studied Logic in
\-

earnest, and with advantage: - whether the
great majority of candidates, and those too- of a
more promising description, shall lose a ref!} and
important benefit, throug~ the attempt, (which,
after all, experience has proved to be a vain
attempt) to comprehend in this. benefit a very.
small number, and of the least promising.

"Something of an approach to the propose,d
alteration, was introd~ced into the Examination~

statute passed in 1830; in which, permission is
granted to such as are caJididates" merely for a
testimollial, to substitute for Logic a portion of
Euclid. I fear, however, that little or nothing
will be gained by this; unless indeed the Ex
aminers resolve: to make the \examinations in

I

"Logic far stricter· than those in ~uclid. For
since every· one who is capable of'really under
standing Euclid must be also capable. of Logi~,

the alteration does not meet the' ase'of those
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whose inaptitude' (or Scienre is invin~ible; and
. these are the very description of men whose'

(so called) logical-examinations tend to depress
the Science. Those few who really are physi
cally incapable of scientific reasoning, and the
far greater number who fancy themselves so, or

· who at least will rather run a risk than surmount
their aversion and set themselves to study in
earnest, - all these will be likely, ,vhen the
alternative is proposed, to prefer Logic to Eu
elid; because in the latter, it is hardly possible,
at least not near so easy as in Logic, to present
the semblance of preparation by learning ques
tions and answers by rote: - in the cant phrase
of undergraduates, by getting crammed. Ex
perience has proved this, in the case of the
Responsive-examinations, where the alterna
tive of Logic or Euclid h~ always been pro
posed to the candidates; of whom those most
averse to Science, or incapable of it, are almost'
always found to prefer Logic.*

The d~termination may indeed be formed,
and acted on from henceforth, that all who do in
reality know nothing, properly speaking, of any

• Since tIli. wu -ntteD, tile experiment hu been tried. In
the Examillation-liBt for the present Term (Ea.ter, ]831) of
l25 candidates who did Dot a.pile to the higher classes, ttcenty
fiN present Euclid for th~ir examination, and one luntlrttl Logic!

c
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Science, shall be rejected: all I know is, that
this has never been the case hitherto.

Still, it is a satisfaction to me, that attention
h!lS been called to the evil in question, and an
experimental Il?-easure adopted for its abateJDent•

. ..4. confident hope is thus afforded, that in the
event (which I much fear) of. ~he failure of the
experiment, some otJIer more effectual measure
may be resorted ,to.
" I aln sensible that many may object, that this

is not the proper place for such .remarks a~ the
foregoing: what has the public' at large, they

, may say, to do with the statutes of the Univer
sity of Oxford 7 To this it might fairly be re
plied, that not only all who think of sending
their sons or other ,near relatives to Oxford, but
all likewise who are placed und.er the ministry of
s\lCh as have been educated there, are indirectly
concerned, to. a certain ~egree, in the system
there pursued. But the' qonsideration which
had the chi~f share in inducing, me to say whflt
I have, is, that· the vindication of Logic from the
prevailing disregard and contempt under which
it labors, would have been altogeth~r in~oDlplete

without it. For let it be remembered that the
Science is judged of by the Public in this coun
try, in a very great degree" from the specimens
displayed, and the reports made, ~y those whom
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Oxford sends forth. Every one, on looking into.
the University Calendar or Statute Book, feels
himself justified in. assuming, that whoever has
graduated at Oxford must be a Logician:' not,
indeed, necessarily a. first-rate Logician; but
such as to satisfy the public examiners that he
has a competent knowledge of the' Sciencell
Now, if a very large proportion of these per
sons neitner are, nor think themselves at all
benefited by their (so called) logical education,
and if many of them treat the study with con
tempt, and represent it as a mere tissue of obso
lete and empty jargon; which it is a mere waste
of time to attend to, let anyone judge what
conclusions respecting the utility of the study,
and the wisdom of the University in upholding
it, are likely, to be the result.

\

,
That prejudices so 'deeply-rooted as those I

have alluded to, and supported by the author
ity of such eminent names, ~specially that of
Locke, and (as is commonly, though not very cor
rectly sllPposed) Bacon, should be overthrown
at once by the present treatise, I am not so
sanguine as· to expect; but if I have 'been' suc
cessful in refuting some of the JIlost popular
objections, and explaining som~ principles whi~h

are in general ill-understood, it may be hoped
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that in time just notions on the subject may
gain ground: especially ~ as I have some rea
son to hope, a more able advocate of the same
cause should be induced to step for~ard.

It may be permitted me to mention, that as,
I have addressed myself to various classes of
students, from the most uninstructed tyro, to
the furthest-advanced Logician, and have touch
ed accordingly both on the most elementary"
principles, and on some oc. the most remote de
ductions from them, it must be expected that
readers of each class will find some parts not

I well calculated for them. Some expJanations
will appear to the one too simple and pueril~ ;
and for ano~her class, some of the disquisitions
will be at first too abstruse. If to each descrip
tion some portions are found interesting, it is as
much as I can expect.

With regard to the style, I have considered
perspicuity not only, as it always must be,' the
first point, but as one of such paramount im
portance in such a subject, as to justn,r the
neglect of all others. Prolixity of explan~

tion, - homeliness in illustration, - and bald
ness of expression, I have regarded as blam
isbes not worth thinking o~ when any thiDg
was to be gaiDed in respect of clearness.
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Of the correctness of the fundamentai doc
trines maintained in the work, I may be allow
ed to feel some confidence; not so much from
the length of time (about eighteen years) that
I have been more or less occupied with it, en
joying at the same' time the advantage of' fre
quent suggestions and corrections from several
judicious friends, as from the nature of the sub
ject. In works of taste, an author cannot be
sure that the jU'dgment or the public will co:'
incide with his own; and if he fail to give pleas
ure, he, fails of his sole or most appropriate ob
ject. But in the case of truths whic~ admit of
Scientific demonstration, it is possible to arrive
by reasoning at as full an assurance of the just
ness of the conclusions established, ,as the im- ,
perfection of the human faculties' will admit;
and experience," accompanied with attentive
observation, and .with repeated trials of various
methods, may enable on'e long accustomed to
tuition, to ascertain with considerable ~rtainty

. what explanatio~s are the best comprehended~
Many parts- of the detail, however, may probably
be open t~ objections; but if (as expe~ieute

now authorizes me the more eonfidently to
hope) no errors are discover~d, which mate-'
riallyafrect the substantial utility of the work,
but only such as detract from the credit of the .. . ;

c

~ I
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author, the objec~ will have been attained which
t ought to have had principally in view.

No credit, I am aware, is given to an author'.
own disclaimer of personal motives, and profes
sion of exclusive regard for public utility; sinc~

even sincerity cannot, on this point, secure him
.from deceiving himself; but it may be allowable
to observe that one whose object was the in
crease of his reputation as a writer, could hard
ly have chosen a subject less suitable for his
purpose than the present. Though the interest
in it has greatly excee4ed what I had anticipat
ed, it still c~ hardly be called a popular sub
ject, or one likely to become so, in any consid
erable degree at least during the lifetime of a
writer of the present day. Ignorance, fortified
~y prejudice, opposes its reception, even in the
minds of those who are considered as both can
did and well-informed. Besides that a great
majority of readers not only know not what Logic
is, but haTe no curiosity to learn, the greater
part of those who imagine that they do know,
are wedded to erroneous notions of it-, The
multitude never ,think of paying any attention to
the correctness of their reasoning; aad those
who do, are usually too confident that they
are already completely successful in this point,
to endure the thought of seeking inltructioD
upon·it
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A.nd as, on the one handt a large class of
modern philosophers .may be expected to raise
a clamour against "obsolete prejudices ;" "big
oted devotion to the decrees of. Aristotle;"
"confining the human mind' in the tnmlmels of
tlte Schoolmen," &c., so on the other hand, all
such ,as really are. th~8 bigoted to every thing
that has been long established, merely because
it bas been long established,. will be ready to
exclaim against the presumption of an author,
who presumes to depart in several points from
the track of his predecessors.

There it; another circumstance,. also, which
~D<ls materially to diminish the credit of a wri
ter on this and some other kindred subjects.
We can make _no discoveries of ItrikiRg. t'I8O

elliU: the senses of our readers are not struck,
_ with the retum of a Comet which had been
foretold, or the extiDction of a taper in carbon
ic-acid gas: the materials we work UpOD are
COIIllDon and familiar to al~ and, therefore, sup
posed to be well uaderstood by aU. And DOC

only is 81ly one's deficieDcy in the use of tlteee.
materials, such as is, geDerally unfelt by hiJ.;a
seIt but when it is removed by satisfa£tory ex
pIaDaliOll'- wilen the ~tiOD.S, which had bees
perplex. and ea-,d, are cleared up by the
.troduction..of a few simple and appareoUy 00-
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vious principles, ~e will generally forget that
any explanation at· all was needed, and con·
sider all that has been saiq as mere truisms,
which even a child could suppiy to himself:

'- .Such is the nature of the fundamental princi-
,pIes of a Science - they are 80' fully implied in
the most evident and well-known truths, that
the moment they are fully ~ embraced, it becomes
a difficulty to conceive that we could ever have
been not aware of them. And hence, the more
simple, clear, and obvious any principle is ren..
dered, the more likely is its exposition to elicit
those common remarks, " of course ! of course ! "
"no one could ever doubt' that;" ""this is all
very true, but there is nothing nef.D brought to
light; -- nothing that was 'not familiar to every
one ;" "there needs no ghost to tell us that."
I am convinced that a verbose, mystical, and"
partially obscure way of writing on such a sub
ject, is the most likely to cateh the attention of
the multitude. The generality verify the ob
servation of Tacitus, "omne ignotum pro miri- ~

fico:" and when any thing is 'made very plain'
to them,' are apt to fancy that they knew it al
~y; so that the explanations of scientific
tnths are likely, for a considerable ~e at least,.
tG 00,' by most men, uDderrated the more,.
the more perfectly they accomplish their
object.
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A very slow progress, therefore, towards
popul~ty is the utmost that can be expected
for such a treatise as I have endeavoured to
make the preseBt. I have felt myself bound,
however, not only as a member of Society, but
more especially as a minister of the Gospel, to \
use my endeavours towards promoting an ob-

. ject which to me appears highly important, and
what is much more,. whose importance is ap- ,
preciated by very few besides. 'l"he cause of
'Truth. universally, and not least, of religious
Truth,oris benefited by every thing that tends
to promote sound reasoning and facilitate the I '

detection of fallacy. The adversaries of our
Faith would,. I am convinced, h&ve been· on
many occasions more satisfactorily answered,
and would have "had fewer openings for cavil,
had a thorough acquaintance with Logic been a
more common qualification than it is. In lend--
iDg my endeavours, therefore, whether with
greater or less success, towards this objeet, I
trust that I am neither uselessly nor unsuitably
employed.

I haye seen in several writers, asort of sneel'
ibg alluSions to " Logic ;" and also to " Trutlt.;'
(the latter, iD. reference, I preSUllle, to an Essay
on that subject) which \I eanaot bat feel to be
'consolatory and even flattering. If such ex.-

o ..
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pres~ions had been accompanied by an attempt
to refute the fundamental principles I have en~

deavoured to maintain, it would"have been under
stood that such implied censure was meant to
be directed against false pretensions. But as it
is, such writers seem to admit that it is Truth as
Truth, and Logical reasoning, as such, that they
dislike. And certainly any who wish to propa- .
gate errors, or to defend abuses, are perfectly
right in disliking the cultivation of Logic, though
they may not be prudent in avowing this feeling.
The clear day-light could not be mOr&unwel~

come to the ." Children of the Mist," than the
establishment and diffusion of accurate princi
ples of reasoning, to the advocates of what they
are aware is unsound.

Many indeed whose opinIons on various
points are opposed, are sincerely convinced of
the truth of what they maintain: but all of these
ought to feel a full confidence that truth, where
eve!: it may lie, will be best ascertained and best
supported, by a system of sound reasoning.

Those ~ho are engaged in, or designed for
the Sacred Ministry, and all others who are
sensible that the cause of true Religion is not

, a concern of the Ministry alone, should remem..
ber that this is no Aime to forego any of the ad
vantages which that cause may derive from aa

,
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active and judicious cultiyatioD of the faculties.
Among the enemies of Christianity in the pres
ent day, are included, if I mistake not, a very
different description of persons from those who
\vere chielly to be met with a century, or even
half a century ago: what were called "men of
wit and pleasure about town; " - ignorant,' shal
low, flippant d~claimers, or dull and powerless '
pretenders to Philosophy. Among the enemies
of the Gospel now, are to be found men not
only of learDing and ingenuity, but of culti"ated
argwnumtati'De powers,. and not unversed in the
principles of Logic. If the advocates of our
Religion think proper to disregard this help,
they will find, on careful inquiry, that their op-.
ponents do 'I1ot. And let them not trust too
carelessly to the strength of their cause:' Truth
will, indeed, prevail, where all other points are
nearly equal; but it may suffer a temporary
.discomfiture, if hasty. assumptions, unsound ar
guments, and vague and empty declamation,
occupy the place of a train of close, accurate,
and luminous reasoning.

It is not; however, solely or chiefly for po
lemical purposes that the cultivation of the rea
soning faculty is desirable; iIi persuading, and
investigating, .in learning, or teaching, - in all
the m~titude of cases in which it is our object
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to arrive at just conclusions, or to lead others
to them, it is most important. A knowledge of
logical rules will not indeed supply the want of
other knowledge; nor- was it ever proposed, by
anyone who really understood this Science, to
substitute it for any other; but it is no less tme
that no other can be substituted for this: that
is valuable in every branch of study; and that
it enables us to use the knowledge we possess
to the greatest advantage.- It is to' be hoped,
therefore, that those academical bodies, who
have been wise enough to retain this Science,
will, instead of being pursuaded to abandon it,
give their attention rather to its improvement
and more effectual cultivation.
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ELEMENTS OF LOGIC.

INTRODUCTION.

LOGIC, in the most extensive sense which the Definition oC"

· b d b Lotic.'Dame can with propriety e rna' e to ear, may
be considered as the Science, and also as the Art, of Rea
soning. It investigates the principles on which argumenta
tion is conducted, and furnishes rules to secure the mind
from error ill its deductions. Its most appropriate office,
however, is that of instituting an analysis of 'the process of
'the mind in Reasoning; and in this point of view it is, as
has been stated, -strictly a Science:: while, considered in
reference to the 'practical rules above mentioned, it may be
'Called the Art of Reasoning. This distinction, as will
hereafter appear, has been overlooked, or not clearly point
edout by most \vriters on the subje-ct; Logic having been in
general regarded as merely an art; and its claim to holtl
a place among the sciences having been expressly denied.

Considering ho~ early Logic attracted the at- Pr~~1iD'

tenDon of philosophers, it' may appear surprising ==i:'
that so little progress should have been made, as Wlio. .'

is confessedly the case, in developing its principJes,~and per':'
feeling the detail of the system; and this circumstance has
been brought forward as a proof of the ~arrenness and (a~

1

... I
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tility of the study. But a similar argument might have
been urged with DO less plau,sibilityt at a period not yery
remote, against the study of Natural Philosophy; and, very
recently, against' that of Chemistry• No science can be
expected to make any considerable progresss. which is oot
cultivated on right principles. Whatever olay be the inhe
rent vigor of the plant, it will neither be flouloishing oor fruit
ful, till it meet with a 8Uitable soil and culture: and in no
case is the remark more applicable than in the present; the .
greatest mistakes having always prevailed respecting the
nature of Logic, and its province baving in consequence
been extended· by' DlaDY writers to subjects with which it has
DO proper cODnexion. Indeed, with the exception of
Aristotle, (\vho is himself not entirely exempt from the
errors in question,) hardly a writer 00 Logic can be'
meotioned who has clearly perceived, and steadily kept is

- view throughout, its loeal na~ure and object. Before his
time, no djstinction was drawn between the sc~nce of
which we are speaking, and that which is now usually
coIled l\letaphysics; a circumstance, which alone shows
how small was the progress made in earlier umes. In
deed, those wbb first turned their attention to the subject,
hardly thought of inquiring i,oto the process of ReasoDj~g
itself, but confined themselves altnost entirely to certaiD
preliminary points, the discussion of which is (it logically
eonsidered) subor~inate to that of the main inquiry.
Earlf ",rue. Zt3~O, the Eleatic, whom most accounts repre':
on Lope. sent as the earliest systelDatic writer 011 the sub-
ject of .Logic, or, as it was .then called, Dialectics, divid,q
his work iDtD three pa·rts; the first of which (upon coo,e'"
quen~e$) is censured by ~ocrates [Plato, .Parme,..]·for
pbscurity and confusion. In his secGDd part, how8wer, he
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furnished tbat interrogatory method of disp'ltation [~.1'7JC'Jf'1
which &e,ates adopted, aod which bas siDee borae' hil
.u,me. The tbird part ofhis work Will devoted to what m.,
Dot be improperly termed the .art of wrangling [1(NO'J.mi1
which supplied the disputant with a collection of sophistical
questions, so contrived, that the concession of some point
which seemed unavoidable, immediately involved some
@laring absurdity. This, if it· is to be esteemed as at .v

. faDing within the province of Logic, is certainly not to be
regarded (as some have ignorantly or heedlessly repre
_ented it) as its principal or proper business. The Greek
philOsophers generally hate unfortunately devoted too
much attention to it ; but we must beware of falling into
tbe vulgar error of supposing the ancients to have rega~ed

a. a serious and intrinsically important study, that which
in fact they considered as· an ingenious recreation. The
disputants diverted themselves in their leisure hOUfS bJ
making trial of their own and their adversary's acuteaess,
ill the endeavour mutualJy to perplex each other with subtle
fallacies; much in the same way as men amuse them
selves witb propounding and guessing riddles, or with the
game of chess; to each of wbich diversions the SpOrbye
disputations of the ancients bore mu~b resemblance.
!fbey were elose)y I.nilogous to tbe wrestling and other
exercises of the Gymnasium; these last being reckoned
conducive to bodily vigor and actiyity, as the former were
&0 habit. of intellectual acuteness: but the irAfllad_
oll80t in each wua lportive, Dot a serious contest;
thou~b doubtless fashion end emulation often occasioned
8a lJDCiue importusee to be attached to succesl in each•

.Zeno. then, ia bard'ly to be regarded '8. 'any
_ber a taplin than' 8. tq what fe_peetl his Zeuo.
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erotetic method of disputation; a course of argument con
structed on this principle being properly aD hypothetical
Sorites, which may easily be reduced into a series of syl
logisms.
Euclid and To Zeno succeeded Euclid of Megara, and
Aou.theDe.~ Antisthenes; both pupils of Socrates. The for-
mer of these prosecuted the subject of the third pan of his
predecessor's treatise, and is said to have been the author
of many of the fallacies attributed to the Stoical school.
Of the writings of the latter nothing certain is known; if,
however, we suppose tbe abovementioned sect to be his
disciples in this study, and to have retained bis principles,
be certainly took a more correct vie\v of the subject than
Euclid. The Stoics divided all ls,,-ra, every thing that
could be said, into three classes: 1st, the Simple Term;
2d, the Proposition; 3d, the Syllogism; viz. the lIypo:.
t1&etical; for they seem to have had little Dotion of a more
rigorous analysis of argument than into that familiar form.

We Olust not here omit to notice the merits
ArcJayt&s.

of Archyt8s, to whom we are indebted for the
doctrine of the Categories. He, however, (3S well as the
other writers on the subject) appears to have had no dis
tinct view of the proper object nnd jnst litnits of 'the science
of Logie; but to have blended with it metaphy&ical discu&
sions not strictly connected with it, and to have dwelt on the
investigation of the nature ofterms and propositi?lls, witbout
maintaining a constant reference to the principles of Rea
soning; to which all the rest should be made subservient.

The state, then, in which Aristotle found the
ArutQtle.

science (if indeed it can properly be said to have
existed at all before his time) appears to have been nearly
this: the division ioto Simple Terms, Propositions, and
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S,llO@,isms, bad been slightly sketcbed out; the doctrine of
the Categories, and perhaps that of the Opposition of pNrt
positiollS, had been laid down; and, as lome believe, the
analysis ofSpecies into Genu$fP1d Differentia, had been jD"

traduced by Socrates. These, at best, were rather the ma
terials of the system, than the systeln itself; the f~undatioD

of which indeed he .distinctly claims the merit of having
laid, and whicb remains fundamentally the same as he left it.

It has been remarked, that the logical system is ODI

of those few theories which have been begun and perfect
ed by tbe same individual. The history of its discovery,
as far as the main pl·iociples of tbe science are conceroed,
properly comm.ences and ends with Aristotle; and this
may perhaps' in part account for tbe subsequent perve~

sions of it. The brevity and sinlpJicity of its fundalllental
truth~ (to which point indeed all real science is perpetually
tending) has probably led many to suppose that something
much more complex, abstruse, aDd rnysterious, remained
to be discovered. The vanity, too, by which all men are
prompted unduly to magnify their own pursuits, has led
uophilosophical minds, n€?t in this case alone, but in many
others, to extend the boundaries of their respective sci
ences, not by the patient development and just application
of the principles of those sciences, but by wandering into
irrelevant subjects. The mystical employment of Dum

bers by Pythagoras, in matters utterly foreign to arithm..
tic, is perhaps the earliest instance of tbe kind. A more
curious. and important one is tbe degeneracy of Astronomy
into judicial Astrology; but DOlle is more striking than the
misapplication of Logic, by those who hav~ treated of it
ai "the art of rightly employio~ the rational faculties," or
••0 have iotrooad it into the provinGe of Natural Phi.

1*
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Josophy, and regarded the Syllogism as an engine for the
iovEtstigation of natore: while they overlooked the bound

less field that was before them within the legitimate limits
of the science; and perceiy,ed not the importance and dif

ficulty of.: the task, of ~on}pleting and properly filling up
lbe masterly sketch before them.

The wl"itings of Aristotle were not only absolutely lost

to· the world for about t\VO centuries, but seem to bave
been but lj.ttl~ studied for a long tiDle after therr recovery.

An a/t, however, of Logic, derived from the principles

traditionally preserved by his·disciples, seems to have
been generalJy known, and to have been employed by
Cicero in his philosophieal works; but the pursuit of the

science seelns to have beeD abandoned for- a long time.
Early in the Christian era, the Peripatetic doctrines expe

rienced a considerable revi,al; and' we meet wit.h the

Galen, names of Galen an,d Porphyry as logicians: but
Porphyry. it is ~ot till the fifth century that Aristotle's logi-

cal works were translated into Latin by the cele
Boethi... brated Boethius. Not one of these seelDS to have

made any considerable advances in developing the theory
of reasoning. Of Galen's labors little is known; Bod

Porphyry's principal work is lnerely on the pifeflictlblu.
We have little of the science till the reyival of leaming
among the Arabians, by whom Aristotle's treatises on tbis

as well as on other subjects were eag({l·ly studied.

Passing.by the names of some Byzantine writers of DO
great importance, we .come to the times of the School
8ehoolmeD. men, whose waste of ingenuity and frivolous
subtilty of disputation .need .not be enlarged upon. It

may be sufficient to observe, that their fault did foot lie in
their diligent study of Logic, and the high value ~y set
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upon ·it, but in their utterly mistaking the, true nature and
object of the science; and by the attempt to employ it
for the purpose of physical discoveries, involving ~very

subject in a mist of words, to the exclusion of sound phi
losophical investigation. Their errors lnay serve to ac
count for the strong terms in which Bacon

Bacon.
!Ometimes appears to censure logical pursuits;
but 'that this ceQ8ure was intended to bear against the
estravagaot perversions, not the legiti(nate cultivation of
the science, may be proved from his o\vn observations 00

the subject, in his Advancement ofLeltrni~.
His moderation, however, was not imitated in other

quarters. Even Locke confounds in one sweep-
ing censure the Ari-stotelic theory, with the ab- Locke.

surd lnisapplications aod perversions of it in later years.
His objection. to the science, as unserviceable in the
ducotJery of truth (which has of late been often repeated),
while ·it holds good in reference to many (misnamed} lo
gicians, indicates that, with regard to the true nature of the
science itself, he bad, DO clearer notion's than they bave, of
the proper province of Logic, fJiz. Reasoning; and of the
distinct character of that operation from the observations
and experiments which are essential to the study of nature.

An error apparently different, but substantially
d h · fW Watts.the same, perva es t e treatIses 0 aUs and oth-

er mo~ern writers on the subject. Perceiving tb.e inade
quacy of the syllogistic theory to the vast purposes to which
others bad attempted to apply it, he still craved after the at
tainment of some equally cORlprebensive and all-powerful
Bystem; which he accordingly attempted to construct, under
the tide of Tlae Right Use ofReGloo, - which was to be a
method of' invigorauog and properly directing all the pow-

..
.... I
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ers of ~e mind: - a most magnificeot object indeed, but.
ODe which not only does '. not fall under the. prov,inee of
Logic) but canDot be accomplished by any one ~cience or
system that can even ,be conceived to exist. The attempt
to comprehend so wide a field, is no extension of science,
but a mere verbal generalization, which leads only to /

vague and barren declamation. In every pursuit, the
tnore precise and definite /our object, the more likely we
are to attain sonle valuable result; if, like tbe PlatQnists,
who sought after the tJlrr:a,,.{}ofl, - the abstract idea of
good, - we pursue some specious but ill-defined scheme
of universal knowledge, we shall lose tbe substance while
grasping at a shadow, and ~ewilder ourselves in- empty
generalities.

It is Dot perhaps much to be wondered at, that in Iii))
later tilDes several ingenious writers, f~l'ming their u~tions I

of the science itself from professed masters in it, such as
have just been alluded to, and judging of its value from

, their failures, should have treated the Aristotelic system
with so much reprobation and scorn. Too much preju
diced to bestow on it the requisite attention for enabling
them clearly to understand its real character and object,
or even to judge correctly from the little they did under
stand, they have assailed the study with a bost of objec
tions, so totally irrelevant, and consequently impotent, tbaty
considering the talents and general information of those
from whom they proceed, they might excite astonishment

_in aoy one who did Dot fully estimate the force of very
early prejudice.
IDeorrect Logie has usually been considered' by M1ese
~~::eo~t:h. objectors as professing to fumish apeculiGr metb..
_minot. od of:reasoDi~g, instead of a method of analyzing
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that mental process wbich must in"ana"'y take place in an
correct reasoning; and accordingly they have contrasted
the ordinary rnode of reasoning with the syllogistic, and
'have brought forward with an air of triumph the 81·gurnenta
tiye skill of many who never learned the system ; a mistake
no less gross than if anyone should regard Grammar as a
peculiar Language, and should contend against its utility, on
the ground that many speak correctly who never studied the·

principles of grammar.' ·For Logic, which is, as it were,

the Grammar of Reasoning, do~s not bring forward the
regular Syllogism as a .distinct mode of argumentation, de...
signed to be substituted for any other mode; but as the

form to which a.ll correct reasoning may be ultimately re
dueed; and which, consequently, ,serves the purpose
(when we are employing Logic as an art) of 8 test to try

the 'Validity of any argument; in the same manner as by
chemical analysis we develop and submit to 8 distinct ex- .
amination the· elements of which any compound body is
composed, and a're thtJs enabled to detect aoy latent so
phistication· and ilnpurity.
. Complaints ha~e also been made that Logic leaves un
touched: the greatest difficulties, and those \vhich are the

soUrces of the chief errors in reasoning; ",iz. the nmbi
guity or indistinctness of Terms, and the doubts respecting
the degrees of evidence in various Propositions: an ob

jecti~n which is not to be relnoved by aoy such attempt
;8S that of Walts to ]ay down "rules for fOI'rning clear,
ideas, aDd for guiding the j~dgment;" but by replying
that DO art is to be censured for not teaching more than
falls within iti province, and ibdeed Inore than can be
taught by any conceivable art. Such a system of univef'
sal knowledge tl~ should instruct us in the full meaning or
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lneani~gs of eyery 'term, and tbe'truth or falsity, - eel·
"uoty or Ul1cerllinty, -tlf every proposition,' thus slfper·
eedjog all other studie$,. it is most unpbilO6Opbical to- ex
pect, or even to imagine. And to find ,fault with ,Logic
for not performing this, is as if one sbould object to the
acience of Optics for not giving sight to the blind; or as
if (like the man of whom Warburton tellg a story in his

'Div. ug.) one ,should complain of a reading-glass fOf

beiDg of DO service to a person who had never learned' to
read.

In fact, the difficulties and errors above alluded to are
Rot in the process of Reasoning itself, (which alone is· tbe
appropriale province of Logic,) but in the 8-ubject--fM,tter

abou~ which it is employed. This process will have been
correctly conducted if it have conformed to tbe logical

~ rules, whicb preclude the possibility of any error creepiDg
in between the priBCiples from which we are arguing, and
the conclusions we deduce frOID them. But still that co....
elusion IDay be false, if the principles we start from are
so. In like manner, no arithmetical skill will secure.
correct result to a calculation, unless the data are correct

from which we calculate: nor does any one on that ae.
count und.ervalue Arithmetic; and yet the objection
against Logic rests on DO better foundation.

There is in fact a striking aoalogy in tbis respect be.
tween the two sciences. All numbers (wbich are the aub
jeet of Arithmetic) must be nUlobers 'of lome ~-/!#t

wbether ooins, persons, measures, or aoy tbing else; btlt
to iDtroduce into the science any notice of tbe thing' re
specting which calculations are made, would be evio8l1tly
irrelevant; and would destroy its scientific .character: wo
pioceed lberefo.re with arbitrary sigal repreteDcin~ DUm,.
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bers in the abstract. So also does Logic prooouoce aD

the .validity of a reguJarly-coostructed argument, equaD,
weD, though arbitrary symbols may have been IUbstituted
for. the terms; aDd, consequently, without any regard to

the things signified by those terms. And the possibility
of doing tbis (though the employment of sucb arbitrary
symbols has been absurdly objected to, even by writem
who understood Dot ooly Arithmetic but Algebra) is a
proof of the strictly scientific character of the system.
But many professed logical writers, not attending to the
circumstances which have been just mentioned, have wan..
dered into disquisitions 00 yarioos brancbes of knowledge;
disquisitions which must evidendy be as boundless as hu
man knowledge itsel~ since there is DO subject..00 which
Reasoning is not employed, aod to which, consequently,
Logic Inay not be applied. The error lies in regarding
every thing as the proper province of Logic to wbich it i,
applicable. A similar error is complained of by Aristotle,
as having taken place with respect to Rhetoric; of which,
inde~d, we find specimens in the arguments of several of
the interlocutors in Cie. de Oratore.

~

Froln what has been said, it will be evident that there
is hardly any subject to which it is so di1iicult to introduce
the student ill a clear and satisfactory maoner, as the one
we are no\v engaged in. In any other branch of know
ledge, the • reader, if he have any previous acquaintance
with ~e subject, will usually be 'so far tbe beuer prepared
for comprehending the exposition of the principles; or if
he be ~ntirely a stranger to it, w.iU at least come to tbe
Rudy with a mind unbiassed, aod Cree from prejudices aod
mi.scooceptions: wbereast in the present case, it clll.BOt
but happen, tbat maoy who have given some attentioa to
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logical pursuits (or what are usually considflred as such)
will have' rather been bewildered by fundamentally erro
neous views, than prepared, by the acquisition of just prin
ciples, for ulterior progress; and that Dot a few who pre
tend not to any acquaintance whatever with the science,
will yet have imbibed,either such prejudices against it, or
such false notions respecting its nature, as cannot but
prove obstacles in their study of it.

Tbe.oe is, bo\vever, a difficulty which exists more or
less in all abstract pursuits; thou~h it is perhaps more
felt in this, and often occasions it to be rejected by begin
Ders as dry and tedious; "itt. the difficulty of perceiving
to what ultimate end - to what practical or interesting
application - the abstract principles lead, which are first 
laid before the student; so that he will often have to work
his way patiently through the most laborious part of the
syst~m before 'he cao gain any clear idea of the drift and
intention of· it. .

This complaint bas often been made by chemical stu
dents, who are wearied with descriptions of oxygen, hy
drogen, and other invisible elements, before they have any
knowledge respecting such bodies as commonly present
themselves to the senses. And accordingly some teach
ers 9f chemistry obviate in a great degree this objection,
by adopting the analytical instead of the syn.thetical mode
of procedure, when they are first introducing the subject
to beginners; i. e. instead of synthetically eDumeratiD~

the e)etl:lentary substances, - proceeding next to the sim
plest combinations of these, - and concluding with those
more complex substances which are of the most common
occurrence, they hegin by a'NJlyzing these last, and re
solving them step by step into their simple elements; thus
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at once presenting the subject in an interesting 'point of
view, and clearly setting fordl the object of it. The syn
tbetical form of teaching is indeed sufficiently interesting
to ODe who has made considerable progress in any study;
and being more concise, regular, and systematic, is the
form in which our knowledge naturally arranges itself in

· the mind, aDd is retained by the memory: but the ana
lytical is the more interesting, easy, and natural kind of
introdu~tion; as being the form in which the first inven
tion or discovery of any kind of system must originally
have taken place.

It. Inoy be advisable, therefore, to begin by giving a
slight sketch, in this form, of the logical system, before
we enter regularly upon the details of it. The reader
will thus be presented with a kind of imaginary history of
-the course of inquiry by which that system may be con
ceived to have occurred to a philosophical mind.

i .
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ANALYTICAL OUTLINE OJ' THE SCIENCE..

§ I.

IN every instance in which we reaaoft, in the strict
sense of the word, i. e. make use of arguments, whether
for die sake of refutiDg an adversary, or of coDveyiog in
_.00, or of satisfying our own JDiods OD a01 point,
what_er ...y be the subject we are ,en~ed OR, • cert8in
process takes place in tbe mind, which is one and the
same in all eases, provided it be correctly conducted.

Of course it canoot be s~pposed that every one is even
cooscious of this process in his own miod; much less, is
oompelent to explain the principles on which it proceeds.
Tbis indeed is, and cannot but be, the case with f!I'Iery
other process respecting which ~DY system has been form
ed ; 'the practice oot only may exist independently of the
theory, but must have preceded the theory. There must
have been Language before a system of Grammar could
be devised; aod musical compositions, previous to the
science of Music. This, by the way, will se"e to ex
pose the futility of the popular objection against Logic,
that men may reason very well who know nothing of it."

*Locke has a great deal to this purpose; e. g. in chap.
xvii. "on Reasou," (which, by the way, he perpetually con-
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The parallel instances adduced, show that such an objec..
tion might be applied in many other cases, where its ab
surdity would be obvious; and that there is no ground for

founds with RetJIooing.) He says, in § 4, "If syllogisms most
be taken for the only proper instrument of reason and means
of knowledge, it wil~ follow, that before Aristotle there ,vas not
one man that did or could know any thing by reason; and that
since the inveDti~n of syllogisms there is not one in ten. ,thou
sand that doth. But God has not been so sparing to men to
make them barely two-legged creatures, and ieft it to Aristotle
to make them rational, i. e. those few of them that he could get
so to examine the grounds of syllogisms, as to see that in above
threescore ways that three propositions may be laid together,
there are but fourteen wherein one may be sure that the con
clusion is right," ~c. ~c. "God has been more bountiful to
mankind than so: He has given them a mind that can reason
without being instructed in methods of syllogiziDg," ~c. ~c.

AU this is not q,t all less absurd t.han if anyone, on being told
of the discoveries of modern chemists respecting caloric, and
on hearing described the process by which it is conducted
through a boiler into the water, which it converts into a gas
of Bufticip.Dt elasticity to overcome the pressure of the atmos
phere, ~c., should reply, "If all ttlis were 80, it would follow
that before the time of these chemists no one ever did or could
make any liquor boil."

In an ordinary, obscllre, and trifling writer, all this confusion
of thou~ht .and common-place declamation might as well have
been left unnoticed; but it is duo to the general ability and to
the celebrity of lucb an author' as Locke, that errors of this
kind should be exposed.

He presently aft~r inserts an encomium upon Aristotle, in
which he is equally unfortunate; lie praises him for the "i.
wntion of syllogisms;" to which he certainly had no more
claim than Linneus to the creation or plants and animals; or
He"ey, to the praise of having JAtUle the blood circulate; or
Lavoisier, to that ot having formed ,he tJtmupAere we breathe.
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deciding thence, either that the syetem hu DO tend8DCJ
to improve practice,or lbat even jf it bad not, it might DOt

still be a dignified and iDterestiog punuit.
Ooe of the chief impedilneots to the attainmeot of a

jult view of the nalure aDd object of Lo5ic, is the not ful
ly uoderslaodiug, or Dot sufficiently keeping in mind, tbe
SAlIENEIi of the reasoning process in all cases. lf, as
the ordinary mode of speaking would seem to indicate,
mathematical reasoning, nDd theoJogical,8od metaphysi
cal, and .politicaJ, ~c. were essentially dUferent fl'Om each

- other, i. e. different kiruh cf reaoning, it would follow,
that supposing there could be at an any such science," '
we have described Logic, there must be 80 maoy diifereat
species, or at.least different brIoches of Logic. Aad
such is perhaps the most prevailiag notion. Nor is this
much to be wondered at; since it is evident to all, that
some men converse and write, in an argumentative way,
yery justly on one subject, aDd very erroneously on IDoth.

er, in which again. others excel, wbo fail in the former.
This error may be at ODce illustrated and re- RalO.ill( •

, proeen 11IDl-

moved, by consideriog the paraJJel iostance of ~r in aD ...
Jecta.

Arithpletic; in wbich everyone is aware ,tbat . I

the process of a calculation is not aiected by the nature
of the objects whose numbers are before us: but that
(B. g.) the multiplication of a number is the verr same
eperatioo, whether it be a number ,of meo, of miles, or of

And the u~ity of this invention consists, according to him, in
the great service done against" those who were not ashamed
to deny any thing;" a. service which never could h8V~ been
performed, bad 8yllogisms been an iftl1ention of Aristotle's;
(or what .sophist could ever have consented to restrict kimBell
to om particular kind of arguments, dictated by Au opponen" f

2*
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pounds; though nevertbeless persons may perbaps be
found who are accurate in calculations relative to 'natural
philosophy, aod incorrect in those of political economyt·

from their different degrees of skill in the subjects of these
two sciences; not surely because there are different arts
of arithmetic applicable to each of these respectively.

Otbe~·s again, who are aware that the simple systetn of
Logic may be applied to all subjects whatever, are yet

, disposed to view it as a pecuJia·r nlethod of reasoning, and
not, as it is, a method of unfolding and analyzing. our rea
soning: whence many have been led, (e. g. the autROr of
the Philosophy of Rbetorie) *0 talk of comparing Syllo
gistic reasoning witb Moral reasoning; taking it for grant
ed· that it is possible to reason correetly without reasoning
10gicaUy; which is, in fact,. as great a blunder as if any
one \vere to mistake grammar for a peculiar language,
and to suppose it possible to speak correctlr without
speaking grammatically- They have in short considered
Logic as an art. of reasoning; whereas (so far as it is an
art) it is the art of reasoning; the logician's object being,
not to Jay down prin~jples by which one moy reason, but,
by which all mwt reaSOD, even though they are Dot dis
tinctly Dware of them: - to Jay down roles, Dot which
may be followed with advantage, but which cannot pos
sib!y be departed from in sound reasonin~. These misap.
prehensions and objections being sucb as lie on the very
threshold of the subject, it would have been hardly pos
sible, without noticing theln. to convey any just notion .of
the-nature and design.of the .logical system.
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§ 2.
Supposing it then to have been perceived that the ope

ration of reasoning is in all cases the same, the analysis of
that ;operation could not fail to strike the tnind as an inter
esting nlatter of inquiry. And moreover, since (apparent)
lirguments which are unsound and inconclusive, are so of
ten employed, either from error or design; and since even
those who are not misled by these falJacies, are so often at
a loss to detect anu expose theln ill a manner satisfactory
to otbers, or even to themselves; it could not but appear
desirable to Jay down some gen~ral rules of reasoning, ap
plicable to a)) cases; by which a person might be enabled
the more readily and clearly to state the grounds of his
own· conviction, or of his objection to the arguments of an
opponent; instead of arguing at randonl, 'without any fixed
and acknowledged principles to guide bis procedure.
Such rules would be analogous to those of Arithmetic,
which obviate the tediousness and uncertainty of calcula
tions in the head; \vherein, after much labor, difierent
persons might arrive ~t different results, witJ10ut any of
theD) being able distinctly to point out the error of the

rest. A systenl of such rules, it is obvious, must, instead
of deserving to be called the art of wrangling, be more
justly characterised as the "art or cutting short wran
gling," by bringing the parties to issue at once, if not to
agreement; and thus saving a waste of ingenuity.

In pursuing the supposed investigation, it wilJ Anal,ld of

b l'. d I· · ded d· arlument.e loun that every conc USIOD IS uce , 10

reality, from two other propositions; (thence called Prem
UeI;) for though- one of these may be, and comlDonly is,
suppressed, it must nevertheless be understood as admit-
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ted; as may easily be made evident by supposing the de
nial of the suppressed premiss, which will at once invali
date the argument: e. g. jf anyone, from perceiving that
"the world exhibits marks of design," infers that " it m~
have had 8n intelligeot autbor~" though be may DOt be
aware in his own mind of ~e existence of a~y other
pr~miss, he will readily understand, if it be denied tbat
" whatever exhibits marks of design must bave bad an ill
telligent author," tbat the affirlDative of that proposition
is Dec~ssary to the validity of the argument. An ar~·

ment thus stated regularly and at full length, is caBed a
Syllogism; which tberefore is evideotly not a peculiar
kiAtl ofargument, but ooly a peculiar form of expressiou,
in which every argulDent may be stated.

When one of the premises is su.ppressed (which for
brevity's sake it usually is) ,the argument is called an Eo
thymerne. And it may be worth while to renlark, that
when tbe argument is in this state, the objections of an 0p

ponent are (or rather appear to be) of two kinds; "iz.
either objections to the tulertion itself, or objections to its
ferce as an argument. E. G. 10 the above iostance, aD

atheist may be conceived either denying that the world
tl~u exhibit marks of design, or denying that it follo'lDa
from thence that it had an intelligent author. Now it is
important to keep in mind that the only difference in the
two cases is, that in tbe one the upru,ed premiss is de
nied, in the other the ,upprea,ed; for tbe force lJI aD ar
gv,m,ent of either premiss depends on the other premiss :
if both be admitted, the conclusion legitimately conoected
with them cannot be denied.

h is evidently immaterial to the argument whether the
CODClusioo be placed first or last; but it may be proper to
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remark, that a prelniss placed after its conclusion is called
the Rea~on • of it, and is introduced by one of those con
junctions which are caned causal; tnz. "since," "be
cause," o/c. which ·may indeed be employed to designate
a premiss, whether it came 6rst or last. The illative con-
jUDctioos, " therefore," 4-c. designate the conclusion.

It is a .circumstance which often occasions error and
perplexity, that both these classes of conjunctions have
also another signification, being employed to denote, re
spectively, Cause and Effect, as well 8S Premus and .Con
clusion: e. g. If I 8ey, "this ground is rich, becau,e the
trees on it are flourishing," or "the trees are flourishing,
and therefore the soil nlust be rich," I employ these con-
junctions to denote the connexion of Premiss and ClJnclu
non; for it is plain that the luxuriance of the trees is Dot

the ~ause of the soil's fertility, but only the cause of my
knowing it. If again I say, "the trees Bourish, becau'6
the ground is rich," or" the ground is rich, and therefore
the trees' Boul·ish," I am using the very same conjunctions
to d~note the connexion of cause and effect; for Proofand

in this case, the luxuriance of tbe trees being ciluse.

evid..ent to the eye, would hardly need to be proved, but
migbt need lo be accounted for. There are, however,
many cases, in which the cause is employed to prove the
existence of its effect; esp~cially in arguments relating to
future events; as, e. g. when from favorable \veather any
one argues that the crops are likely to be abundant: t the

* The Major premiss is often called the Principle; and the
word ReaBOf& is then confined to the Minor.

t See Appendix, No. I. aIL Becuon. ,See also 1U&done, Part
L ch. 2. § H.
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eave and the reason, in that case, coincide. And tbis
contributes to their being so often confounded together
in other cases.

§ 3.

In an argument, such 8S the example above given, it is,
u has been saId, impossible (or anyone, who admits bOth
premises, to avoid admitting tbe conclusion. But there
Apparent will be frequently an apparent connexion of
arpJDeDU. premises witb a concl~sion whieh does Dot in
reality follow from them, though to the inattentive or 'UD

skilful tbe argument ~8Y appear to be valid: and there
are many other cases in which a doubt may exist whetber .
the argument be valid or DOt; i. e. wbether it be pOssible
or not to admit tbe premises and yet 'deny the conclusion.
k is or the highest imponance, therefore, to lay down
lOme regular form to which every valid argument may be
reduced, and to devise a rule which shall show the validity
Mevery- argument in tbat form, and consequently the un- _
soaoouess of any apparent argument wbich cannot be
reduced to it:- e. g. jf such aD argument as this be pro
posed, "every rational agent is accountable; brutes are
not rational agents; therefore they are not accountable: "
or again, "all wise legislators suit their laws to the genius
of tbeir nation; Solon did tbis; therefore he was. wise
legislator:" tbere are some, perbaps, who would not per
ceive any (allacy in such arguments, especially if envelop
ed in a cloud of words; and still more, when the conclu
mOD is true~ or (which COOles to the same point) if they
are disposed to believe it: and others might perceive in
deed, but might be at a Joss to explain, the fallacy. Now
these (apparent) arguments exactly correspond, respect-
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ively,witb the following, the absurdity of the eonclusioos
from which is m~nifest: " every hone is an IDimal; sheep
ue Dot horses; therefore they are not animals:" and,
"all vegetables grow; an animal grows; tberefore it i. a
Yegetable." These last examples, I have said, corre
.pond exactly (considered as .~umeDt8) with the former;
the question respecting the validity of an argument being,
Dot wbetller tbe conclusion be true, but whether it foUotIII
froID the premises adduced. 1'his mode of exposiDg a
fallacy, by bringing forward a similar one whose conclu
sion is_ obviously absurd, is ofteo; and very advantageously,
resorted to in addressing those who are ignorant of Logi..
t:a1 roles; * but to lay down such roles, aDd employ t_
as a test, is evidently a safer aod more compendious, as
well as a more philosophical' mode of proceeding. To
attain these, it would plainly be necessary to analyse some
clear and valid arguments, and to observe in what their
conclusiveness consists.

I ..et ·U8' suppose, -then, such 80 ,exBrnination to be made
of the syllogism above mentioned: "whatever exhibits
marks of design had an intelligent author; the world ex-

• An exposure of some of Hume's fallacies in his "Essay OD

Miracles" and elsewhere, was attempted, on this plan, a few
years ago, in a pa~phlet (published anonymously', as the nature
of the argument required, but which 'I see no reason against
acknowledging) entitled j, Historic Doubts rel_tive to Napoleon ,
Bonaparte;" in which it was shown that the existence of that '
extraordioaryperson could Dot"on Hume's principles, be receiv
ed as a well-authentica,ted fact; since it rests on evidence less
strong than that which supports the Scripture-histories.

For a clear development of the mode in which this last evi
dence operates on most minds, see "Hints on Inspiration," p.
80-46.

~I
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hibits marks of design; therefore the world bad an intel
ligent author." In the first of these premises we find it
assum'ed universally of the class of "things which exhibit
marks of design," that they had an intelligent author; and
in the other premiss, "the world" is referred to that class
as comprehended in it: now it is evident, that whatev~r is
said of the whole of a class, may be said of any thing
comprehended in that class; so that we are thus author
ized to say of the world, that" it had an intelligent author."
Again, if we exanune a syJlOgiSID with a negative conclu
sion, as, e. g. "nothing which exhibits lnarks of design
could have been produced by chance: the world exhibits,
&c.; therefore the world could not have been produced
by chance,'~ the process of Reasoning will be found to

be the sanIe; since it is evident, that whatever is denied
universally of any class lnay be denied of any thing that

.is comproeheoded ill that class.
On furthe.o examination it will be found, that all valid

argumerits whatever may be easily reduced to such" a form
as that of tbe foregoing syllogisrns; and tbat consequently
the principle on which they are constructed is the UNI

VERS..-\L PRINCIPLE of Reasonirng. So elliptical, indeed,
is the ordinary (node of expression, even of those who
are considered as prolix writers, - i. e. so much is
implied and left to be understood in the course of argu
ment, in comparison of what is actually stated, (most meo

I being ilnpatiellt, even to excess, of any Jippearance of un
necessary and tedious fornlality of statelnent,) that a single

. sentence "'ill often be found, though perhaps considered
as a single argument, to contain, compressed into a short
compass, a chain of several distinct arguments. But if
each of these be fully developed, and the whole of what
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the author intended to imply be stated expressly, it win
be found tbat all the steps, eYen of the longest aDd most
cornplex train of reasociog, may be .educed iDto the above
form.

It is a mistake (which might .ppear scarcely worthy of
notice, had not so many, evell esteemed writers, fallen
into it) to imagine that Aristotle and otber logicians meaDt

to propose that tbis prolix form of unfolding argumeots
should universally supersede, in argumeot3tive discourses,
the common forms of. expression; and that "to reasoo
logically," means, to state all arguments at fuJI length in
the syllogistic form: and Aristotle has even been charged
with inconsistency for Dot doing so. It bas been said, that
"in his ~eatite8 of Ethics, Politics, ~c. he argues like a
rational creature, and never attempts to bring bis own sy".
tem into practice." * As well might a chemist be charg
ed with inconsistency for making use of any of the CQID

pound substances' tbat are commonly em·ployed, without
previously analysing and resolving them into their simple
elements; as well might it be imagined that, to speak
grammatically, means, to parse every sentence we utter.
The chemist (to pursue the illustration) keeps by him his
tests and bis ntetliod of analysis, to be employed when
any substaore is offered to his notice, the composition of
which has not been ascertained, or in which adulteration
is suspected. Now a fallacy may apdy be compared 10

some adulterated compouDd; "it coosists of an iDgenious
mixture of truth and falsehood, 10 enwngled, - so inti
mately blended, - that the falsehood- is (in the cbemical
phrase) held in ,olution: one drop of sound logic is that

8
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test which immediately disunites them, makes the foreign
substance visible, and precipitates it to tbe bottom." *

§ 4.
Ari.totle'. But io resume the investigation of the princi.
c1ictum. ples of ~easoniDg: th~ maxim resulting from the

examination of a syllogism' in the foregoing COfID, an~ of the
application of which, every valid argument is in reality aD
instance, is, ,~ that whatever is predicated (i. e. affirmed or
denied) univer~ally, of 80y class of things, may be predicat
ed, in like manner, (ttiz. affirnled or denied) of any thing
epmprehended in that class." This is tbe principle, com
monly called the dictum de om,,;' et nullo, for the estab-·
lisbment of which we are indebted to Aristotle, and whjch
is the keystone of his whole ·logical system. It. is not a
little remarkable that some, otherwise judicious writers,
should have been so carried away by their zeal against
that philosopher, as to speak with scorn a/nd ridicule of

\ this principle, on account of its obviousness and simpli
city; though they would probably perceive at once, in
any other case, that it is the greatest triumph of philosophy
to refer many, and seemingly very various, phenomena to
one, or a very few, simple princjples; aod that the more
simple aod evideot such a principle is, provided it be truly
applicable to all t~e cases in question, tbe greater is its
value and scientific beauty. .If, indeed, any principle be .
regarded as not thus applicable" toot is an objection to it
of a different kind. Such an objection ag~iDst Aristotle's

* This excellent illustration is cited from a passage in aD

anonymous pamphlet, " An Examination of Kett's Logic." Tile
author displays, though in a hasty production, great reach of
thought, .1 well 88 knowledge or his subject.
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. dictum, no one has ever attempted to e,tablilh by any kind
of proof; but it has often been taken for granted; it being
(as has been stated) very commonly supposed, \vithout
exanlinatioll, that the syllogism is a dis~inct kind of argu..
me'nt, a~d. that the rules of it aecordingly do not apply,
nor were intended to apply, to all reasoning whatever.
Under this misapprehension, Dr. Campbell * labors with
some ingenuity, and not \vithout an air of plausibility, to
show that every -syllogism Oll1st be futile and l'70rthless,
because the premises virtually assert the conclusion: little
dreaming, of course, that his objeatioDs, however specious,
lie against the process of reasoning itself, universally; and
will therefore, of course, apply to those very arguments
which he is himself adducing.

It·· is much more extraordinary to find another eminent
author t adopting, expressly, the very saIne objections,
aDd yet distinctly admitting (within a few pages) the pos
sibility of reducing every course of argument to a series of
6yllogisms.

The same writer brings an objection against the dictum .
of Aristotle, which it may be worth while to llotice briefly,
for the sake of setting in a clearer light the real character
and object of tbat principle. Its application being, as has
been seen, to a regular and conclusive syllogism, he sup
poses it intended to prove and make evident the conclu
siven~s of such a syllogisln; and remarks how unphiloso
phicaI it is to attempt giving a demo",tration of a demon·
.tration. And certainly the charge \vould be just, if we
could. imagine the logician's object to be, to incretUe the
certainty of a conclusion \vbich we are supposed to have

* " Philosophy of Rhetoric."
t Dugald Stewatt: PhilOf$oph" vol. ii,
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already arrived at by the clearest possible mode of proof.
But it is very strange tbat such an idea should ever have
occurred to ODe who bad even the slightest tincture of
natural philosophy: for it might as well be imagined
that a natural philosopher's or a chemist's design is to
strengthen the testimony of our senses by Ii priori reaSOD
iog, arid to convince us that a stone when thrown will fall
to the ground, and that gunpowder will explode when
fired; because they show that according to their princi
ples those phenomena nlust take place as they do. But
it would be reckoned a mark of the grossest ignorance
and stupidity not to be aware that their object is' Dot to

, FOfJe the existence of an individual pbenomenon, which
our eyes have witnessed, but (as the phrase is) to account
for it: i. e. to show according to what principle it takes
place ; - to refer, in short, the indi'Didual ClUe to a gen
erallaw of nature. The object of Aristotle's dictum is pre
cisely analogous: he had, doubtless, no thought of adding
to the force of any individual syllogism; his design was

• to point out the general, principle on which that process is
conducted which takes place in each syllogism. And as
the Laws * of nature (as they are called) are in reality
merely generalized factI, of which all the phenomena
coming under them are particular instances; so" the proof
drawn from Aristotle's dictum is Dot a distinct deOloostra
tion .brought to confirm another demonstration, but is
merely a generalized and abstract statement of aU demon
stration whatever; and is, therefore, in fact, the fJery

demon,tration which, (mutatis mataMu,) accommodated
to the various subject-matters, is actually employed in
each particular case.

* Appendiz, No. I. art. J..,a,w,
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In order to trace more distinctly the different The dictum,.
• • Itatement o(

steps of the abstracting process, by which any .flument in
• • the abetract.

particular argument may be brought loto the
010St general form, we may first take a sylJogism stated
ac'curately and at full length, such as the esample for
merly given, "whatever exhibits marks of design, ~c.,"

and tben somewhat genel-alize the expression, by substi
tuting (as in Algebra) arbitrary l1nnl~aniDg sYlnbols for the
significant terlns that were o.'iginally u~ed; the syllogism
will then stand tbu's; "every B is A; C is B; tberefof8
C is A." The reasoning is DO less evidently valid when
thus stated, whatever terms A, B; and C, respectively
may be supposed to stand for; such terms may indeed
be inserted as to make all or son1e of the assertions
false; but it will still be no less impossible for any ·one
who admit, the truth of the pre,nisu, in an argument thus
constructed, to deny tbe conclusion aod this it is that con
stitutes the conclusiveness of an argument.

Viewing· then the syllogism thus expressed, it appears
clearly, that "A stands for any thing 'whatever that 'is
affirmed of a whole class," (."iz. of every B,) "\vhich class
comprehends or contains in it lomething eue," viz. C (of
which B is, in the second premiss, affirmed); and that,
consequently, the first term (A) is, in the cODclusion,
predicated of tbe third (C.) .

Now to assert the validity_ of this proces~,. now bef9re
us, is to state the very dictum we are tr.eating of, widi
hardly even a verbal-alteration; fJiz.:

1. Any thing whatever, predicated of a whole class,
i. Under which class something else is contained,
s. May be predicated of that which is ~ contained.
The three memben into which the maxim is here~

3*
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tributed, co~respoDd to the three propositions of the syUo
gism to which they. are intended respectively to apply.

The advantage of substituting for the terms, i. a"regu
Jar syllogism, arbitrary, unmeaping symbols, such as letters
of the alphabet, is much tb~ same as in geometry: the
reasoning itself is then considered, by. itself, clearly, and
without any risk of our ~eiDg misled by the trtlth or falsity
or the conclusion; which is, in fact, accidental aod varia
ble; the .essential point being, as far as the argument is
concerned, the conneJ:ion between the premises and the

, conclusion. We are thus enabled to elnbrace theg~neral

principle of all reasoning, and to perceive its applicability
to an indefinite DUlnber of individual cases. That Aris-

o tolle, therefore,· should have been accused of making use
of these symbols for the purpose of darkening his demon
stntions, and that too by persons not unacquainted with
geometry and algebra, is truly astonishing. If a geometer,
instead of designating the four angles of a square by fOUf

letters, were to call them north, south, eQ,lt, and Welt, he
would Dot render the demonstration of a theorem the
easier; and the learner would be rnuch more likely to be
perplexed in the application of it.

It belongs then exclusively to a syllogism, properly so
called, (i. e. a valid argument, so stated that its conclusive
ness is evident fronl the mere form, of the e~tession,)

that if letters, or ~DY other unmeaning symbols, be substi
tuted for the several terms, the validity of the argument
shall still be evident. Whenever -this is Dot the case, tbe
supposed argument is either unsound and sophistical, or
else may be reduced (without any alteratiOR of its meaD
ing) into the syBogistic form; in wbieb form, the test just
.-otioMd may be applied to it.
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What is called aD unsonnd or fallacious argu- Detectioa or
1IIliound

ment, i. e. an apparent argument, which is, in UIUIIIIIIU.

reality, none, cannot, of course, be reduced into
this fOflD; but when stated in the form most nearly ap
proaching to this that is possible, its fallaciousness becomes
more evident, from its nonconformity to the foregoing
rule: e. g. "whoever is capable of deliberate crime is
responsible; an infant is not capable of deliberate crime;
therefore, ;to infant is not responsible," (see § 3) : h~re

the term" responsible" is affirmed umversally of "those
capable of deliberate crime;" it might, therefore, accord
ing to Aristotle's dictuDl, have been affirmed of any thing
contained under that class; but, in the instance before us,
nothing is mentioned as contained under that c)ass; ooly,
the term " infant" is e~cltided from tbat class; and tbough
what is affirmed of a whole class may be affirmed of aoy
thing that u contained ugder it, there' is no ground for
supposing that it may be de1lied of whatever is not so COD

tained; for it is evidently possible that it may be applica
ble to a whole class and to something else besides: to say,
e. g. that all trees are vegetables, does not j'lnp)y that
AotAing eue is a Tegetable. Nor, when it is, said, that 811
who ore capable of deliberate crime are responsible, does
this imply that DO others are responsible; for though this
may be very true, it has not been asserted in the premiss
before us; and in the analysis of an argument, we are to
discard all consideration of what might be asserted; con-l
templatiD§ ooly what GctuaUy u laid down in the premises.J
It is evident, therefore, that such an apparent argument u
tbe above does Dot comply with the rule laid down, IIOf

eaa be 80 staled _ to comply wid! it, aDd is cODSequeadl
iDYBlid.
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Again, in this instance, " food is necessary to life ; corn
is food; therefore, corn is necessary to life:" the term
" necessary to life" is affinned of food, but not univ~r

sally; for it is not said of every kind of food: the mean
ing of the assertion being ITJanifestly that lome food is
necessary to life: here again, therefore, the rule has not
been complied ,with, sipce that which has been predicated,
(i. e. affirmed or denied,) not of the whole, but of a part
ooly of a certain class, canDot be, on that grollnd, predi
cated of any thing \vhatever which is contained under that
class.

§ 5.

The fallacy in this last c!lse is, what is usually described
in logical language as consisting in the " non-~istribution of
the middle terln ; " .i. e. its not being employed to denote
all the objects to which it is applicable. In order to un
derstand this phrase, it ~s necessary to observe, that a pro
position being an expressiop in -which one thing is affirmed

, -or denied of another; e. g. " A is :B," bo,th that of which
- something is said, and that which is said' of it (i. e. both A

and B), are called" terms," from their being (in their na
ture) the extremes or boundarie, of th~ proposition; and
there are, of course, two, and but two, terms in a propo
sition (though it may so happen that either of them may
consist either of one word, or of several); aod a term is
DiI&ribatioD said to be ",distributed," when it is taken uni
01 tel'lD8. versally, so as to stand for every thing it is
capable of being applied, to; and consequently" uodis
lributed," Wh~D it stands fora portion only of the thiogs
lignified by it: thus, "all food," or e"ery kind of food,
are expressions which imply the distribution of the term
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" food; tt ",ome food" would imply its non-distribution :
and it is also to be observed, that the term of which, in
one premiss, something is affirmed or denied, and to
whicb, in the other premiss, something else is referred 8S

contained in it, is called, the "middle" term in the syllo
gism, as standing between the other two (viz. the two
terms of the conclusion), and being the medium of proof.
Now it is plain, that if in each premiss a part only of this
middle term is employed, i. e. if it be not at all distributed,
DO conclusion can be drawn. Hence, if, in the example

- formerly adduced, it had been merely stated that "Iome
thing" (not" whatever," or" efJery thing") " which ex
bibits marks of design, is the work of an intelligent au
thor," it would Dot have foUo\yed, from the world's exhib
iting mal·ks of design, that that is the work of an intelligent
~~~ .

~t is to be observed, also, that the words" an" and
" every," ~hich mark the distribution of a term, aod
" sonle," which marks its Don-distribution, are not always
expressed: tbey are frequently understood, and left to be
supplied by the context; e. g. " food is necessary;" viz.
"6071&6 food;" "man is mortal;" viz. "every man."
Propositions thus expressed are called by logiciaDs "in
definite," because it is left undeterrnined by the form of
the expression whether the " subject" (the term of which
something is affirmed or denied being called the "sub
ject" of the proposition, and that which is said of it, the
" predicate") be distributed or not. Nevertheless it is
plain that in every proposition the subject either is, or is
not~ distributed, -though it be not declared whether it is or
not ; consequently, every proposition, whether expressed .
indefinitely or not, .must be eitber "universal" or " par-
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ticular;" those being called universal, in which the predi
cate is 9aid of the ~hole of the subject (o~·, in other words, "
where the subject is distributed) ; aod those particular, in
which it is said only of a part of the subject: e."g. "All
men are sinful," is universal; "some men are Sinful,"
particular: and~this division of propositions is, in logical
language, said to be according to their" quantity_"

But the distribution or non-distribution of the
QllI.Dtityand d· · · 1 · d d flt·t
qUant~ C?f pre tcate IS entire y 10 epen ent 0 t le· quan t y
propositioD.. ." • h· 11 " ..Jof the prOposition; nor are t e signs " a ana
" some" ever affixed to the predicate; because its distri
bution depends upon, and is indicated by, the " quality "
of the proposition; i. e.. its being affirmative or negative;
it being a universal rule, that the predicate of a negative
proposition is distributed, and of an affirmative, undis
tribut~d.* The reason of this may easily be understood,
by considering that a term which stantls for a whol~ class
may be applied to (i. e. affirmed of) any thing •.hat is com
prehended 'under that class, though tb~ ter~ of which it is
thus affirlned may be of much narrower extent tban that
olher, and may, therefol-e, be far from coinciding with the
wAole of it: thus it may be said with truth, that "the Ne-

* The learner may perhaps be startled at being told tbat~the

predicate of an 'affirmative is never distributed; especially as
Aldrich has admitted .th~t accidentally this may take place; as
in such a proposition as "all equilateral triangles are equia.n
gula.r ;" but this is not accurate: he might have said that in
such a proposition 8S the above the predicate is di8trilYutabk,
but not that it is actually distributed: i. 6. it '0 happem that" all
equiangular triangles are equilateral;" but this is 110t implied
in the previous assertion; and the point to be considered is, not
what might be said with truth, but what actually ha, been 51id.
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groes are'uncivilized," though the term" uncivilized " be of
much wider extent thall "Negroes," comprehending, be
-sides them, Hottentots, ~c.; so that it would not be
"allowable to assert, that U all' who are uncivilized are
Negroes;" it is evident, therefore, that it is a part only
of the terlD " uncivilized " that has been affirmed of " Ne
groes :" and the same reasoning applies to every affirma
tive proposition; for though it may so happen that the
subject and predica'te coincide, i. e. are of equal extent,
as, e. g. " all men are rational anirnals ;" "all equilateral
triangles are' equiatigular; (it being equally irue~ that" all
rational aoirnals are' men," and that "all equiangular tri
aogles are equilateral;") yet this is oot implied by the
form of the exprunon; since it would be. no Jess true.
that "all Olen are rational animals," eyen if ~here were
other rational animals besides man.

-It is plain, therefore, that if any part of the predicate is
applicable to the subject, it may be affir~ed, and, of
course, eannot be denied, of that subject; and conse
°quently, when the predicate is denied of the subject, it ~s

implied that no, part ,of that predicate is applicable to

that subject; i. e. ibat the whole of the predicate is denied
of the subject: for to say, e. g. -that" no beasts of prey'
ruminate," implies that beasts of prey are excluded from
the 'UJhole cia" 9f ruminant animals, and consequently that
"DO rumioaot animals are beasts of prey." And hence
results the ,above-mentioned role, that the distribution of
the predicate is implied in negative proposit~ODS, and ill
non-distribution in affirma6v.es.

It is to be remembered,. therefore, that it is DiI~ibatioD. or IDlcldle
DOt sufficient for the middle term t().. oecur 10 a WrmI.

UDiversal proposition '; since jf that proposition be an

I
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affirmative, and the middle term be the predicate of it, it
will Dot be distributed: e. g. if in the example formerly
given, it had been merely asserted, that ,~ all the works of
an i~elligeDt author show marks of design," and that "1he
universe shows marks of design," nothing could have been
proved; since, though both these propositions are univer
sal, the middle term is Dlade the predicate in each, and

, both are affirmative; and accordingly, tbe rule of Aristo
tle is not here complied \vitb, since the term " work of an
intelligent author," wbich is to be proved applicable to
"the universe," would not have been affirrned of the mid
dle term (" what shows mQrks of design") under which
".univers.e" is contained; but the middle term, on tbe
contrary, would have been affirmed of it.

If, however, one of the premises be negative, the mid
dle terID may then be made the predicate of that, and will
thus, according to the above remark, be distributed: e. g. •
"DO ruminant animals are predacious; the lion is prada
ci0':ls; therefore the lion is not ruminant :" this is a valid
syllogism; snd the middle term (predacious) is distributed
by being made tbe predicate of a negative proposition.
The form, indeed, of the syllogism is Dot that prescribed
by the dictum of Aristotle, but it may easily be reduced
to that form, by stating the first proposition thus: "DO

predacious animals are ruminant;" which is tnailifestly
implied (as was ·above remarked) in the assertion that
"DO ruminant animals are predacious." The syllogism
will thus 8'ppeaf in the form to which the dictl1m applies.

It is Dot every argumeot, intleed, that ean be reduced
to t\1is form by 10 sbort and simple au alteration as in tbe
case before us: a longer and IDOre complex: process wiD
often be ·required; aDd rwes wiD bereafter· be laid dOR
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to faeititate tlfts process in certain cases: but there is no
sound llr~meDt but what can .be reduced into this form,
without at all departing froID the real meaning and drift or
it; and the form will be found (though more prolix than
is needed for ordinary use) the most perspicuous ill which
an argument can be exhibited.

All reasolling 'whatever, then, tests on the one simple
principle laid down by Aristotle, that" what is predicated,

either affirmatively or negath'eJ)', of a term distributed,
may be predicated in like manner (i. e. affirmatively or
negatively) of any tbing contained under that term." So
that wben our object IS to prove any proposition, i. e. to
show tbat ODe term may rightly be affil-med or denied of
anotbe~, the process which really takes place in OU1- (ninds
is, that .we refer tbat term (of wbich the other is to be tbus
predicated) to some class (i. e. middle terrn) of which that
other may be affiruled, or denied, as the case may be.
Whatever the subject matter of an argument may be, the
reasoning itself, considered by itself, is in every case the
same process; and if t he writers against Logic bad kept
this in mind, they would have been cautious of expressing
their contempt of what they can "syJlogistic reasonirg,"
which is in tl"uth all reasoning; 80d instead of ridiculing
Aristotle's principle for its obviousness and simplicity,
would have perceived ilia.t these are, in fact, its highest
praise ~ tbe easiest, shortest, and most evident. theory,
provided it' answer the purpose of explanation, being ever
the best.

§ 6.

II we conceive an inquirer to .bave reached, in hi~ in·
vestigatrioD of the theory of reasoning, the point to Which we

4

.. I
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bave now arrived, a question which would be likely next
to engage his attention,- is that of PrediCiJtion; i. e. since
in reasoning we are to find a 'middle term, which may be
predicated affirlDatively of the subject in question, \ve are
led to inquire what terms may be/affirmed, and what de
nied, of what others.

It is evident that proper names, or any other
Commonud bO h d h' b · 1 e d· ed 18iogular. terms W Ie enote eac ut a sing e In IVI ua,
terms. as " Cresar," "the Thames," "the Conqueror
of Pompey," "this river," (hence called in Logic "sin
gular terms,") cannot be affirmed of any thing besides
themselves, and ~re therefore to be d~nied of any thing
else; we may say, "this river is the Thames," or " C;e
sar was the' conqueror of Pompey;" but we cannot say
°of any thing else that it is the rrhames, ~c.

On the other hand, tbose ter[llS which are call~d "eom- .
mon/' as denoting anyone individual of a whole. class, as
" river," " conqueror," may of course be affirlDed of any,
or all that belong to that class: as, "the Thames is a
river;" "the Rbine and the Danube are rivers."

Comnlon terms, therefore, are called "predicables"
(viz. affirmatively predicable), from their capability of be
ing affirmed of others: a singular term, on the contrary,
may be the Subject of a proposition, but never the Predi
cate, unless it be of a ,negative proposition; (as, e. g. tbe
first-born of Isaac was not Jacob;) or, unless the ~ubject

and predicate b,e only two expressions for the same indi
vidual object; as in some of the above instances.

. The process by which the mind arrives at'
Abltraction e

~d.lenera1- the notions expressed by these "common" (or
uatioD. e

In popular language, "general") terms, is pro-
perly called Generalization; though it i,s usually (and
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truly).said to be t~e business of ah8tr~tion; for Generali
zation is ODe of the purposes to which Abstraction is ap

. plied: when we draw off, and contemplate ,eparately, any
part· of an object presented to the lDind, disregarding the
rest of it, we are said to ableTact tbat part. Thus, a per-

. son might, when a rose was before bis eyes or mind, make
the scent a distinct object of attention, laying aside all
thought of the color, form, ~c.; anu thus, even though it
were the only rose he had ever met with, he ~ou]d be
employing the faculty of Abstraction; but if, in contem
plating ,everal objects, and finding that they agree in cer
tain points, we abs~ract the circumstances of agreement,
disregarding the differences, and- give to all and each of
these objec,ts a name applicable to them in respect of this
agreement, i. e. a comnlon name, as " rose," we aloe then
.said to generalize. Abstraction, therefore, does Dot
necessarily imply Generalization, though Generalization
implies Abstraction.

l\'luch needless difficulty has been raised respecting tbe
results of this process; many having contended, and per
haps more having taken for granted, that there must be
some. roony existing tking,* corresponding to each of
those general or comn:'0n terms, and of which such term
is the name, standing for and representing it; e. g.o that as
there i9 a really existing Being corresponding to the pro
per name, "lEtna," and signified by it, so the cornlnon
term "mountain," must have some one really existing
thing corresponding to it, and of course diltinct from each
individual mountain (since the term is not singular but
comnlon), yet existing in each, since the term is applica-

• See the subjoined Di88crtatioDJ Book IV. Chap. v.
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ble to each of them.. " When Ulany diWereQt meD,". it is
said, "are at the same time. thinking or speaking about a
mountain, i. e. not auy particular one, but 8 mouotai...,gel}-.
erelly, their olinda mull be all employed on .omethiag;
which must also be Q1Ie thing, and not seve..al, apd yet
canoot be anyone individual :" and hence a vast train of
mystical disquisitions about Ideas, 4'"c. b68 arisen, which
are at best nugatory, and tend to obscure our view of
the process which actually takes plaee in the mind.
NotiOM ex~ The fact is, the notion expressed by a COlI)

preued by moo term is merely an inadequate (or iocom-commOD
torlDl. plete) Dotion of an individual; and from the
very circUIIlstance of its inadequ8«y, it will apply equally

, ~ell to anyone of several in~iyiduals :. e. g. if I olnit the
mention and the consideration of every circumst-.Dce

which distinguishes lEtna from any other mountain, I then
form a notioll (expressed by the common term," mOtH)
tain ") which inadequately designates lEtua ~ (i. e. which
does Dot ilnply any of its peculiarities), Bod is equally ap
plicable to any 003 of several other individuals.

Generalization, it is plain, may be indefinitely extended
by a fUl·tber abstraction applied to common &erms: e. g.
as by abstraction from the term " Socrat~s" we obtaio the
comlDon tern) "Philosopher;" so, from "philOsophert"
by a similar process, we arrive at 'the rnore general term
" man; " from " loan" we adv~nce to " animal," ¥c.

The employment of this .faculty at pleasure has beeD
regarded, aDd perhaps with good reason, as the character
istic distinction of the human mind from that of the Brutes.
We B.re thus enabled oot ooly to separate, 8Jld consider
singly one part of an object presented to the mi~d,. but also
to fix arbitrarily.upon whatever part we please, accor~g a~
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may suit the purpose we happen to have in view; e. g. any
individual person to whom we may direct. our atteDtion,
may be considered eitber in a political point of view, and ac
cordingly refe"rred to the class of Merchant, Farmer~ Law
yer, ~c. as the case may be ; or physiologicaJJy, 8S Negro
or White-man; or theologically, as Pagan or Christian, Pa
pist or Protestant; or geographical.ly, as European, Ameri
can; 4-c. ~c. And so, in respect of any thing else that olay
be the subject of our reasoning': we arbitrarily fix upon
and abstract that point whicb is essential to the purpose in
hand; so that the sarne object may be referred Di1t8rent abo

to various different classes, according to the oc- g~:t:::

casi~n. Not, of course, that we are aJIowed. to lame. object.

refer any thing to a class to which it does not really be
long; which would be pretending to abstract from it
somethiog that was no part of it; but that we arbitrarily
fix on any part of it whicb we choose to abstract from the
rest.

It is importaDt to notice this, because meo are often dis
posed to consider each object as reaJlyand properly be
longing to some ODe class aJone,* from their having been
accustomed, in the_ course of their own pursuits, to COD

sider, io one point of view only, things which may with
equal propriety be considered in other points of view also :
i. e. referred to various Classes, (or predicates.) And this
is that which chiefly constitutes what is called narrowness
of-mind: e. g. a m,ere botanist might be astonished· at
hearing such plants as Clover and" Lucerne included', in
1I1e language of a fa~mer, under the' term "grasses,"
wbich he has been accustomed to limit to a \ribe of plaots

* See the subjoined Di.ertatioD, Book IV. Chap. v.
4*
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widely different in all botanieal characteristics; and the
Blere fumer. might be DO less surprised to find the trouble-

some" weed," (as. he bas been aecustomed to
DUf'prent •
JI!lOde••of ...... call .t,) known by the Dame of Couch-grass,
.ilcauoo.. I ·and which he bas been used to c ass With net-
tles and thistles, to which it bas no botanical aiinityt rank
ed by the botanist as a species of Wheat, (TntiCtltA Be
peRI.) And yet neither of these classificatioDs is in itself
erroneous or irrational; thougb it would be absurd, in a
botanical treatise, to class plants acCording to their agricul
tural use ; or, in aD' agricultural treatise, according to tbe
structure of their Bowers.

The utility of these considerations, with a view to tbe
present subject, will be readily estimated, by recurring to
the aCCouDt which bas beeD already given of the process
of reasoning ; the analysis of which shows, tbat it coosills in
referring the ternl we are speaking of to some class, ftz••
middle term; whicb term again is referred to or excluded
from (as the case may be) another class, .iz. the term
which we wisb to affirm or deny of the subject of the eoD~

elusion. So that the quality of our reasoning in Rny case
must tlepend on our being able correctly, clearly, and
promptly, to IIbstrtJd froRI the subject in question that
wllicb may furnish a Middle-term suitable to the occa
sion.

The imperfect and irregular sketch which has bere
been attempted, of the logical system, may suffice (even
though some parts of it should not be at once fully under
Mood by those who are entirely strangers to the study) CO

poiot out tbe general drift 8Dd purpose of the science, and
to render the details of it both more interesting and more
iDtelligible. The analytical fonn, whicb bas here been
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adopted, is, generally ~peakiDg, better suited for ifttrodut>

irag 8ny science in tbe plainest and most interesting form ;
though the $yothetical, which will henceforth be emploJ'ed,

• is the more regular, and the more compendious form for
storing it up in the memory.



BOOK II.

SYNTHETICAL COMPENDIUM.

CHAP. I. - Of the Operatio1&8 of the Mind and oj Terma.

OperatloD8 or THERE are three operations of the mind
the mind. which are immediately concerned in argument;
1st. Simple Apprebension; 2d. Judgment; 3d. Dis
couse or Reasoning.*
8impl.ap- 1st. Simple-apprehension is the notion (or
prehenaioD. conception) of any object in the mind, analogous
to the perception. of the senses. It is either Incomplex or
Complex: Iocomplex Apprehension is of one object, or
of several without any relation being perceived between

* ~ogical writers have in general beguD by laying down that
there are, in 411, three operations of the mind: (in Uni"er81&tI&
tres) an assertion by no means incontrovertible, and which, if
admitted, is nothing to the present purpose; our business is
with a.rgumentation, and the operations of the miDd implied in
that; what others there may be, or whether any, are irrelevant
questions.

The opening of a treatise with a statement respectiDg the
operations of the mind universally, tends to foster the prevailing
error (from which probably the minds of the writers were Dot
exempt) of supposing that Logic proresses to teach" the use or
the mental faculties in general;" - the "right U8~ of reason,"
accordiDI( to Watts.
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them, as of "a mao," U a horse," "cards:" complex is
of several t;t'ith luch a relation, .8 of " a man on horse
back," " a pack of cards." .

2~. Judglneot is the comparing toget~er in
the mind t\VO of the Dotions (or ideas.) whicb Jadpleat.

are the objects of Apprehension, whether complex or in
complex, aod pronouncing that they agree or duagre.
with each other : (or that one of them belong' or does not
belong to the other.) Judgmeot, therefore, is either

ajJirrAatitJe or ftegati"e.
. 3d. Reasoning (or discourse) is the act of .

• DllOODne.
proceeding from one Judgmeot, to another
fotlntJed upon that oDe, (or the result of it.)

§ 2.
Language affords the lignl by which these~

operations of the mind are expressed and com
municated. AD act of apprehension expressed in lan
guage, is called a term; an act of judgment, a propoft
_; an act of retUoningt ao argument ; (which, when

regularly expressed, is a syllogism;) as, e. g~

" Every dispeDSatioD ofProvidence is beDeficial ;
AtBictions are dispensations of ProvideDce,
Therefore they are beneficial: "

is a Syllogism; (the act of reasoning being indicated by
the word "therefore,") it consists of three propolitio'll8J

each of which bas (necessarily) two tenru, as "benefi
cial," " dispensations of Providence," 4-e.*

• In iDtroc1aeiog tbe mention of ""'page previously to the
adDition of Legic, I haft departed from eltablished practice,
ill order that it may be c1euly 1Dldentood, that Logic is etItiNI.f
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I.language is employed for various purposes:
Terms. h' f h· . ·
Propos.itions•. e. g. t e provInce 0 an lstorlan IS to convey
8yllogllms.. • f

1,nformatl,on; 0 ail orator, to persuade, ~.
Logic is concerned with it only when employed' for the
purpose of reasoning, (i. e. in order to convince;) and
whereas, in reasoning, terms are liable to be indistinct;
(i. e. without any clear, determinate Dleaning,) proposi
tions to be false, and arguments inconclusive, Logic un
dertakes directly and completely to guard against tAu
last defect, and, incidentally and in a. certain degree,
against the others, as far as can be done by the proper
we of language: it is, therefore, (when regarded as an
art *) "the ~~rt of employing language properJy for tbe

purpose of Reasoning." Its importance no one can rjghtly
estimate who has not long and attentively considered how

much our thoughts are influenced by expressions, and how

much error, perplexity, and labor, are occasioned by a

faulty use of language.

con"eraant about language: a truth which most writers on the
subject, if indeed they were fully aware of it themselves, have
certainly not taken due care to impress on their readers. Al
drich's definition of Logic, for instance, does not give any hint
of this.

* It is to be observed, however, that as a ,C'ieme is conversaDt
about knowledge on.ly, an art is the application of knowledge to

practice: hence Logic (as well as any other system of knowl
edge) becomes, when applied to practice, an art; while con~

fined to the theory of reasoning, it is strictly a ,cience: a~d it is
as such that it occupies the higher place in point of dignity,
since it professes to develop 'some of the most interesting and
curious intellectual phenomena. It is Burely strange, therefore,
to find in a treatise on Logic, a distinct dissertation to prove
that it is an Art, and flO' a Science!
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A s)yllogism being, 8S aforesaid, resolvable into three
propositions, and each proposition containing two terms; .
of these terms, that wbich is spoken of is ca'lled the ,ub-
ject; that which is said of it, tbe predicate; and the'se
two Bre called the terms (or extrenles), because, logically,
the Subject is placed first, and the Predicate last: and,
in the middle, the Copula, which indicates tbe act of judg
ment, 8S by it tbe Predicate is affirnled or denied of the
Subject. T~e Copula must be eitber IS or IS NOT, tbe
substantive verb being tbe only verh recognised by Logic:
aU otbers are resolvabJe, by nleans of the verb, " to bet"
'and a participle or adjective: e. g. "the Romans con
quered :" the word conquered is both copula and predi
cate, being equivalent to "were (Cop.) ",idorio~,"

(Pred.) *
§ 3.

It is evident, that a- Term may consist either of one
Word or of several; and that it is not every word that is
categorematic, i. e. capable of being employed Catepre

by itself as a Te~m. Adverbs, Prepositions, o/c. matico

* It is proper to observe, that the copulo., as such, has no rela
tion to time; but expresses merely the agreement or disagree
ment of two given terms: hence, if any other tmae of the
substantive verb, besides the present, is used, it is either to be
understood -as the same in sense, (the ditrerence of tense being
regarded 8S a matter of grammatical convenience only;) or
else, if the circumstance of time really do modify the 8eme of
the whole proposition, 10 as to make the use of that tense an
essential, then, this circumstance is to be regarded as a part of
one of the terms: "tJI thtJt time," or some such expression, being
understood. Semetimes the substantive verb is both copula
and predicate; i. e. where existence only is predicated: e. g.
Deul ute
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and also NouDs in any other cue besides the oominarive,
..,.~ are 'gnaaegorewJtic, i. e. can OQly form put
_tic. f A ··N bb·. 0 a term. nomlnati'e ouo may e 1'"
I8If a term. A Verb (all except the substantive verb

used as the copula) is a~d word, being re
solvable into the Copula and Predicate, to

which it is equivalent; and. indeed, is often so resolved
in the mere rendering out ot one language ioto aoother;
as "ip,e ode,t," "he is present." It is to be observed,
however, that under" verb," we do not include the In
finitive, which is properly a Noun-sub~tantive, nor the
Participle, which is a NouD-adj~ctive. They are tJeFbaU;
being related to their respective verbs in respect of U
"AiRg, they lignify: but not verb" inasmuch as they dilfer
entirely in their mode of lignifi£ation. It is wortb ob
serving, that an Infinitive (though it often comes last in the
sentencej is never the predicat~, ex.cept when another In
finitive is the Subject: e. g.

.ubj. pred.

" I hope to succeed:" i. e. "to succeed is ~hat I ho~."

It is to be observed, a~so, that in English there are t\Vo
infinitives, one in ";,ng," * tbe saine in souod and spelling
as the participle present, from which, however, it sbould

* Grammarians have produced much needless perplexity by
speaking of the partiei.ple in "ing," being employed 80 and 80 ;

when it is manifest that that very employment of the word COD

.titutes it, to all intents aDd purpose., an i'lfinitiN aDd Dot a pat
ticiple. The advantage of abe infinitive in trag, ia, that it ma,
be lIHd either iii the Dominative or ia any oblique case; Dot,
U lGIDe suppose that it neceLWarily i..nea a Aabit; e. 6. "See
iJlr i. believing:" "there is glory in d1iDc for ODe'. COUDtry : ,t

"a labit of oblervin,," "",.
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be carefully distiDguisbed; e. g. "riliDg early is health
ful," aDd "it is healthful to, rile early," are equivaIeDt4!
In tbis, aDd in many other cases, the English word IT
lMnes as a repruentatitle of the subject when that is pat
last: e. g.

pled. I.bj.

" It ill to be hoped that~ succeed."

An adjective (including participles) caonot, by itself, be
made the subject of a proposition; but is often e~ployed

as a predicate: as "Crassus was rich;" thongh some
choose to consider some substantive as understood in eve-
ry such case, (e. g. rich man,) and consequently do Dot
reckon adjectives among Simple terms; (i. e. words which
are cap,ble, singly, of being eDlployed as terms.) This,
however, is a question of no practical consequence; but
I have thought it best to adhere to Aristotle's mode of
statement. (See his Categ.)

Of Simple-terms, then, (which are what the I!imple

first part of Logic treats of) there are many terma.

divisions; of which, however, one will be sufficient for
the present purpose; t1iz. into lingular and common; be
eaus,e, though any terln wbatever may be a IUqject, DODe
but a common term can be affirmatively predicated of ,ewe
raT, others. A singular term stands for one in- Sinptar

di"wual, as "Cresar," "the Thames," (these, ~ma~OIl
it is plain, cannot be said [or predicated] af-
firmatively, of any thing but themselves.) A common
term stands for several individuals, (which are called ita
.ifieatu): i. e. caD be applied to any of them, as com

. preheDding them in its lingl& ,ign!fieatUm; as "mao,"
"river," "great."

5



foer who bas gone through the ADalytical {)gt..

~w be 'enabled to proceed to the Secood and
_-_-'-'uupters either with or without the study of the

remainder or what is usually placed in the First Chapter,
and which is subjoined as a Supplement. See Chap. Y.

BLEllBNTS OF LOGIC. [~IL

CHAP. II. - Of Propo,ition,.

~ 1.

The second part of Logic treats of the propolition;
which is, "Judgment wpru,ed in words."
DeAni~i'!D ~ A Prop~sition is defi~ed logically * "a len-
propolltlon. • d·· ". ffi· ·tence In "cat~'Ve, I. e. a rIDing or denying;
(this excludes commands and quutions.) " Sentence"
being the genus; aod "Indicative" the dijference, this
definition expresses the whole essence; and it relates en
tirely to the word, of a proposition. With regard to the
flUJtter, its property is to be trtle or folie. Hence it must
Dot be amhiguotU (for that which bas more than one
meaftiftg is in reality ,et'eral propositions), Dor imp6rfect,
nor ungrammatical, for such an expression has no mean
ing at all.

Since the ,uh,ta.fI,ce, (i. e. genu, t or material part) of
a Proposition is, that it is a ,eJltmcB; and since every
DiM~ ,entence (whether it be a propolititm or not)
pro,. · may be expressed either ablOlutelg, t or un-

• See Chap. v. §6. t Ibid, i 3.
t AI, "C.IU deHned death ;" "did Celar delerve death?"
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der an AypotlauU,* on this we (ouod thE!.. division t of
propositions according to their IUb'~lJlIee; t11z.
• ..-~__J 1. ,1...... l And 8ubltance.
IOto CtJtegurraMI and tlypotllCtlCG. • -ge-."
DUS is said to be predicated in quid (what), it is by the
members of this division that we answer the quesuon, UJ1tat
is this proposition? (qua e8t- propositio.) Answer, Cate
gorical or Hypothetical.

Categorical propositions are subdivided into pure, which
asserts ,imply or purely, that the subject does or does not
agree with the predicate, and modal, which expresses in
what mode (or manner) it agrees; e. g. "an intemperate
mao will be sickly;" "Brutus killed C;esar ;" are pure.
"An intemperate mao will prohably be sickly;" "Bru
tus killed Cmsa"r ju.tly ;" are modal. At pre&eDI we

speak only of pure categorical 'propositions.
It being the differenti4 t of a propo,ition that it ajJirrlu

or de1lies, and its properly to be true: or faue; and Dif
ferentia being predicated in quale quid" Property in quale,
we hence form another division of propositions, fJiz. ac-
cording to their quality, into Affirmative and .
'a.~ • (I- h· h Z·"~ 1._ QualIty.
J. egat,/ve, W l1C IS t e qua ziy 0., t/~ expres-
.,ion, and therefore, in Logic: essential), and into True and
False (which is the quality of the matter, and therefore .
a.ccidental.) An Affirmative proposition is one whose co~

pula is affirmative, as "birds fly;" "not to advance is
to go back;" a Negative proposition is one whose caputa
is negative, as "man is not perfect;" "no miser is
happy."

* As, "if Cesar was a tyrant, what did he deserve?'~ "Was
Cesar a hero or a villain? " " If Cesar was a tyrant, he de
served death; " "He was either a hero or a villain."

t See Chap. v. § 5. t Ibid. § 3.
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Another division * of propositions is accord-
Qaaatity. -

ing to their quantity (or extent:) if the predi-
cate is said of the uilwle of the subject, the proposition is
UnitJer,al: ~f of a part of it on]y, the proposition is Par
ticular (or partial ;) e. g. "~ng]and is an island;" "all
tl"rants are miserable;" "no miser is rroh;" are U""i
"ersal propositions, and their subjects are therefore said
to be distributed, being understood to stand, each, for tke
tD1&ole of i.ts Significates: but, "lome islands are fertile; "
"all tyrants are not assassinated;" are Particular, and
their subjects, consequently, not diBtributed, being take~

to stand for a part only of their Significates.
As every proposition must be either .I1jJirmatifJe or

NegatifJe, and must also be either universal or particular,
we reckon, in all, four kinds of pure categorical propo
sitions, (i. e. considered as to their quantity and quality
60th;) "iz. Universal Affirmative, whose symbol (used for
brevity) is .IJ. ; Universal Negative, E ; Particular Affirma
tive, I; Particular Negative, o.

§ 2.

When the subject of a proposition is a Common-terID,
. the universal signs (" all, no, every,") are used to indi

cate that it is distributed, (and the proposition consequent
ly is universal;) the particular sigm (" some, ~c.") the
contraty; should there be no sign at all to the common
term, the quantity of the proposition (which is called an
Jndefinite propo'sition) is ascertained by the matter; i. e.
the nature of the connexion between the extremes: which
is either Necessary, 1mpossible, or Contingent. In neces-

• See Chap. v. § 5.
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sary and in impossible matter, aD Indefinite is .
• • Indefinite••

under,tood all a U1noer8a~: e. g. "bIrds have
wings;" i. e. all: "birds are not quadrupeds;" i. e.
none: in contingent matter, (i. e. where the terms pardy
(i. e. sometimes) agree, and partly not) an Indefinite is
understood -as a particular; e. g. "food is necessary to
life ;" i. e. some food; "birds sing;" i. e. lome do;
" birds are not carnivorous ;" i. e. ,ome are Dot, or, all
are not.*

As for lingular propositions, (viz. those BiD~Jar pro-

h ·· · h posItIons.
W ose subject IS elt er a proper Rome, or a

\

common term with a singular sign,) they are reckoned as
Universals, (see Book IV. Ch. iVa ~ 2.) because in them
we speak of the whole of the subject; e. g. when we say,
",Brutus was'a Roman," we mean, the whole of Brutus:
this is the general rule; but ~on)e singular propositions
may fairly be reckoned particular; i. e. wben some qual
ifying word is inserted, which indicates that you are not
speaking of the ""hole of the subject; e. g. "Cresar was
not whoUy ~ tyrant;" "this Olan is occasionally intem·

perate;" "Don omnil moriar." t
At It is very perplexing to the learner, and needlessly so, to

reckon lf1deJinitu as ODe clus of propositions in respect of quan
tity. They must be either universal or particular, though it is
Dot tkd4red which. Such a mode or classification resembles
that or INIle grammarians, who, among the Genders, enumerate
the doubVul~!

t It is Dot meaDt that these may Dot be, and that, the most
Daturally, accounted Universals·; but it is only by viewing them
in the other light, that we can regularly state the Contradictory
to a Singular proposition. Strictly speaking, when we regard
nch propotitioDi as admitting of a variation in Q,uantity, they

. are Dot properly considered as 8ing~lar; the subject being,
e. g. Dof Ccuar, but the pam of his character.

6*
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It is evident, that the lU~ect is dutribute~ in evert
universal proposition, and never in a partieular ; (that'

r being the very differeoce between universal and particular
propositions:) but the distribution or Don-distribution of
the predicate, depends (not on the quantity, but) on
the quality, of the proposition; for, if Bny part of the pre
dicate agrees with the subject, it must be affirmed and Dot

den¥tl of the subject; therefore, for an affirmative pro~
sition to be true, it is suJTu;ient that some part of the predi
cate agrees with the subject; and (for the same reason)
for a negative to be true, it is necessary that the wAole of
the predicate should disagree with the subject: e. g. it is
true that ""learning is useful," though the whole of the
term "useful" does not agree with the term "learning,"
(for many things are useful besides learning,) but "DO

vice is useful," would be false, if any part of the term
" useful)' agreed with tbe term "vice;" (i. e. jf you
could find anyone useful thing which was a vice.) The
two practical rules then to be observed respecting distribu-.
tion, are,

1st. A11 universal propositions (and DO particular) dis
tribute tbe subJect.

2d. All "t.gatit1e (and no affirmative) the predicate.*

• Hence, it is matter of common remuk, that it is difticult
to pro,e a Negative. At mit light this appears very obviou8,
from the circumstance that a negative hu one more Term dis
tributed than the corresponding. Affirmative. But then, .pin~
a di1Iiculty may be felt in accounting for this, inasmuch a aD1
Negative may be expre.ed (as we shall lee prelently) u an
AJlirmative, and eiee .en4. The proposition, e. g. that "such a
ODe i8 DOt in the ToWll," might be e%preaed by the Ole of an
equivalent tenD, "he is absent &om the Town." I

The fact is, however, that in eyery cue where the ObM"....
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It may happen indeed, that the whole of the predicate
in an affirmative may agree with the subject;. e. g. it is
equany true, that "all men are rational animals;" and
" aU ration al" animals are men:" but this is merely acci
dental, and is not at all implied in theform of e~pre'fton,

which alone is regarded in Logic.*

Of Oppontion.

§ 3.

Two propositions are said to be oppostd to each other,
when, having the same subject and predicate, tbey differ,
in quantity, 01- quality, or both.t It is evident, that with
any -given subject and' predicate, you may state four dis-

tion as to the difficulty of pro'Ving a Negative holds good, it
will be found that the proposition in question in contrasted with
one which has really a term the les8, distributed, or a term of
leu extensive seBSe. E. G. It is easier to prove that a man has
proposed wise measures, than that he has never proposed an
unwise measure. In met, the one would be, to prove that
"Some of his measures ~re wise;" the other, that "All his
measures are wise." And numberless such examples are to be
found.

But it will very often happen that there shall be Negative
propositions much more easily established than certain Affirma
tiye onel on the same subject. E. G. That" The cause orani
mal-heat is ROt respiration," hu been established by experi
ments; but tJih,at the cause V, remains doubtful. See Note to
Chap. III. § 5. .

• When, howeyer, a Singular Term i. the Predicate, it·mUlt,
ofcourse, be co-exteDlive with the subject; u "RomulUl wu
the founder of Rome."

t For Opposition of 2mu, He Chap. V.



66 ELEMENTS OF LOGIC. [BoOK II.

tinct propositions, "iz. A, E, I, and 0; any two of which
are said to be opposed; hence tbere are four different kinds
of opposition, viz. 1st. the tw~ universals (A and E) are
Contraries. called contraries to each other; 2d. the two par
~::~Dtra. ticular, (I and 0) ,ubcontraries; 3d. A and I,
Subalterns. or E and 0, subalterris; 4th. A and 0, or E
~:tradicto. and (, contradictories.

As it is evident, that the truth or falsity of any proposi
tion (its quantity and quality being known) nlust depend
on tbe ~natter of it, we IDust bear in mind, tbat, "in neces
sary matter all ajJirlnativeB are true, and negatives false;
in impossible matter, vice t1erla; in contingent matter, all
tlni~ersals false, and particular' true;" (e. g. "all isl
ands (or sOlne islands) are surrounded by water," must be
true, because the matter is necessary: to s~y, "no islands,
or some - not, ~c." would have been fal'5e: again,
" lome islands are fertile;" ",ome are not fenile," are
both true, because it is Contingent l\fatter: put" all'" or
." no," instead of "some," and the propositions will be' .
false.) Hence it will be evident, that Contraries will be
bothfalu in Contingent matter, but never botA true: Sub
contraries, both true in Contingent matter, but never both
falae: Contradictories always 01le troe and the other.{GIBe,
~c. with other observations, which will be immediately
made on viewing the scheme; in which the four proposi
tions are denoted by their symbols, the different kinds of
flliJtter by the initials, D, i, c, and the t,·uth or fal8ity of
each proposition in each matter, by the letter v. for (f1enma)
true, f. for (faZsum) false.
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----subeontraries----

E.
£n.
v. i.
£ c.

ene
Q)
~

gJ

~m

tn.
v. i.
v.c.

O.

----eontrarie8-----

By a careful study of this scheme, bearing in mind, and
applying the above ~u)e concerning matter, the learner
will easily elicit all the maxims relating to opposition; as
that, in the Subalterns, the truth of the particular (which
is called tbe auhalternate) follows from the truth of the uni
versal (8ubalternaw), aod the falsity of -the universal from
the falsity ofthe particular: tbat Subalterns differ in quan
tity alone; Contraries, and also Subconlraries, in quality
aloRe; Contradictories, in both: and bence, tbat if any
proposition is known to be true, we infer that its Contra..
dictory is false; if false, its Contradictory true, ~c,
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oj ContJern01l.

§4.

[BooK II.

A proposition is said to be conwerted when its terms are
traftSpo,ea; i. e. when the subject is IDade the predicate,
and the predicate the subject: when D-.olbing more is dOD,e,
this is called simple conversion. No conversion is em
ployed for any logical purpose, unless it be illatit1e; * i. e.
when the truth of the Converse is implied by the truth of .
the Exposito, (or proposition given;) e. g.

"No virtnous man is a rebel, thtrifore
No rebel is a virtuous man."

" Some boasters aTe cowards, tlrInlrire
Some cowardS are bouters.»

nlative COD- Conversion can tben only be illative when
.erlion. no term is distributed in the Cont1er,e, UJl&icll
fDa, not distributed in the Exposita: (for if that be done,
you will eOlp]oy a term universally in the Converse,
which was only used partially in the Exposita.) Hence,
as E distributes both terms, and I, neither, these proposi
tions may be ill~tively converted in the simple m·anner;
(vide § 2.) But 8S A does not distribute the predicate,
its simple conversion would not be illative ; (e. g. from
" all birds are animals," you cannot infer that" all anianals
are birds,") as there would be a term distributed in the
converse, which was 110t, before. We must therefore

* The reader Qlust not suppose from the use of the word .
"illative," that this conversion is. a process of reaaoning: it is in
fact only stating the same Judgment in another form•.
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limit it, qlUJRtity fro~ uDivenal to partieu)ar, aDd the
Conve~sioD will be illative: (e. g. ",ome animals are
birds;") this might be fairly named conversion by limi
tation; but is commonly called " Convernon ConvenioD

per accitkn,." E may thus be converted also. per aceW-.

But in 0, whether the quantity be cbanged or not, there
will still be a term (Pte predicate of the converse) distri
buted, which was Dot before: you caD therefore only con
vert it ilJatively, by changing tbe quality; i. e. considering
die negative as attached to the predicate imteaa of to the
copula, and thus regarding it 8S I. ODe of tile terms will
then Dot be the same a~ before; but the proposition will
~ equipollent (i. e. convey the same meaning); e. g.
"some lnembers of the university are Dot learned :" you
may consider" fiot-learned" 8S the predi~ate, instead of
" learned;" the proposition will then be I, and of course
may be simply converted, " some who are not learoed are
members of the university." This may be oatned con
\'ersion by negation; or as it is com.monly called, by
Conua-poti. contra-pontio7&.· A may also be fairly con-
tiOD. • the. verted In IS way, e. g.

" Every poet is a man of geniul; tlerefore
He who is not a man of genius is not ... poet:
(or," None but a man of genius can be a poet;"
or, " a man ofgem. alone can be a poet.")

For (since it is the same thing to affirm some attribute of
the subject, or to deny the ab,ence of that attribute} the

• No mention is made by Aldrich of this kind of conversion;
but it hu been thought adtiahle ,to iD8ert it, u being in rre
quellt tII9, ad al80 u heiDg employed in tlU. treatise for the
dilect reduction of Baroko aad Bobrclo.

... I
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original proposition is precisely equipollent to this,

lubj. pred.
r---\ , ,

" No poet is not-a-man-of-genius ; "

which, beiog E~ may of course be simply converted.
Thus, in ODe of these tbree ways, every proposition may
be illatively converted: viz. E, 1, limply; .11, 0, b~negtI

tiIm; 11, E, by limitation.
Note, that as it was remarked that, iD some affirmatives,

tbe whole of the predicate does actually agree with the
subject, so, when this is the case, aod is granted to be so,
A may be illatively cooverted, simply; but this is an acci
dental circumstance. In a ju,' Definition, this is always
the case; for th~re the terms being ututlyequi"tJlent (or,
as they are called, co,."ertible terms) it is 00 matter which
is made the subject, .aod which the predicate, e. g. "a
gOC?d government is that which bas tbe happiness of the
governed for its object;" if this be a right definition, it
will follow that" a government which has the happine.
of the govemed {or its object is a g~ one." Most pro
positions in mathematics are of this description: e. g.

" All equilateral triangle. are equiangular;" and
" All equiangular triauglea are equilateral."

CUj.P. III. - OfArgument,.

§ 1.
The third opentioa of the mind, vis. tWUOtaitag, (or

discourse) expressed in words, is IJrgumetIt ; and aD ..
meat stated atluU kngtA, and in its regular forM, is called
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a .,llogism : the tbird part of Logic therefore treats of the
syllogism. Every Argument 1= consists of two .

tb h· h · _J d b SyUo....m.parts; at W Ie u prOfJf:a; an t at by mean,
of which it is proved: the former is called, before it is
proved, the question; when proved, the concltuion (or
inference;) that which is used to prove it, if stated lQ.8t, (as
is ofte~ done in common discourse,) is called the reason
and is introduced by" becawe," or some other cawal
conjunction ; (e. g. " Cresar deserved death, becQwe he was
a tyrant, and all tyrants deserve death." If the conclusion
be stated last, (which is the strict logical form, to which
all Reasoning may be reduced,) then that which is em
ployed to prove it is called the premises,t and the Con
clusion is then introduced by some illative conjunction, as
" therefore," e. g.

" All tyrants dese"e death :
Cmsa~ was a tyrant;
therefore he deserved death." t

* I mean, in the strict technical sense; for in popular use the
word "Argument" is often employed to denote the latter of
these two parts alone: e.g." This is an Argument to prove 80 and
so;" "this conclusion is established by the Argument:" i. ,
Premises. - See Appendix, No. I. art. .I1rgummt.

t Both the premises together are sometimes called the .,.,,-
cedent. .

t It may be, observed that the definition here given of an
ugument is in the co~mon treatises of logic laid down as the
definition of a .yUogi8m; a word which I have confined to a
more restricted seuse. There cannot evidently be any~
Bent, whether regularly or irregularly expressed, to which the
definition given by Aldrich, for instance, would Dot apply; 80
that he appears to employ "syllogism" as synoDymou8 with
" argument." But besides that it, is clearer and more conV8D-.

6

.4 I
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Since, then, an argument is an expression in Definition or
/which from lomething laid down and granted Arpment.

Q,I true (i. e. the Premise') something else (i. e. the Con
elUlion, beyond this mUlt be admitted to be true, as follow
inK nece,sarily (or resulting) from the other; and since
Logic is wbolly concerned in the use of language, it fol
lows that a Syllogism (which is an argument stated in a
regular logical form) must be U an argument so Definition or
expressed, that the ~onclusiveDess of it is mani- Syllogism.

fest from the mere force of tke ezprusion," i. e. without
considering the meaning of the temu: e. g. in this syllo
gism, "y is X, Z is Y, th~re{ore Z is X," the conclu
sion is inevitable, whatever terms X, Y, aod Z, respec
tively are understood to stan~ for. And to this form all
legitimate arguments IDay ultimately be brought.

§ 2.

•

AriItotle'.
dictum.

The rule of axiom, (commonly called "dic
tum de omni et nullo,") by which Aristotle ex-

ient, when we have these two words at hand, to emplQy them in
the two seDses respectively which we want to express, the truth
is, that in 10 doing I have actually conformed to Aldrich's prac
~e: for he generally, if not always, employs the term "!/UogVm
in the very sense to which I have confined it: mz. to denote an
argument stated in regular logical,Jorm; 88, e. g. in a part of his
work (omitted in the late editions) in which he is objecting to a
certain pretended 8Yllogism in the work of another writer, be
.ays, ., valet certe 'argumentum; 8YUoginnuB tamen est faIsissi
mus," &e. Now (waiving the exception that might be taken
at this use of "falNaimuB," nothing being, strictly, true or
ralse, but a proposition) it is plain that he limits tht) word " syllo
rwn" to the sense in which it is here defined, and is CODle

quently inconsistent with his own definition of it.
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plains the validity of this argument, is this: "whatever it
predicated ofa term distributed, whether a;DirmatifJely or
negati'IJely, may be predicated in like manner of every thing
contained under it." Thus, in the examples above, X is
predicated of Y ·distributed, and Z is contained under Y
(i. e. is its subject).i therefore X is predicated of Z: so
" all tyrants," 4'"c. (p. 61.) This rule lDay be ultimately
applied to all arguments; (and their validity ultirnately
rests 011 their conformity thereto ;) but it cannot be directly
and immediately applied to all even of pure categorical
syllogisols; for the sake of brevity, therefore, some other
axioms are commorJly applied in practice, to avoid the
occ~iona] tediousness of reducing all syllogisms to that
form in which Aristotle's dictum is applicable.*

We will speak first of pure categorical "syllogisms; and
the axioms or canons by which their validity is to be ex
plained : tJ·iz. first, if two terms agree with one and the same

* Instead of following Aldrich's arrangement, in laying down
first the canons which apply to aU the figures of categorical
syllogisms, and then going back to the "dictum of Aristotle,"
which applies to only one of them, I have pursued what appears
a simpler and more philosophical arrangement, and more likely
to impress on the learner's mind a just view of the science: eiz.
1st. to give the rule (Aristotle's dictom) which applies to ~e

most clearly and regularly-constructed argument, the Syllogism
in the first figure, to which all reasoning may be reduced; then
the canons applicable to all categoricals; then, those belonging
to the hypotheticals; and lastly, to treat of the Sorites; which
is improperly placed by Aldrich before the hypotheticals, By
this plan the province of strict Logic is extended as far 8S it can
be; every kind of argument which is of a syUogiltic character,
and accordingly directly cognizable by the·rules of logic, being
enume,ated iII natural order. .
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tAird, they agree with each other: secondly, if one term
agreu and another disagrees with one and the same third,
thue two di,agree /with each other. On the former of
these canons rests the validity of affirmative conclusions;
on the latter, of negative: for no categorical syllogism can
be faulty which does not violate these canons; none cor
rect which does: hence on these two canons are built the
rules or cautions which are to be observed with respect to
syllogisms, for the purpose ,of ascertaining whether those
canons have been strictly observed or not.

I st. Every syllogism has three, and only three lema:

m,z. the middle term, and the two terms (or extref1l8l, as
they are commonly called) of the Conclusion or Question.
Of these, 1st, the subject of the conclusion is called the
minor term;. 2d, its predicate, the major ttNn; and 3d,
the"middle term is that with which each of them is ..sep
arately compared, in order to judge of their agreement or
disagreenlent wjth each other. If therefore there were
two middle terms, the extreme. (or tenT18 of tAe conclu
,ion) not being both compared to the ,a,n~, could Dot be
conclusively cOlnpared to each other.

2d. E'very syllogism has three, and only three propon
tiof&s; viz. 1st, the major prefnias (in which the major
term is compared ~ith the middle;) 2d, the minorprenaiII
(in which the minor term is compared with tho middle;)
and 3d, the Conclusion, in which the Minor term is com
pared with the Major.

3d. Note, that if the middle term is ambiguous, there
Gre in reality two middle terml, in ,enlS, though but ODe in
,ouAd. An ambiguous middle term is either an equifJoctJl
term used in different sensei in the two premises ; (e. g.
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"Light is contrary to darkness;
- Feathers are ligkt; therefore

Feathers are contrary to darkness: ")

or a term not distributed: for as it is then used to stand
for a part only of its lignificatea, it may happen that one
of the extremes may have been conlpared with c1Ie part
of it, and the other wi th another pan of it; e. g.

" White is a color,
Black is a color; therefore
Black is white."-- Again"

" Some animals are beasts,
Some animals are birds; therefore
Some birds are beasts." .

The middle term therefore must be distributed once, at
lea,t, in the premises; (i. e. b1 being the subject of an
universal, or predicate of a negative, Chap. ii. § 2. p.52,)
and once is sufficient; since if' one extrelne has been
compare'd to a part of the middle term, and another to
the whole of it, they must have beeu both compared to
the .5'ame.

4th. No term must be d·~tributed in the conclusion
'Which was not distributed in one of the premises; for that
(which is caUed an illicit p..~cess either of the l\1ajor or
the Minor term) \vould be to employ the whole of a term
in the Conclusion, when you had employed only a part
of it in the Premiss; and thus, in reality, to introduce a
founh terln: e. g.

" All quadrupeds are animals,
A bird is Dot a quadruped; therefore
It is Dot an animal." Dllcit process of the major.

6th. From negative premises you can iWer nothing.
For in them the Middle is pronounced to disagree with

6*
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both extrteme,; not, to agree with both; or, to agree with
one, and disagree with the other; therefore they cannot
be cOlnpared together; e. g.

" A fish is not a quadruped;"
" A bird is not a quadruped," proves nothing.

6th. If one premiss be negative, the conclusion mu,t be
negative; for in that premiss the middle tern) is pro..
nounced to disagree with ooe of the extremes, and in the
other premiss (which of course is affirmative by the pre
ceding rule) to agree with the otber. extreme; therefore
the extremes disagreeing with each otber, the conclusion
is neg"ative. In the same manner it may be shown, that
to prove a n.,egative conclusion, one of· the Premuu mu,t be
tJ negative. .

* By these six rille~ all .Syllogisms are to be tried;
and front them it wilt be' evident, 1st, that nothing can
be proved from two particular Premises; (for you will
then have either the middle Term u'nilistributed, or an il
licit proces,: e. g.

" Some animals are sagacious:
Some beasts are not sagacious:
Some beasts are not animals."l

And, for the same reasoD, 2dly, that if one of the Premises
be particular, the conclusion must be particular; e. g.

* Aldrich has given t,velve rules, which I found might more
conveniently be reduced to six. No syllogism can be faulty
which violates none of these six rules. It is much less perplex
ingto a learner not to lay down as a distinct rule, ~at, e.~•
.,ainst particular pnmvu; which is properly a rUtIJt of the
foregoing; 8iD~ a syllogism with two particular premise. would
o1Fend ag&iDlt either R. 3, or R. 4.
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" All who fight bravely deserve reward;
Some soldiers fight bravely;" you can oDly infer that

" Some soldiers deserve reward: "

for to infer a universal Conclusion would be an illicit pro
cess of the minor. But from two universal Premises you
cannot always infer a universal Conclusion; e. g.

" All gold is precious,
All gold is a mineral: therefore
Som,.e mineral is precious."*

And even when we ean infer a universal, we are al
ways at liberty to infer a particular; since what is predi
cated of all may of C01J,r,e be predicated of some.

Of .Mood,.

§ 3.
When we designate the three propositions of a syllo

gism in their order, according to their respective quantity
and quality (i. e. their symboll), we are said to determine
the mood of the syllogism; e. g. the example just above,
" all gold, o/c." is in the mood A, A, I. As there are
four kinds of prop~itions, and three propositions in each
syllogism; all the possible wa}7S of combining these four,
(A, E, I, 0,) by threes, are sixty-four. For anyone of
these four may be the olajor premiss, each of tbese four
majors may have fQur different minors, and of these six
teen palrs of premises, each may have four different con-

I

• .Aldrich, by a straage oversight, has 80 eXpr888ed himself u
to imply (thaugh he could hardly mean it) that we alway. fIIGJ,
if we will, infer a universal conclusion from two universal
premises.
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elusions. 4 X 4 ( = 16) X· 4 =64. This is a mere
arithmetical calculation of the moods, without aoy regard
to the logical rules: for many of these moods are inad
missible in practice, frolu violating some of those rules;
e. g. the mood E, E, E, must be rejected as having
negative premises; I, 0, 0, for particular premisu; and
many others for the same faults; to which must be added
I, E, O~ for an illicit process of the major, in every
figure. By exan,ination then of all, it will be found that,

, of the sixty-four, tbere remain but eleven moods which
can be used in a legitimate syllogism, fJiz. A, A, A,
A, A, I, A, E, E, A, E, 0,· A, I, I, A, 0,0, E, A, E,
E, A, 0, E, I, 0, I, A, I, 0, A, 0.

Of Figure.

§ 4.

The Figure of a syllogism consists in the situation of
the Middle term with respect to the Extremes of the
Conclusion, (i. e. the major and minor term.) lVhen the

. Middle term is lDade the sulrjtct of tke major premiss,
and the predicate of the minor, that is called the first
Figure; (which is Car the most natural and clear of all,
as to this alone Aristotle's Dictum may be at once ap
plied.) In the second Figure the ~Iiddle term is tbe pre
ditate of both premises: in the third, the subJect of both:
in the fourth, the predicate of t/w Major premis" and the
-'ieet of the Minor. (This is the IDost awkward Bod

unnatural of all, being the very reverse of the first. )
Note, that the proper order is to place the Major premiss
{irlt, and the Minor ,econd; but this does Dot con,titute '
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the ]\fajor and Minor premises; for that premiss (wherever
placed) is the Major, which contai'ns the major term, and
the Minor, the minor (v. R.2. p. 74.) Each of the al
lowable moods mentioned above will not be allowable in
every Figure; sibce it may violate some of the foregoing
rules, in one Figure, though not in another: 8. g. I, A, I,
is an allowable mood in the third Figure; but in the first
it would have an undistributed middle.* So A, E, E,
would in the first Figure have an illicit proees, of tAt,

major, but is allowable in the second; and A, A, A, which
in the first Figure is allowable, would in the third have
an illicit prOCell of the minor: all which may be ascer
tained by. trying the different Moods in each figure, as per
scheme.

Let X represent the major term, Z the minor, Y the
~M~ \

1st Fig.
Y,X,
Z, Y,
Z,x,

2d Fig.
X, Y,
Z, Y,
Z, X,

3d Fig.
Y, X,
Y, Z,
Z, X,

4th Fig.
X, Y,

. Y, Z,
Z, x.

The Terms aloDe being here stated, the quantity and
quality of each Proposition (aod consequently the Mood
of the whole Syllogism) is left to be filled' up: (i. e. be
tween Y and X we may place either 8 negative or. af
firmative Copula: and we may prefix either a universal
or particular sign to Y.) By applying the Moods then

T' A
*•. g. SOme restraint i8 salutary: all restraint i8 unpleuant:

T I
something unpleasant is salutary. Again: Some herbs are fit
. A I
for food: nightshade is an herb: some nightshade is fit for food.

. I
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to each Figure, it will be found that each Figure will ad
mit six Moods only, as not violating the rules against UR

distributed middle, and against illicit process: and of the
Moods so adlIJitted, several (though valid) are useless, as
having a particular Conclusion, when a 'Universal might
'have been drawn: t. g. A, A, I, in the first Figure,

"All human creatures are entitled to liberty;
All slaves are human creatures; therefore
&me slaves are entitled to liberty."

Of the twent~four Moods, then, (six in each Figure)
five are for this reason neglected: for the remaining nine
teen, logicians have devised names to distinguish both the
Mood itself, and the Figure in which it is found; since
when one Mood (i. e. one in itself, without regard to

Figure) occurs in l.WO different Figures, (as E, A, E, io
the first and second,) the mere letters denoting the mood
would not inform us concerning the figure. . In these
names, tbeD~ the three tJowels denote tbe propositions of
which the Syllogism is composed: the consonants (be
sides their other uses, of which hereafter) serve to keep
in mind the Figure of the Syllogism.

Fig. 1. bArbArA, cElArEnt, dArlI, fErJOque prioris.
Fig. 2. cEsArE, cAmEstrEs, fEstInO, bArOkO,* secunde.
Fig.3. tertia, dArAptI, dIsAmIs, dAtIsI, fElAptOD)

bOkArdO,t- fErIsO, habet: quarta insuper addit.
Fig. 4. brAmAntIp, cAmEnEs, dImAria, fEsApo, frEslsOn.

By a careful study of these mnemonic lines (which
must be committed to memory) you will perceive that A
can only be proved in the first Figure, in which also every

• Or, Fakoro, see § 7. tOr, Dokamo, see § 7.
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other Proposition may be proved; that the second proves
only .egative,; the tbird only particular,; that the first
Figure requires the major premiss to be universal, and
the minor, affirnlative, ~c.; with "lany other such obser
vations, which will readily be made, (on trial of several
Syllogisms, in different Moods,) and· the reasons for wbich
will be found in the foregoing rules: e. g. to show why
the second figure has only negative Conclusions, we have
only to consider, that in it the middle term being tbe
predicate in both premises, would not be distributed unless
one premiss were negative; (Chap. ii. § 2.) therefore
the Conclusion must be negative also, by Chap. iii. § 2,
Rule 6. One Mood in each figure may suffice, in tbis
place by way of example:

First, Barbara, viz. (bAr.) "Every Y is X; (bA)
every Z is Y; therefore (rA) every Z is X :" e. g. let
the major term (which is representea by X) be "one
wbo possesses all virtue;" the minor term (Z) "every
man who possesses one virtue;" and the middle term
(Y) "everyone who possesses prudence;" and you will
have the celebrated argument of Aristotle, EtA. sixth
book, to prove that the virtues are inseparable; t1iz.

"He who possesses prudence, possesses all virtue;
He who possesses one virtue, must possess prudence;

thf'refore
He who possesses one, posseses all."

Second, Camestre., (cAm) "every X is Y; (Es) no
Z is Y; (trES) no Z is X." Let the major term (X)
be " true philosophers," the minor (Z) " the Epicureans; "
the middle (Y) "reckoning virtue a good in itself;" and
his will be part of the reasoning of Cicero, Off. book

first and third, against the Epicureans.
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Third, Darapti, viz. (dA) "every Y is X; (rllp)
every Y is Z; therefore (tl) some Z is X :" e. g.

" Prudence hu for its object the benefit of individuals; but
prudence is a virtue: therefore some virtue has for its object
the benefit of the individual,"

is part of Adam Smith's reasoning (Moral Sentiment,)
against Hutcheson and otbers, who placed all virtue in
benevolence. .

Fourth, Camenel, mz. (cAm) "every X is Y; (En)
no Y is Z; tberefo)ee (Es) no Z is X ;" e. g.

"Whatever is expedient, is conformable to natue ;
Whatever is conformable to nature, is not hurtful to society;

therefore
What is hurtful to society is never expedient,"

is part of Cicero's argument in Off. Lib. iii.; but it is an
inverted and clumsy way of stating what would much
morl naturally fall ioto the first Figure; for if you ex
amine the Propositions of a Syllogism in the fourth Figure.t
beginning at the ConlUlion, you will see that as the ma
jor term is predicated of the minor, so is the Ininor of the
middle, and that again of the major;' so that the major
appears to be merely predicated of itself. Hence the
five Moods in this Figure aloe seldom or never used;
some one of the fourteen (moods with names) in the first
three Figures, being the forms into which all arguments
may most readily be thrown; but of these, the {ol1r in the
first Figure are the clearest and most natural; as to them
Aristotle's dictUID will. immediately applye* And as it is

• With respect to the use of the first three Figures (for the
fourth is never employed but by an accidental awkwardnes8 of
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OR this dictum that all Reasoniog ultiMately depends, SO

aU arguments may be in one way br other brought info
some one of these four Moods; and a Syllogism is, in

expression) it may be remarked, that the First is that into
which an argument will be found to fall the most Daturally,
except in the following cases.: - First, When we have to du
protJe something that has been maintained, or is likely to be
believed, our arguments will usually be found to take moat COD

veniently the form of the Second Figure: t7i%. we pm'fe that the
thing we are speaking of cannot belong to such a Clus, either
because it tfHItaU whaL belongs to the whole of that CllUI8 (Ce
lare~ or because it Au something of which that CIa. is desti
tute (Camestres); e. g. "No impostor would have warned his
followers, as 1esus did, of the persecutions they would have to
submit to :" and again, "An enthusiast would have expatiated,
whieh 1esos and his followers did not, on the particalatl of a
fnture stat~."

The same observatioDs will apply, mutatis mutandia, when a
Particular conclusion is sought, as in Festino and Baroko.

The arguments used in the prOCeM ,ealled tlte "Abscissio In
finiti," will in general be the most euily releneti to this Figure.
See Cbap. v. § I, .beectiOJl 6.

The Third Figure is, of coarse, the one employed when the
Middle term is Singular, since a Singular term can only be a
Subject. This is also the form into which most arguments will
naturally fan that are used to establish an objection (EDStasis of
Aristotle) to an opponent's Premiss, when bis argument is such
u to require that premiss to be Universal. It might be called,
therefore, the Enstatic Figure. E. G. If anyone contends that
" this or that doctrine oug~t not to be admitted, becau~e it can
not be explained or comprehended," obis suppressed major pre
miss may be refuted by the argument that" the connexion of
the Body and Soul cnnDot be explained or comprehended," -"c.

A great part of the reasoning of Butler's Analogy may be
eDibited in this form.

7
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I·

that case, said to be redw:ed: (i. e. to the firlt hure.)
These four' are called the perfect moods, and all the rest

t.petfect.

O,teuive Reduction.

§ 5.

IN .'educing a Syllogism, \ye are not, of course, allowed
to jnt."oduce any new Tenn or Proposition, baving nothing
granted but the truth of the Premises; but these Prelnises
are allowed to be illatively 'converted (because the trutb

of any Proposition implies that of its illative con\'erse)
Qr transposed: by taking advantage o'r this liberty, where

there is need, \\'e deduce (in Figure 1st,) from the
Prenlises originally given, either the 'Very ,arne Concluilon
as the original one, or another from which the original
Conclusion follo\vs by illative c.onversion ; e. g. Darapti,

" All wits are dreaded ;
All wits are admired;
Some who are admired are dreaded,"

into Darii, by converling by lilnitation (per accide-ns) tbe
minor Prelniss.

" All wits are dreaded;
Some who are admired are wits; therefore
Some wbo are admired are dreaded."

Came.tres,

"All true philosophers account virtoe a good in itself;
The advocates of pleasure do not account, ~e.

I Therefore they ue Dot true philosophers,"

reduced to Celarent, by simply converting the minor, and
then transposing the Premises.
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" Those who account:Virtue a good in itself, are Dot advocates
of pleasure ;

All true philosophers account virtue, ~c.: therefore
No true philosophers 81"e advocates of pleasure."

Reduction by
mean. of
cODYenioo

" Every true patriot is a friend to r~ligioD; by nesatioa.

Some great statesmen are not friends to religion;
Some great statesmen are not. true patriots,"

to Ferio, by converting the major by negation, (contr.
position,) vide Chap. ii. § 4.

Tbi$ Conclusion IDay be iUatively cOIlf'erted into t~

original one.
Baroko; * e. g.

" He who is not a friend to reJigion, is Dot a true patriot:
Some great statesmen, -"c."

and the rest of the Syllogism remains the same: only
that the minor Premiss luust be considered 8S affirmative,
because you take" not-a-friend-to-religion," as the mid
dle term. In the same manner Bokardo t to Darii ; e. g.

"Some.slaves are not discontented;
Alls]aves are wronged; therefore'
Some who are wronged are not discontented.'·

Convert the major by negation (contrapositioD) and .
then transpose the~l; the Conclusion win be the conver,e
hy negation of the origind.l one, \vhich therefore olay be
inferred from it;· e. g. .

" All slaves are wronged;
Some who are not discontented are slaves; ,
Some who are not discontented are wronged."

• Or Fakoro, cODsidered i. e. as FestiDo.
t Or Dokamo, cODSidered i. e. as Disamis.

• I
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In these ways (by what is' elllled OSterwioe RetludWn,
because you prove, in the first figure,' either the very lame
Conclusion as before, or' one wl£ich implies it) all the im
perfect l\tloods may be reduced to the four perfect ones.
But t~ere is also another way, called

Reductio ad impossibile.

~ 6.

By which we prove (in the first figure) not directly that
"the original Conclusion is true, but that it cannot heftdse;
i. e. that an absurdity would follow from the supposition of
its being false; e. ,g.

" All true patriots are frieDds to religion;
Some great statesmen are Dot friends to religion;
Some great statesmen are not true patriots."

. If this Conclusion be not trues its contradictory must be
true; 'Viz. .

" All great statesmen' are true patriots."

Let this then be, assulued,' in the place of the minor
Premiss of the original Syllogisln, and a false conclusion
will be proved; e. g. bAr.

"All true patriots are friends to religion;
bA, All great ~tatesmen ale true patriots ;
r A, All great atatumen are friend8 to religion: "

for as this Conclusion is the Contradictory of the original
minor Premiss, it must be (alse, since .the 'Premises are

always supposed to be granted; therefore one of the
Premises (by wmeR it bas been correotly proyed) must be
false also; ·but! the major Premiss (being one of those
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oriPnally granted) is true; tberefore tbe!tll,ity mUlt 6e in
tit. minor Premu,; .\vhich is the contradictory of the
original cODcl~sion; therefore the original ConclusioD
must be true. ,Tbi~ is the indirut mode of Reasoning.
(See metone, Part I., ChI ii. § I.)

~ 7.

This kind of Reduction is seldom employed but for
Baroko and Bokardo, \vhich are thus reduced by those
who confine themselves to simple Conversion, and Con
version by limitation, (per accidenl;) and they framed
the names of theit" ~Ioods, with a view to.. point out the
manner in which each is to be reduced; viz. B, C, D, F,
which are the initial letters of, all the l\'loods, indicate to
which Mood of the first figure (Barbara, Celarent, Darii,
8Dd Feria) each of the others is to be reduced-: m indi
cates that the Premises are to be trampo,ed; sand p,
that the Proposition denoted by the vowel imlnediately
preceding, is to be conve"ted; " simply, p, per accidell',
(by,lirnitation :) thus, in Came,tres, (see example, p. 71.)
the C indicates that it must be reduced to Celarent; the
two 8', that the mio9r Pi"emiss and .Conclusion must he
eont1erted simply; the m, that. the Premises must be
trtJn8po,ed. The P, in the mood Bramantip, denoles
that the premises warrant a universal conclusion in place
of a particular. The I, though of course it cannot be
illatively converted per accidens, viz.: so as to become
A, yet is thus con\'erted in the Conclusion, because as
soon as the premises are transposed (as denoted by the \
m,) it appears that a universal conclusion follows from
them.

7*
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K (wbicb indicates the reduction ad i.,.ri6ile) is a
sign that the Proposition, denoted by thetlOwel immedi
ately before it, must be left out, and the contradictory of
the Conclusion substituted; fJiz. for the minor' Premiss in
Bar~ko and the maJor in Bokardo. But it has boon
already shown, that the Conversion by contraposition (by
negation) will enable us to reduce these two Moods,
o,teMtJely.*

CHAP. IV.

SUPPLEMENT TO CHAP. III.

Of Modal Syllogisms, and of all /lrguments lJesidea
Regular and Pure- Categorical Syllogisms.

OfModal••

~ 1.

HITHERTO we have treated of pure categorical Propo
sitions, aDd the Syllogisms composed of sucb. A 'pure
categorical proposition is styled by some logicians a propo
sition "de inu,e," from its asserting simply that the
Predicate is or is Dot (in our conception) coutaioed in the
Subject; as, "John killed Thomas." A modal proposi
tion asserts tbat the Predicate is or is Dot contained in the

* If anyone should choose that the names of these moods
should indicate this, he might make K the inde.x of conversion
by negation; and then the names would be, by a slight change,
FtiluJro, and Doka,m,o.
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~ubjcct in a certain mode or manuer; as, U accidentaUyt"
" wilfully ,~'. ~c.

A Jtlodal proposition- may ~e stated as a pure one, by
attaching the Mode to one of the Terms: and th~ Propo
sition will, in all respects, fall under the foregoing rules;
'e. g. "John killed Thomas wilfully and 'llUJ,licio'UBly;"
here the Mode is to, be regarded as part of the p.eedieate.
U It is probable that all knowledge is useful;" cc probably
useful" is bere the Predicate. But when the Mode is
'only used to express the neeess~ry, contingent, or impos-~

sible connexion of the Terms, it may as well be attacbed
to the S'tlbject: e. g. U man is necessarily morta)," is the
same as " all m'en are mortal:" "injustice is in no ca,e
expedien,t," cOf."esponds to 'c no injustice is expedient:"
and" this man is occasionally intemperate," has the force
of a particular: (vide Chap. ii. § 2. note.) It is thus,
and thus only, that two singular Propositio{1s nlay be
contradictories; e. g. U this man is never intemperate,"
will be the' contradictory of the foregoing. Indeed every
sign (of universality or particularity) may be considered
as a Mode.

Since, ho\vever, in all ~odal Propositions, you assert

that the dictum (i. e. the assertion itaelf) and the Mode,
agree together or disagree, so, in some cases, this
may be the most convenient way of ~tating a .l\'IodaJ,
purely:

lubj. cop. pred. subject.
~,----..., , ..

e. g. "It is impossible that all men should be virtuous!'
nbj. eop.
~~

Such is a proposition of the Apostle Paul's: "'!'his IS
,red. lubjeot.

~ faithful saying, 4-Ci.' that Jesus' Christ came into tb-;

41
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~orld to save sinners.'; In these cases one of your
Terms (the subject) is itself a1&· en.tire Proposition.

In English the word IN is often used in expressing one
proposition combined with another, in such a mnnner as
to make the two, ODe proposition : .e. g. "yall will have a

formidable opponent to encounter in the Ea-nperor:" this
involves two propositions; 1st, "You will have to en
counter the Emperor;" 2d, " He 'will prove a formidable
opponent:" this last is implied by the word in, which
denotes (agreeably to tbe expression of Logicians meo
tioned above, \vhen they speak of a proposition "de
iJleSse") that that Predicate is contained in that Subject.

It may be proper to reolark in this place, thot we may
often meet with a Proposition whose drift and force will
be very different, according as ,ve regard this or that as
its Predicate. Indeed, properly speaking, it nlay be
considered as several different propositions, each indeed
implying the truth of all. the rest, but each having a
distinct Predicate; the division of the sentence being
varied in each case; and the variations marked, either
by the collocation· of the words, the intonation of the
voice, or by tbe desigllation of the ernphatic wor~s, viz. :
the Pre~icate, 8S scored under, or printed in italics. E. G.

1 . I 3. 4

"The Organon of Bacon was not designed to supersede
6 6 .

· the Organon of .A\ristotle:" this might be regarded as, at
least, six differen.t pteopositions: if the word numbered (1)
were in italics, it would leave us at liberty too suppose that
lJacon might have designed to supersede by some work of
bis, the Organon of Aristotle; but not by bis own Orgtl..
non: if No.2 were in italics, we should understand the'
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author to be Cootending, that whether or no any ·other
author had composed an Organon with such a design, Ba
con at least did .not: if No.3, then we' should ~nderst8nd

mm'to maintai.D that whethele Bacon's Organon does or
does not 'supersede Aristotle's, DO such design at least was
entertained: and so with the rest. Each of tbese is' a
distinct Proposition; and though each of. them ilnplies
the tru~h of all the rest, (as may easily be seen by ex
aOlining the exaIJ)ple given,) one of them may be, in one
case, and another, in another, tbe one which it is impor!.
tant to insist 00.

We should consider in each case what Qflution it is
that is proposed, and what answer to it would, in the
mstance before us, be the most, oppOl* or con~r(J,tctl to

the one to be examined. E. G. "You will find this
doctrine in Baoon," may be contrasted, eitber with, "You
will find in Bacon a differeRt doctrine," or with, ",You
will find this doctrine in a tltjfWe1lZ (Jutltsr."

And observe, that. wheD a proposition is contrasted with
one which has a differen- predieate, the Predicate is the
emphatic word.; as "this mao' is a murdertr;" i. e. not
one who bas slaio··another (f,tci~en'nlly, '01' in ,p,lf-tlifence:
"this IDaD is a murderer,'" with the ."Copula'- for the' em
phatic word, stands opposed to " .'he is not a n:turderer;
8 proposition with the same terms, but a different
Copula.*

It will often happen that several of tile ":propositions
which are thus stated in a sillgl~ sentence, ~ay require,

• f ••

. .. Tlms ·if ariy one reads (as many are apt to do) "Thou shalt

.•ot steal," - "Thou shalt not commit adultery," 'he implies the
. flDestion to be, whether we'are eODtmaDded' to steal ~r to fo~

bear: but the question reallf is~ tIl~ Mi1lK' are 'rorltidden; lind
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each, to be distinctly stated and proved: e.'g.tbe Advo
cate may have to prove, first the fact, that "John ki~led

Thomas;" and then the character of the act, that "the
~i1ling was wilful and malicious." (See PI·axis, at the
end of the vol. See also Elements of Rhetoric, Part I.
ChI iii. § 5.)

Of Hypotheticals.

§ 2.

A hypothetical Proposition is defined to be, ttl10 or
more categorical, united by a Copula (or conjunction), and
the different. kinds of hypothetical Propositions are named
from their respective conjunctions; viz. conditional, dil~

jUDctive, causal, ~c.

W-hen a hypothetical Conclusion is inferred from a
hypothetical Premiss, so that the force, of t1le Reasoning
does not turn upon the hypothesis, then the hypothesis (as
.in Modals) must be considered tU part of one of the Tenru ;
10 that the Realoning will be, in effect, categorical: e. g.

predicate.

" Every conqueror is either a hero or a villain;'
Cesar wu a conqueror; theiefore

predicate.

He was 'either a hero or (J tJillain.';

the answer is, "Thou shalt Dot ,teal;" "Thou shalt Dot com-
'mit adultery," ~c. .

The connexion between Logic and correct Delivery is further
pointed out in RJr.et. App. II

Strictly _peaking, the two cases I have mentioned coincide;
,for when the "is" or the " not'» is emphatic, it becomes properly
_the Predicate: N. " the 8~temeDtof tbis man's beiDI a mar-
de~e.r, u tr.e," or, " iB not true," .



o.~•. IV. § 3.] SYNTHETICAL COMPENDIUM.

cC WhateYer comes from God it eDtilecl to revere~ce;

.object.

if the Scriptures are not wholly fa1s~, they must come from
God;

If they are not wholly faIse, they are entitled to reverence."

But when the Rea,oning itself ruts on the hypothesis
(in which way a categorical Conclusion may be drawn
from a hypothetical Premiss,) this is what is called a
hypothetical SyUogilm; and rules have been devised
for ascertaining the validity of such Arguments at once,
without bringing them into the categorical form. (And
note, tbat in these 8yJlogislns the hYPJthetical Premiss is
called the major, and the categorical one the minor.)
They are of two kinds, conditional and diljfl,nctive.

Of Conditional.

§ 3.

A Conditional Proposition has in it an illati"e force;
i. e. it contains two, and only two categori~al Propositions,
whereof one results from the otber (or folJows from
it,) e. g.

&DtececleDt.

" If ihe Scriptures are not wholly false,'
. eonlequ8Dt.

they are entitled to~"

That from which the other re,ults is called the antecedent;
that which results from it, the consequent (consequens ;)
and the connexion between the two (expressed by the
word " if") the" ~onlequence (con,equentia.) The natural
order is, tbat We antecedent should come before the CODse

quent; but this is frequently reversed: e. g. C,' the bus-
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bandmaD is welt off if he kaoWl his· own" advantages; D

Virge Geor. And ~ote~ that the truth or falsity of a con
ditional Proposition depends entirely on the consequence:
t. g. "if Logic is useless, it deserves. to be neglected;"
here both Antecedent and Consequent are false: yet the
.whole Proposition is true; i. e. it is true that the Conse
quent follows from the Antecedent. '~If Cromwell was
an Englishman, he was an usurper," is just the reverse
case: for though it is true that "Cromwell was an Eng
lishman," aDd also" tlmt he was an usurper," yet it is not
true that the latter of these Propositions depends on the
former; the whole Proposition, therefore, is false, though
both Antecedent and Consequent are true. A Condi
tional Proposition, in short, may be considered as an
Rssertion of the validity of a certain Argument; since to

assert that an argunlent is mlid, is to assert that the
Conclusion necessarily results from .the Prenlises, whether
those Premises be true or not. .

'The meaning, then, of a Conditional Proposition is
this; that the antp,cede.nt being granted, the c01UIelJtlent is
granted: which may be considered in two poims of view:
first, if lhe Antecedent be true, the Consequent must he
true; hence the first rule; tile aRtecedent be·ing granted,
tke consequent may be inferred; secondly, if the Antece
dent 'Were true, the Consequent trofJ,ld be trne; hence
the second rule; the consequent bei'1&g denied, the "ante

cedent may be denied; for the Antecedent mu~t in that
case be false; since jf it were true, the Consequent
(which is granted to be false) would be true also: e. g.
"if this man has a fever, he is sick;" here, if you grant
tke antecedent, the first rule applies, and you ,infer the
truth of the Consequent; "he has a fever t therefore he

• I
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is sick:" if A is B, C is D; but A is B, therefore C is
D, (and this is called G con,trtlcti"e Conditional Syllogism;)
.but if you deny the couequent (i. e. grant its contradictory),
the second rule applies, and' you infer the contradietorg 6f
tAe antecedent; "he is not sick, therefore he has Dot a
fever;" this is the destructive Conditional Syllo-
· ·f A· n C· DC· D 1 ConltruotiY.glsm: I IS, IS ; IS Dot ,t lere- ~d De.true-

fore A is not B. Again," if the crops are not Uye.

bad, corn must be cheap," for a major; then," but the
crops are Dot bad, therefore corn must be cheap," is
Constructive. " Corn is Dot cbeap, therefore the crops
are be:.d," is Destructive. "If every increase of popula
tion is desirable, some misery is desirable; but no misery
is desirable; therefore some increase of pupulation is Dot

desirable," is Destructive. But if you affirm the come
quent, or deny the antecedent, you can infer nothing; for
the same CqDsequent olay follow from other Antecedents:
e. g. in the example above, a man may be sickfrom other
disorders besides a fever; therefore it does Dot follow;
from his being sick, that be has a fever; or (for the same
reason) from his not having a fever, that, he is not sick.....
There are, therefore, two, and only two, kinds of Condi·
tional Syllogisms; the constructive, founded on the first
rule, a~d answering to direct Reasoning; and the de,truc
ti"e, on the second, answering to indirect; being in fact
a mode of throwing tbe indirect forlD of J'easoning into
the direct: e. g. If C be not the centre of the circle,
'some other point must be; which is jrnpossible: therefore
C is the centre. (Euclid, B. III. Pre 1.) I

And Dote, that a Conditional Proposition Converlion ot

may (like the categorical A) be converted by CoDditioDalI.

ReKation; i. e. you may take the contradictory of the
8
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eofllequent, 8S an antecedent, and the cOfitradiettWy of t1&8
tintecedent, as a comequent: e. g. " if this mao is not sick,
he bas not a fever." By this conversion of the major
Premiss, a Constructive Syllogism may be reduced to a
Destructive, and "ice t1ersa. (See ~ 6, p. 76.)

Of Diljunetives.

§ 4.

A Disjunctive Proposition may consist of any number
of categoricals; and of these, some one, at least, must be
true, or the whole Proposition will be false: "if, therefore,
one or more of these categoricals be denied (i. e. granted
to be false), you may infer that t~e remaining one, or (if
several) some one of the renlaining ones, is true: e. g.
" eitber the earth is eternal, or the work of chance, or
the work of an intelligent Being; it is not .eternal, nor
tbe worle of chance; therefore it is the work of an intel
ligent Being." " It is either spring, summer, autumn, or
winter; but it is neither spring nor summer; therefore it
is either autumn or winter." Either A is B, or C is D ;
but A is not B, therefore C is D~ Note, that in these
examples (as well as in very nlany other,) it. is implied
not on~y that one of the melnbers (the categorical Propo
sitions) must be true, but that only one can be true; so
that, in such cases; jf one or more members be affirmed,
t.he rest may be de·nied; [the members may then be
called exclusit1e:] e. g. "it is SUOlmer, therefore it is
neither spring, autumn, nor winter;" "either A is B, or
C is D; but A is B, therefore C is Dot D." But this is
by no means universally the case; e. g. "virtue tends to

procure us either the esteem of mankind, or the favor of
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God :" here both members are true, IDd ooasequendy
from one being affirmed we are Qot authorized to deuy
the other. ..

It.is evident that a disjunctive Syllogism 1111ly easily be
reduced to a eonditio.al; e. g. if it is not spring or
summer, it is either autumn or winter, 4-e.

The DilemflllJ,*

§ 5,

•

is a complex kind of Conditionnl Syllogism.
1st. If you have in the major Premiss several antece

dents all witb the same tonsequent, then- these Antece
dents, being (itt the minor) di6juncti'Dely ~ranted (i. e. it
.being graoted that lome one of theln is true), the one
comtnon consequent may be inferred, (as in the case of a .
!imple Constructive Syllogism:) e. g. if A is B, C is D;
and if X is Y, C is D; but either A is B, or X is Y;
therefore C is D. "If the blest in heaven have no .de..

* The account· ~sually given of the Dilemma in Logical
treatises is lingularly perple%6d and unscientific. Aldrich, in
speaking of it, abstains from all use of Logical terms, and
speaks in a loose, vague, and rhetorical manner. And it is
remarkable that all the rules he gives respecting it, and the
faults against which he cautioDS UI, relate exclusively to the
Bufdect-matter: as if one ~ere to lay down IS rules relpectinl
a Syllogism in Barbara, "1st. Care mu::.t be taken that the
major Premiss be true; 2dly. that the minor Premiss be true! "

Most, if not all, writers on this point either omit to tell us
whether the Dilemma is a kind of conditional, or of dUjunditJe
argument; or else refer it to the latter class,oD account of its
having one disjunctive Premiss; though it clearly belongs to
the clus ~f conditioD&1S.



88 BLJ.:llmrrs or LOGIC. [BoecD.

lires, ·tbey will be perfectly content; so they wiD, if th.ir
desires are fully gratified; but either they wDl have DO

desires, or have them fully gratified; therefore
Simple COD- • t' I "N· h·
«lUetin J)i.. tbey WIll be perleet y conteot. ole, 10 t IS

lemma. ease, the two conditioaals which make up the
• major Premiss may be united in one Proposition by mems

of the word "tJJhtther:" e. g. "whether the blest, ~c.

have no desires, or have their desires gratified, they will
be content."

2d. But if the 'ef1eral antecedent, have each
Oomplez COD-

l&ruedye Di- a tJ.-iffere"t cORIequtmt, then the AntecedeDlS,
lellllD&e

being, as before, disjunctively granted, you can
.only (Jisiuncti.ely infer the consequents: e. g. if A is B,
C js D; and if X is Y, E is F: but either. A is B, or
X is Y; therefore either C is DJ or E is F. ''If..cEs
chines joined in the public rejoicings, he is inconsistent;
i{ he did Dot, he is unpatriotic: but he either joined, or
Dot, therefore he is eilher inconsistent, or unpatriotic."
(Der:nost. For the CrfJ'UJD.) This case, as well as the
f)regoing, is evidently constructive.
. In the Destructive forln, whether you have one Ante
cedent with several Consequents, or several Antecedents
either with one, or with seve.·al Consequents; in all these
cases, if you deny the whole of the Consequent or
Co~quents,you may in the conclusion deny the wAok of
the Antecedent Qr Anteeedents: 8- g. "jf tbe world
'w~re etern91, the most useful arts, such 81 printing, 4-c.
would be of unknown antiquity: and on the same suppo
sition, there would be records long pl'ior to the Mosaic;
and likewise the sea and land, in an parts of the ,lobe,
:Qligbt be expected to maintain the same relative situatioQ,
DOW as formerly: but none of these is the fact: .tbaree.e
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the ·world is Dot eternal.'" Again," it the world existed
from eternity, tbere would be'records prior'to the Mosaic ;
and, if it were produced by chance, it would not bear
marks of design: there are DO records prior to the
Mosaic; . aDd the world does bear marks of design:

t therefore it neither existed from eternity, nor is the work
of chaDce." These are comfnonly called Dileolmas, but
hardly differ from simple conditional Syllogism" two or
more beiog expressed together. Nor is tbe case different
if you have one antecedent ·with several consequeots,
which consequents you .di'WlttitJely deny; for tbat cofnes
to the, sauJs tbing as wAolly denying them; since if they
be not aU true, the one antecede1lt must equally fall to the
ground ; and the Syllogism will be equally simple: e. g••
"if we are at peace with France by virtue of 'tbe treaty
o( Paris, we must acknowledge the sovereignty of Bona
parte; and also we must acknowledge that of I~uis: but
we cannot do both of these; therefore we .are Dot at
peace," 4-c.; whicb is evidently a. simple Dest.tuctive.
The true Dilemma is, "(J cO'nditional Syllogilm tDitA
letJeral t antecedents in tile major, tmtl a diBJ·U'!'CfttJ6
minor;" hence,

3d. That is most properly called a dutruc- Deltraeti..

ti"e Dilemma, which bas (like the constructive Dilemma.

oDes) a disjuncti,'V8 minor Premis,; i. e. when you have
several Antecedents with each a different Consequent;
which Consequents (instead of wholly denying them, u
in the case lately mentioned) you diBJ·unctitJely deny; and

* A. D.1815.
t The name Dilemma implies precisely tlDO antecedents; and

hence it is common to speak of" the horns of a dilemma;" -but
it i8 evident there may be either two or more.

8*
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thence, in tbe Conchlsioo, deny disjucti.vely the Anteee
dent~: e. g. if· A is 8, C is D; and if X is Y, E is F :
but either C is Dot D, or E is Dot F; therefore, either A
is n'ot B, or X is not Y. "If this man were wise,
he wouid Dot speak irrel'erently of Scripture in jest; abd
if he were good, be would not do so in eamest; but be
does it t'ither in jest, or eamest; therefore he is- either
DOt wi'se or not good."
Jlelolution or Every Di~lnma may be redyced into two or
a DUelDlll&. more simple Conditional Syllogisms: e. g. "If
E~hiDes joined, 4'-c. he is inconsistent; be did join, 4'.:.
therefore he is inconsistent;" and again, "if lEsebines
did not Join. 4-c. h~· is unpatriotic; he did not, ~e. there
fore he is- unpatriotic." Now aD opponent migbt deny
IfIiAer of the minor Premises in the 8 hove 8yllogisms, but
he could not deny both; and tberefore be must admit ODe

or the other of the Conclusions: for, whan a Dilemma is
employed,. it is supposed that lome one of the Antecedents
must bp true (or, in the destructive kind, 80fM ORe of the
Consequents false), but that we cannot tell 'Which of them
is so; a.nd this is the reason why the argument is stated
in the form of a Dilemma.

Sometirnes it may happen tbat both antecedents may
be true, and tbat toe may be aware of this; and yet there
may be an advantage in stating (either separately or con
jointly) both arguments, even when each ptove~ the same
conclusion, so as not to derive any additional confit:matioD
from the otber; - stin, I ~ay, it may sometimes be ad
visable to state both, because, of two propositions equally
true, one man may deny or be ignorant of the one, while
he admits the other, and aootber mao, vice t1trla.
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From what bas been aaid, it may easily be seeD that aU
Dilemmas are in fact cDnditiona~ ,y/logY.,; and that
Disjunctive SyJlogisms Dlay also be reduced to the form
of Conditionals: but -as it bas been remarked; that aU
Reasoning whatever may ultimatelv be brought to the 0111

test of A.·isto.le's "Dietllln," .it ren.aiDs to show bow a
.Conditional Syllogism may be thrown into such a form,
that that test will at once, apply to it; and this is called the

Reduction of HypotheticaU.*

, § 6.' •

For tbis purpose we must consider every Conditional
Proposition as a universal affirmative categorical Proposi
tion, of which the Terlns are entire Propositions, 'viz. the

* Aldricn has stated, throllgh-a mistake, that Aristotle utterly
despised Hypothetical Syllogisms, and thence made no mention
of them; but .he did indicate his intention to treat of them in
some part of his work, which either was not completed by him
according to his design, or else (in common with many of his
writings) has not come down to us.

Aldrich observes, that no hypothetical argument is valid
which cannot be reduced to a categorical form; and this is evi
~eDtJy agreeable to what has been said at the beginning of
Chap. iii'.; but then he has unfortunately omitted to teach, us
1&ouJ to reduce Hypotheticals to this form; except in the case
where the Antecedent and CODsequent chance to have each the
fGme subject; in which cast', he tells us to take the minor Premiss
and Conclusion as an Enthymeme, and fill that up categorical
ly; e. g. " If Cesar was a tyrant, he deserved death: he wail a
tyrant; therefore he deserved death;" which may easily be re
duced to a categorical fonn, by taking as a major Premiss, " all

.tyrants deserve death." But when (as is often the case) the An
a teeedent and Consequent have not each the same subject, (as in
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aDtecedent answering to the Subjeet, and the consequent
to tbe Predicate; e. g. to say, "if Louis is a good king,
France is likely to prosper," is equivalent to sa)-ing, "tbe
Qse of Louis being a good king, is a case of France
being likely to prosper:" aod if it be granted, as a mioor
Premiss to the Conditional Syllogism, that "Louis is a
good king," that is equivalent to saying, "the present case
is the case of Louis being a good king;" from which you
will dleawa conclusion in Barbara, (f1iz. "the present
cue is a case of Fran~e being likely to prosper,") exacdy
equivalent to tbe original Conclusion of tbe Conditional
Syllogism; "iz'. "France is likely to prosper." As the
Constructive Condition may thus be reduced to Barbara,
so may the Destructive, in like manDer, to lJelarsllt: e. g.
"if the Stoics are right, paiD is no evil-: but pain is ao
evil; thel-efore the Stoics are not right;" is equivalent to .

- "tbe case of the Stoics being right, is the case of pain

the very example he gives," if A is B, C is D,") he gives no
rule for reducing such a syllogism as has a Premiss of this kind;
and indeed leads ua to suppose that it is to be rejected as inval
id, though he has just before demonstrated its validity. And
this is likely to have been one among the various causes which
occasion many learners to regard the whole system of Logic as
a string of idle reveries, having nothing true, substantial, or prac~
tically useful in it; but of the same character with the dreams
of Alchymy, Demonology, and judiciai Astrology. Such a mis
take is surely the less inoxcusable in a leamer, when his moster
first demonstrates the validity of a certain argument, and then
tells him that after all it is good for nothing; (por8U8 r,-pudian
dum-) In the late editions of Aldrirh's Logic, all that he says
of the reduction of Hypotheticals is omitted; which certainly
would bave been an improvement, if a more correct one had
been substituted; but u it is, there is a 'complete hiates in the
system.
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being no evil ;tbe present case is Dot the case of paiD
being 'no' evil; therefore the present caSe is Dot the case
of the Stoics being right." This is Came.tru, which, of
course, is easily reduced to Celarent. Or, if you will, all
Conditional Syllogislns may be reduced to Barbara by
considering thelll nil as constructive; wbich may...be dOde,
as mentioned above, by converting by negation the major
Prenliss. (See p. 85.)

The reduction of Hypothetical~may always be effected
in 'the manner above stated; but as it produces a circuit
ous awkwardn~ss of expression, a more convenient form
may in some cases be substituted: e. g. in the example
above; it Inay be convenient to take "true" for ooe of tbe
Terms: "Jhat paiq is no evil is not true; tbat pain is DO

evil is asserted by the Stoics; therefore something assert
ed by the Stoics is Dot true." SOlnetinles again it may
be better to unfold tbe argument into two syllogisD11:
,. g. in a former exaolple; first, "Louis is a good king;
the governor of France is Lpuis; theref()re the governor
of France is a good king." And then, secondly, " evef'J
coun~ry governed by a good king is likely to prosper," ~c.

[A Dile.nma is .generally to be reduced into two or more
categorical Syllngisms.] 'And when the aotecedent ~d
coosequent hav~ each tb~ ,ame Subject, you may some
times reduce th~ COlltlit1oDal by merely substituting a cat
egorical, major Premiss for the conditional one: e. g. in
stead of "if Cm~ar was a tyrant, he deserved deatb; he
was a tyrant, therefore he deserved death; " you ma.y put for
amajor, '~oll tyr.aots deserve death;" 4-c. But it is of DO

!reat consequence; whether Hypotheticals Ire reduced in
the most neat' and concise manner or not; since it is not
intended that they sbould be reduced to categoricals, in

•
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ordinary practice, as the retJtlie.t IDS!! of trying their valid
ity, (tbeia· own rules being quite sufficient for tha~ pur
pose ;) but only that toe 'Muld be able, if required, to sub
ject aoy argument whatever to the lest of Aristotle's
Dictum, in order to show that all Reasoning turns upon
ODe simple principle.

Of Enthymeme, Soritu, 4-c.

~ 7.
There are various abridged forms of Argument which

may be easily expanded into regular SylJogislns : 'such as,
. 1st. The Enthymeme, which is a Syllogism

.tllymeme. with one Premiss suppressed. As all the Terms

.ill be found in the remaining Premiss and Conclusion, it
Jin be easy to 611 'up the Syllogism by supplying the Pre
miss, that'is w~nting, whether major or minor: e.g. "Ce~
sar was a tyrant; therefore be deserved death." "A
free nation m.ust be happy; therefore the English are
happy."

This is the ordinary form of speaking and writing. It
js evi~eDt that Enthymemes may be filled up bypotheii
cally.*

.* It is io~ observed, that the Enthymeme is taot .CrieUy.yl
~'ic; i. e. its conclusiveness is not apparent from the mere
form of expression, without regard to the meaning of the Terms ;
because it is from Chat we form our judgment as to the truth of
the suppressed Premiss. The exprassed Premiss may be true,
and yet the Conclusion false. The Sorites, on the other hand,
iI strictly syllogistic; as may be seen by the examplu. If the
Premises stated be true, the Conclusion moat be true.
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2d. When ,you have'·a string of Syllogisms, in tbe first
figure, in wbich tbe Conclusion of each is made the Pre
miss of tbe next, till you arrive at the main or ultimate Con
clusion of all, you may sometimes state these briefly, in a
form called SQrites; in which the Predicate of
the first pl"Oposition" is made the s.;bject of the Sorite••

next; and so 00, to any length, till finally the Predicate of
the last of the Premises is predicated (in the Conclusion)
of the Subject of the first: e. g. A is B, B is C, C is D,
D is E ; c therefore A is E. "The English are a brave
people; a brave people are free; a free people are bap
py; therefore the English are happy." A Sorites, then,
has as many (niddle Terms as there are ioterlnediate
Propositions between the first and the last; and conse
quently, it may be drawn out into as many separate Syllo
gisms; of which the first will have, for its major PremuI,
the second, and for its minor, the first of the Proposi
tions of the Sorites; as may be seen by the example. The
reader will perceive also by examination of that example, 
and by franJing others, that the first proposition in the Sori
tes is tbe only minor premiss that is· expressed: wben the
whole is resolved into distinct syUogisms, each' conclusion
beC?omes the filinor premis~ of tbe succeeding syllogism.
Hence, in a Sorites, the first proposition, aod that alone,

. of all the premises, may be parti~ular; beeause in the
first figure the minor may be particular, but not the major,
(see Chap. iii. § 4 ;) and all the other propositions, prior to,

the conclusion, are major preolises. It is also evident
that there may be, in a Sorites, one and only one, negatifJ6

premiss, tJiz. the last: for if any of the otbers were nega
tive, the result would be tbat. one of the syllogisms of the
Sorites would have a negative minor -premi~s; which is
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(in the 1st Fig.) i~compatible with correctness. (See
Chap- iii. § 4.)
.~.. A string of Conditional Syllogisms may in
Bonta. I·k b b ed d· S·1 e manner e 8 r. ge Into a orltes; e. g.
if A is B, C is D; if C is D, E is F; if E is F, G is
H; but A i! B, therefore G is H. "If the Scriptllres are
the word of God, it is itnportant that they should be weD
explained; if it is important, ~c. they deserve to be dili~

gently studied: if they deserve, 4-c. an order of mea
should be set aside for that purpose; but tbe Scriptures
are the word, ~c.; therefore aD order of men should be
set aside for the purpose, ~c.:" * in a destructive Sorites,
you, of collrse, go back from the denial of the last conse
qoent to tbe denial of the first antecedent: "G is Dot H ;
therefore A is Dot B."
Jadactloa. Those who have spoken of lnduction or 01

Bumple. Ei£ample, as a distinct kind of argument in a
Logical point of view, have faUen into tbe cornmon error
of confounding Logical with Rhetorical distinctions, and
have wandered frOID their subject as much as a writer 00

the orders of Architecture would do ,~bo should introduce
the distinction between buildi~gs of brick and of marble.
Logic takes Ino cognizance of Induction, for instance, or
of apriori reasoning, ~c., as distinct FOrmB of argument;
for when thrown into the syllogistic form, and when letters
of the alphabet are substituted for tbe Terms (and it is
thus that aD argument is properly to be .brought under the
cognizance of Logic), tbere is no distinction between

* Hence it is evident bow injudicious an arrangement has
been adopted by former writers on Logic, who have treated of
the Sorites and Enthymeme before they entered on the subject
of Hypotheticals.
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them; e. g. a "Property which belongs to the ox, sheep~

deer, goat, and antelope, belongs to all horned animals;
rumination belongs to these; therefore to all." This,
which is an inductive argument, is evidently a Syllogism
in Barbara. The essence of an inductive argument (and
so of the other kinds which are distinguished from it) con
sists not in the form of the Argument, but in the relation
which the Subject-matter of the Premises bears to that of
the Conclusion.*

3d. There are various other abbreviations AbbreYia

commonly used, which are so obvious as hardiy tionl.

to call for explanation: as where oDe of the Premises
of a Syllogism is itself the Conclusion of an Enthymeme
which is expressed at the saine time: e. g. "All useful
studies deserve encouragement; Logic is such (since it
helps us to reason accurately,) therefore it deserves en
couragement ;" here the minor Premiss is what is called ,
an Enthymematic ,entence. The ante~dent in that minor
Premiss (i. e. that which makes it Entbymematic) is called
by' Aristotle the Prosyllogiam.

It is evident that you may, for brevity, substitute for
any term an equivalent; as in the last exam-. Ii
•• EqUivalent.. l

pIe, "",t," for" Logic;" "such," for "a use-
fol study," o/c. The doctrine of Conversion, laid down
in the Second Chapter, furnishes many equivalent propo
sitions, since each is equivalent to its illative converse.
The division of nOUDS also (for which see Chap. v.) sup-

• See Rhetoric, Part I. Ch. ii. § 6. Nothing probably has
tended more to foster the prevailing error of considering Syllo
gism as a particular kf,ntl of argument, than the inaccuracy just
noticed, which appears in all or most of the logical works ex-

, tant. See Dis,ertation 01& tile Prot1ince· of Retuooing, Ch. i.

9
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plies many equivalents; e. g. if A is the genus of B, B
m~st be a species of A: if A is the cause of B, B must
be the effect of A.

4th., And many Syllovisms, which at first
SyUogisms o·
in'l:n::~y sight appear faulty, will often be found, 00 .

examination, to contain \correct reasoning, and"
consequently, to be redbcible to a regular form; e. g.
when you have, apparently, negative Premiles, it may
happen, that by considering one of them as ajJirmatifJe,
(see Chap. ii. § 4, p. 59), the Syllogism will be regular:
e. g. "no man is happy who is not secure: no tyrant is
secure; therefore no tyrant is happy," is a Syllogism in
Celarent.* Sometimes there will appear to be too many
terms; and yet there will be no fault in the Reaso~ing,

only ao irregularity in the expression: e. g. "no irrational
ageot could produce a work which manifests desipD; the
universe is a work which manifests design; therefore no
irrational agent could have produced the universe."
Strictly speaking, this S)'llogism has five terms; but if you
look to the meaning, you will see, that in the first Premiss
(considering it 08 a part of this .Ilrgument) it is not,
properly, "an irrational agent" that you are speaking of,

I and of which you predicate that it could not produce a
work manifesting design ; but rather it is this "work," o/c....

1ft If this exp'eriment be tried on a Syllogism which has really
negative Premises, the only effect will be to change that fault
into another: tri%. an excess of Terms, or (which is substantially
the same) an undistributed middle; e. g. "an enslaved people is
not happy; the English are not enslaved; therefore they are
happy:" if "enslaved" be regarded as one of the Terms, aDd ~

"not enslaved" as another, there will manifestly be four.
Hence you may see how v.ery little diffe~ence there is in reality
between the different faults which are enumerated.
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of which yo~ are speaking, and of which it is predicat
ed that it could· not be produced by an irrational agent;
if, then, j"ou state the Propositions in that fornl, the Syl
logism will be perfectly regular. (See § f, of this Sup
plement.)

Thus, such a Syllogism as this, "every tr'-!.e patriot is
disinterested; few men are disinterested; therefore few
men are true patriots;" mighl appear at first sight to
be in the second Figure, and faulty; whereas it ~s Bar
oara, with the Premises transposed: for you do not really
predicate of "few men," that they are "disinterested,"
but of "disintere,ted persons," that they are " few."
.Again, "none but candid men are good reasoners; few
.infidels are candid; few infidels are good reasoners."
In this it will be most convenient to consider the major
Premiss as being, "all good reasoners ,are candid," (which
of course is precisely equipollent to its illative converse
by negation;) and the minor ,Premiss and Conclusion

may in like monner be fairly expressed thus - " most in
fidels are not candid; therefore IDost infidels are not good

.. reasoners:" \vhich is a regular Syllogism in Camestres.*
Or, if you would state it in the first Figure, thus: "those
who are n~ candid (or .uDcandid) are not good reasoners;
most infidels are not candid; lnost infidels are not good

. reasonerG."

• The reader is to observe that the term employed as the
Subject of the minor premiss, and of the conclusion, is "most
infidels:" he is not to suppose that "most" is a sign of dis
tribution; it is mere1y a compendious expression fOI "the
greater part o£"
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CHAP. V.

SUPPLEMENT TO CHAP. I.

[Boo& II.

[Thi.a Supplement may be studied t:itker before or after tke Com,
pendium.]

§ 1.

THE ~sual divisions of nouns into univocal, equwocal,
and analogous, and into nouns of the first and second in

tention, are not, strictly speaking, divisions of 'Words, but
divisions of the manner of employing them; the lame
word may be employed either univocally, equivocally, or
analogously; either in the first intention or in the second.

The ordinary logical treatises often occasion great per
plexity to the learner, by not noticing this circumstance,
but rather leading him to suppose the contrary. (See
Book III. § 8.) I Some of those other divisions of nOUDS,
which are the most commonly in use, tho~gh not appro

priately and exclusively belonging to the Logical system,
it. e. to the theory of reasoning, it may be worth while
briefly to notice in this place.

Let it be observed then, that a noun expresses the view

we take of an object. And its being viewed as an objecs,
it. e. as one, or again as several, depends on our arbitrary
choice; e. g. we may consider a troop of cavalry as one

object; or we may make any single horse with its rider;

or any separate IDan or horse, or any linlb of eith~r, the
subject of our thoughts.
Siopillf and 1. When then anyone object is considered
Common
terlDl. according to its actual existence, as numerically

one, the noun denoting it is called Singular;

as "this tree," the "city of .London," o/c. When it is
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.-considered as to its nature and character only, as being

of such a descrjption as will "equally apply 'to other sin-
o gle objects, the inadequate or incomplete view (see Ana

lytical Outline, § 6,) thus taken of an individual is ex

pressed by a Common noun; as "tree," "city."
2. When any object is considered as a part Absolute ud

f h 1 . d· t'. h h I Relative.o a woe, vlewe In relerence to t e woe
or to another part, of a more complex object of thought,
the noun expressing this view is called Relative: and

to Relative noun is opposed .Ilb,olute; as denoting an

object considered as a whole, and without reference to
any thing of which it is a part, or to any other part
distinguished frorn it. Thus, "Father," and "Son,"

"Rider," "Commander," o/c.. are Relatives, being re
garded, each as a part of the complex objects, Father
and-Son, o/Ce; the same object designated absolutely
would be terlned a Man, Living-Being, ~c.·

Nouns are Correlative to each other, which
• Correlative.

denote .objects related to each other, and
v;ewed as to that relation. Thus, though a King is a

ruler of men, "King" and "Man" are not correlative,
but King and SubJect are. .

3. When there are two views which cannot Compatible

b k f · 1 be b · and Opposite.e ta en 0 one slog e a ~ect at t e same time,
the terms expressing these views are said to be Opposite,
or Inconsistent (repugnantia); as, "black and white;"
when both may'be taken of the same object at the same

time, they are called Consistent, or Compatible (conve

nientia); as "white and cold." Relative terms are Op

posite, only when applied with reference to the sarna sub
ject; as one may be both l\tlaster and Servant, but Dot at
the same- time to the same person.

9*
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Oonowete and 4. When the Dotwn derived from the view
AhBtracL taken of aoy object, is expressed with a refe-
rence to, or as in conjunction with, the object that fumish
ed the notion, it is expressed by a Concrete term;, as,
"foolish," or " fool;" when without any such reference,
by an .lJ.bstract term; as, "folly."
P08itiye, 5. A term which denotes a certain view of
~v;:~~~ive. 8D object as being actually taken of it, is called

Positee; as, "speech," "a man 'peaking:"
a term denoting that this view might conceivably be taken
of the object, but is not, is PritJatifJe: as, "dumbne"," a

" man silent," o/c.* That which denotes that such a no
tion is not and eould not be formed of the object, is called
Negative; as, a " dumb statue," a " lifeless carcase," 4'c.

1t is to be observed that the same term may be re
garded either as Positive, or as Privative or Negative,
according to the quality or charact~r which we are refer
ring to in our minds: thus, of "happy" and "miser
able," we may regard the !ornler as Positive, and the
latter (unhappy) as Privative; or tJice tlersa; according
as we are thinking of enjoyment" or of suffering.
Definite and 6. A Privative or Negative term is also called'
Indefinite.

lndefinite (infinitum) in respect of its not de-

• Many Privative epithets are such that by a little ingenuity
the application of them may be represented as an absurdity.
Thus, Wallis's remark (introduced in this treatise) that a jest is
generally a mock-fallacy, i. e. a fallacy Dot designed to deceive,.
but 80 palpable as only to furnish amusement, might be
speciously condemned as involving a contradictioD: for "the
derign to deceive," it might be said, "is essential to a fallacy."

. In the same way it might be argued that it is absurd to speak or
" a dead man;" e. g. "every man is a living creature; DOth

ing dead is a living creature; therefore DO man is dead! It
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fining and marking out an object; in contradistinction to

this, the Positive term is called Definite (fioitum) because
it does thus define or mark out. Thus," organized be
ing," or "Cmsar," are called Definite, as marking out,
and limiting our view to, one particular class of Beings, or
one single person; "unorganized," or '~not-CEsar,"are
called Indefinite, as not restricting our view tp any class,
or individual, but only excluding one, and leaving it unde
termined, what otber individual ,the thing so spoken of
may be, or what other class it may belong to.

It is to be observed, tbat the most perfect op- CODtradlc

position between nOUDS exists between any two :~ :F::~

which differ OJlly in respectively wanting and
having the particle Rot (either expressly, or in sense) at
tached to them; as, "organized," and U not-organized,'"
"corporeal," and "incorporeal;" fOl- not only is it im
possible for both these views to be taken at once of the
same thing, but also, it is impossible but that one or other
should be applicable to every object; as there is nothing

that can be both, so there is ..notbing ..that can be neither.
Every thing that can be even conceived must be either
"Cresar," or "not-Cmsar;" either "corporeaJ,'~or "in
corporeal." And in this way a complete twofold division.
may be made of any subject, being certain (as tbe ex·
pression is) to exhawt it. And the repetition of this pro
cess, so 3S to carryon a subdivision as faf as there is 0c

casion, is the~ce called by Logicians " abscissio infiniti ; ".
i. e. the repeated cutting off of that which the object to
be examined is nQ.t; e. g ~ 1. This disorder either is, or
is not, a dropsy; and for this or that reason, it is not;
2. Any other disease either is, or is not, gout; this is
Dot: then, 3. It either is, 01- is not, consumption, ~c. ~c.

This procedure is very common in Aristotle's works.
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Such terms may be said to be in contradictory opposi
tion to each other.

On the other hand, Contt'ary terms, i. e. Contrary

those which, coming under some one class, are Terms.

the most different of all that belong to that class, as. " wise ,.
and" foolish," both denoting mental habits, are opposed,
but in a different manner: for though both cannot be
applied to the same object, there may be other objects to
~hich neither caD be applied: notbing can be at once both
" wise" and " foolish; " but a stone cannot be either.

§ 2.

The notions expressed, by Common terms, we are en
abled (as has been rernarked in the Analytical Outline)
to form by the faculty of abstraction: for by itt in con
templating any object (or objects), we can attend exclu
sively to some particular circurnstances belonging to it,
[some certain parts of its natllre as it were,] and quite
withhold our attention from the rest. \Vhen, therefore,
we are thus contemplating several individuals which re
,emlJIe each other in some part of their nature, we can (by

. attending to that part alone, and not to tbose points in
which they differ) assign them one common name, which
.will express or stand for them merely as far as they all
agree; and which, of course, will be applicable to all or
any of them; (which process is called general- Generallsa..

izption;) and each of these names is called a tion.

. common tern), from its belonging to them aU alike; or
a predicable, because it may be predicated af- .

• PreclJcahl-.
firmabvely of them, or of anyone of them.
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GeDUS.

Generalization (as has been remarked) implies abstrac
tion, but it is Dot the same thing; for there may be abstrac
tion without generalization: when we are speaking of an
Individual, it' is usually ~n abstract notion. that we form;
e. g. suppose we are speaking of the present King of
France; he must actually be either at Paris or elsewhere;
sitting, standing, or in some other postur~; and in such
and such a dress, o/c. Yet many of these circumstances,
(which are separable Accidents' [vide § 6] and consequent
ly) which are regarded as non-eslential to the inditJidual,
are quite disregarded by us; aod we oostract from them
what we consider as essential; thus forming an abstract
Dation of the Individual. Yet there is here DO generaliza
tion.

§ 3.

Whatever term can be affirmed of several things, must
express either their whole essence, which is caned the

Species; or a part of their essence (viz. either
the material part, which is called the Genu" or
the formal and distinguishing part, which is
called Differentia, or in common discourse,

Dift'erentia.
characteristic) or something joined to the eslmu;

whether necessarily (i. e. to the whole species, or, in other
words, uni'versally, to every individual of it), which is

called a Property; or contingently (i. e. to
Property_

lome individuals.only of the species), which is
&ciden&. an .1ccident.
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Every predicable expresses either

I
The whole essence or part of its

I ofits subject: essence
'Viz: Species I

Genus - DiffereDc~

Property
I

or somethiq ,
joined to its

essence

I
Accident

~niversal [peculiar universal
but not but not and pc-

peculiar universal]* culiar
i-n-se-p-a-ra-b-le----se-p-ar-a-b-Ie~:

· It -is evident, from what has been said, that the Genus
and Difference put together make up the:Species: e. g.
ee rational " and " animal" constitute" mao; " so that, in
reality the Species contains the Genus, i. e. implies it;)

-----------
* And, consequently, not correctly colled a Property-, as is

1'8marked below; but inserted here as ha.ving been usually.
reckoned such by logwal writers. They have also added &

fourth kind of Property; viz. that which is peculiar to a Species,
and belongs to every Individual of it, but not at every time. But
this is, in fact, a contradiction; since whatever does not alway.
belong to a Species, does not ltelong to it uni'Oerlally. It is
through the ambiguity of words that they have fallen' into this
confusion of thought; e. g. the example commonly given is, 
"homini canescere;" "to become grey" beingt they say,
(though it is not) pecvliar to man, and belonging to efJtry indi
vidual, though not always, but only in old ag~, ·~c. Now, if by
" canescere " be meant the 'Very circumatance of becoming grey,
this manifestly does not belong to eveJy man; if again it be
meant to signify the liability to' become grey hereafter, this does
belong alttJay8 to man. And the same in other instances. In
deed the very Proprium fixed on by Aldrich, " risibility," is
nearly parallel to the above. Man is "altJNJY8 CtJpable of ltJugl&
iflg;" but he is not " capable of laughing always."
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and when the Genus is called a whole, and is said to con
tai", the Species, this is only a metaphorical expression,
signifying that it comprehends the Sper.ies, in its own more
utemive signification": e. g. if I predicate of C~sar that he
is an ani~al, I say the truth indeed, but not the whole
truth; for he is not only an animal, but a man; so that
"man," is a more full and complete expression than
" animal;" which for the same reason is more extensive,
as it contains (or rather comprehends), and may be
predicated of, several other species, 'Viz. "beast," U bird,"
tCe In the same manner the name of a species is a more
utensive, but less full and complete term than that of .an
indi'lJidual (viz. a singular term ;) since the species may
be predicated of each ofthese.* [Note, that genus and
species are commonly said to be predicated in quid (r1)
(i. e. to answer to the question, "what? ",.. as, "what is
Cmsar!" Answer, "a (nan;" "what is a man?"
Answer, "110 aniolal.") Difference, in "quale quid;"
(noio'J/ .,,,) Property and Accident in quale (no;'o~. )]

• " The impression produced on the mind by a Singular Term,
. may be compared to the distinct view taken in by the eye, of

any object (suppose some particular man) .near at hand, in a
clear light, which enables us to distinguish the features of the
indi'Didua,l: in a fainter light, or rather farther o~ we merely
perceive that the object is a man: this corresponds with the
idea conveyed by the name of the Species: yet farther oft; or
in a still feebler light, we can distinguish merely some li'Uing
olded; and at length,. merely some object; these views corres
ponding respectively with the terms denoting the Genera, less
8r more remote." RAet. Part Ill. Chap, ii. § J.

•

.. I
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§ 4.

. [BooK II.

S '--1 A genfU, which is also (J species, is called a
.~Ym .

leD~ and subaltern genus or species '. as" bird" which is
_peeles. "

the genus of " pigeon" (i. e. of which " pigeon "
is a species) is itself a species of "animal." A genus,
which is not considered as a species of any thing, is called
summu,m (the highest) genus; a species which is not con
sidered as a genus of any thing, i. e. is regarded as COD

taining under it only indimduals, is called infima (the
lowest) species.

When I say of a Magnet, that it is " a kind of iron-ore,"
that is called its proximum genus, because it is the closest
(or lowest) genus that is predicated of it: "mineral" is
its more remote genus.

When I say that the Differentia of a magnet is its
" attracting iron," and that its Property is "polarity,"
these are called respectively a Specific Difference and
Property; because magnet is an infima specie" (i. e.. \

only a species.)
When I say that the Differentia of iron ore is its "con

taining iron," and its property "being attracted by tke
, magnet," these are called, respectively, a generic Differ

ence and Property, because iron 9re is a mbaltern species
or genus, being both the genus of magnet, and a Ipeciu
of mineral.

That is the most strictly called a Property, which
belongs to the whole of a Species, and t9 that Species
alone; as polarity to t,he magnet. [And such a property
it is often' hard to distinguish from the differentia; but
whatever you comider as the most essential to tke nature
of a Species, with respect to the matter you are engaged



CaAP. V. § 4.] SUPPLEMENT TO' CHAP. I. 100

in, you m~st eait' the dijfermtia; as u rationality" to
" man; U and whatever you consider as rather aD aCCOM

paniment (or result) of that differences you must call the
property; Qs the " use of speech" seems to be a result
of rationality.] But very many properties which belong
to the 'WAole of a species are not peculiar to it; as," to
breathe air" beloggs to every man; but not to man alone ;
and it is, therefore, strictly speaking, 'not 80 much a
property of the Species "man," as of the higher, i,. e;
more comprehensive, Species, which is the genus of that, ·
tJiz. of " land-animal." Other Properties, as some
logicians call them, are peculiar to a species, but do not
belong to the whole of it; e. g. man alone can be a poet,
but it is not every man that is so. These, however, are
more commonly and more properly reckoned as accidents. I

For that is most properly called an Accident, .
h· I b b h f ACCldenu Ie...W lC 1 may e a sent or present~ t e essence 0 parable and

h S · .. h r. ioseparable.
t e peCles continuIng t e same; as, lor a man
to be " tDalking," Or a " native of Paris:" of these two
examples, the foroler is what logicians call a separable

. Accident, because it may be separated from the individ
ual: (e. g. he may sit down;) the latter is an insepara
ble Accident, being not separable from the individual,
(i. e. he who is a native of Paris can never be otherwise;)
"from the individual," I say, because every accident must
be separable from the species, else it would be a property.*

• This seeDiS to me a clearer and more correct description of
. the two kinds of aecident than the one gi1en by Aldrich; mz.
that a Separable Accident may be actually separated, and an
Inseparable, only in thougAt, "ut M:mtuanum esse, a Virgilio."
For surely" to be the author of the Eneid" was another In
eeparable.Accident of the same individual; "to be a Roman

10
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Let it here be observed, ~t both the general name
"Predicable," aDd each of the classes of Predicables,
(N. Genus, Species, 4-c.) are relative; i. e. we ·C8DDOt

.y what predicable any term is, or whether it is aoy at
all, unless it be specified of what it is to be predicated :
e. g. the term " red " would be considered a genUl, in
relation to the terms "pink,"" scarlet," o/c': . it might
be regarded as the differentia, in relation to " red roee ; "
- as a property of "blood," - as an accident of '" a
house," 4-c.

ADd universally, it is to be steadily kept in mind, that
no "common terms" have, as the names of individuals
have, any real tking eNting in fUJture (fOrrespondiog to 

thenl (~O.,. "'t as Aristotle expresses it, though he has been
represented as the champion of the opposite opinion:
vide Categ. c. 3.), but that each of them is merely a Dame
denoting a certain inadequate notion which our minds
hava formed of an Individual, and which, consequently,
DOt including any thing wherein that individual differs from
cert.aio others, is applicable equally well to all or any of
them: thus" man " denotes DO real thing (as the sect of
the Realists maintained) distinct from each individual, but
merely any maD, viewed inadequately, i. e. so as to omit,
and abstract from, all that is peculiar to each individual;
by which means the term becomes applicable alike to any

citizen" another; and " to live in the days of Augustus" anoth
er: DOW can we in thought separate all these thiDgs from the
eS8ence of that individual? To do 80 would be to form the
idea of a different individual. 'Ve can indeed conceive a WIn,
ad one who might chance to bear the name of Virgil, without
any of these Accidents; but then it would plainly not be the
,ame QIIlD.

•
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one of several indiYiduals, or -(in the plural) to seve
ral togeiher; and we arbitrarily fix on the circumstance
which we thus choose to abst.:act aDd consider separately,
disregarding all the rest; so that the same individual may
thus be referred to any of several different Species, aDd
the same Species to several Genera, as suits our purpose.
Thus it suits the Farmer's purpose to class bis

• • Different
cattle with hIS ploughs, carts, and other pos- mode.' of .

• clalJldicatioD.
seSSIons, under the DalDe of "8tock:" the
Naturalist, suitably to IU" purpose, classes them as U quadni
,_," which term would include wolves, deer, tc., which
to tbe farmer would be a most improper classi6catioo:
the Commissary, again, would class them with com,
eheese, fisb, 4--c., as "prooilio.;" that which is most
essential in ODe view, being subordinate iD another.

§ 5.

I An indiMutJl is 90 called because it is ioea- Division.

pable of logical di,fli"WR; which is a metaphor-
ieal expression to signify "the distinct (i. e. sepaf1lte)
~umerat.ion of several things si~nified by one common

Dame." This operation is directly opposite to geaerali
%tJtion, (which is performed by means of abstraction ;)
for 1St in that, you layaJide the dijferencl' by whieh sev.
eral things are distinguished, so as to call them aU by ODe

eoamoA ftllme, so, in division, you add Oft the Differences,
so as to enumerate them by their ,everal particular names.
Thus, "aoineral" is said to be divided into "stone&,
metals," ~c.; and metals again into" gold, iron," 4'c. ;
and tbese are called the Part's- (or Members) of the di·
Yision.
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. The roles for Division are three: 1st. each of tbe
Parts, or 811y of them short of all, must contain lUi (i. e.
have a narrower signification) than the thing divided.
2d. All the Parts together most be exactly equal to the
thing divided; (therefore we must be careful to ascertaiD
that the summum gentu may be predicated of etJerg term
placed under it, and of nothing e)se.) 3d. The Parts'or
Members must be oppo,ed; i. e. must not be contained
in one another: e. g. if you were to divide "book" into
" poetical, historical, folio, quarto, French, Latin,Sf ~c. the
members would be contained in each other; for a French
book may be a quarto, and a quarto, French, ~e. You
must be careful, tberefore, to keep in mi.od the principle
of divi,ion with which you set out: e. g. whether you

, begin dividing books according to their matter, their laa
guage, or their size, ~c. all these being so many ero.
divisiona. And when any thing is capable (as in the
above instance) of being divided in severa) different ways,
we are not to reckon one of these as the true, or real, or
right ooe, without specifying what the object is which Wi)

have in view: for one olode of dividing may be the most
suitable for one purpose, and another for aoother; as, e. g.
one of the above modes of dividing books would be \be
most suitable to' a book-binder J another in a philosopbi..
cal, and .the other in a philological view. .

It must be carefully remembered, that the word "Di
vision," as efIJployed in Logicf is, 8S bas been observed

. already, fRAtaplwrical; for to divide, means', originally
and properly, to separate the compOQent parts of any·
thing; eacb of which is of course absolutely Jess than the
whole: e. g. a tree (i. e. any individual tree) might be
divided " pb,'licallr," as it is called, into root, trunk,
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. branches, leaves, -te. Now if cannot be said that a root

or a leaf is a tree:- whereas in a Logical Division each of
the Members i~, in reality, more tban the whole; e. g. if
you divide tree (i. e. the. genua, tree) into oak, elm, asb,
4-c. we may say of the oak, or of any individual oak, that
" it is a tree ;" for by the very word U oak," we express

· not only the general notion of a tree, but more, viz. the
peculiar Characteristic (i. e. Difference) of that kind of
tree·.

It ·is plain, then, that it is logically only, i. e. in our
mGde of speaking, that a Genus is said to contain (or
rather comprehen.d) its Species; while metaphyaieaUy,
(i, e. in our conceptions,) a Species contains, i. e. impliu,
its Genus.

Care must be taken not to confound a physical Division
with a logical; .which beginners are apt to do, by intro
ducing ill the course of a Division, the mention of the real
Parts of which an Individual consists, and of each which
accordingly the whole cannot be affirmed

~ 6.
Definit't{)n is another metaphorical word, '

bo h 10 ]1 • °fi I 0 d b DefinitionoW Ie Itera y sIgn) es, "aylng own a OUD- '

dary ;" and, is used in Logic to signify "an expression
which 'explains any term, so as to separate it from every
thing else," as a boundary separates fields. A Nominal
D~finition (such as are those usually found in a diction-,
ary of one's own language) explains only the meaning of
the tenn, by giving some equivalent expression, which
may happen to be better known. Thus you might de
fine a "Term,'; that which forms one of the extreme.
or 60undariu of a "proposition;" and "Predica~le,"

10*
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that which 'may be predicated; "decalogue," ten com-
. maodments; U telescope," an instrument for viewing dis

tant objects, ~c. A Real Definition is one which ex~

plains and u~folds tbe nature of the thing; aDd each of
these kinds of definition is ~ither accidental or useatial.
An euen_tial Definition assigns (or lays down) the· coa
atituent partl of tht e"ence (or Dature). An aceidemal
Definition (which is commonly called a ducription) as
signs the cirCURlstances belonging to the essence, tJiz.
Properties' aad Accidents (e. g. causes, effects, 4-c.):
thus, "man" .may be described as ." 80 animal that uses

- Two di.... fire to dress his food," 4"c. [Iot\nd bere DOte,

t~i~ de~ . that in describing a ,'pecies., you cannot mention
- any thing which is strictly an accident, because~

jf it does 'na~ belong to. the whole of the Species,. it can
not define it: in describing an individual, 00 ~be contrary,
you enumerate the accidenu,. because by them it is that
ODe individual -differs from another,. and in this case you
add the ,pecies: e. g. "Philip was a mao, of Macedon,
who subdued Greece," o/c. Individuals, it is evideot,
can be defined (i. e. described) in this way alone.]

Lastly, tbe Essential Definition is divided into pAYNo1
(i. e. natural) and lpgical or fAlJtaphysical: the pkyncal
Definition lay,s down the real parts of the essence whieb
are actually separable; the logical, lays down the ideal
parts of it, whicb cannot be separated except in the miad:
thus, a plant would be defined pkY8ically, by enuluerating
the leaves, stalks, roots, o/c. of which it. is composea:
~ogicall'!l~ it \vould be defined "an orgallized BeiDg, des
t~tute, of sensation;" the former of these expressions de
noting the Genus, the latter the Difference; for a logi
04l ·definition must always consist of the genu, and Ilif-.
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jerentitJ, .w,hich are the .parts· of wbich Logic considen
every species as consisting, and whicb evidently are sepa
rable in the mind aloRe. Thus" man" is defined. "a
rational animal," 4-c. So also a "Proposition" might be
defined, physically, "a subject and predicate combined
by a copula :" the parts bere enumerated being actually
separable; but logically it would be defined "a seoteac8
which affirms or denies ;" and these two parts of the ee
sence of a· Proposition (\"hich are the genw aDd differea
till of it) can be separated in the mind only. And Dote~

that the Difference is not always one quality, but is fre
quently compounded of several together, no ODe of which
would alooe suffice.

Definitions are divided into Nominal and RelIt accord
ing to the ot;ect accomplilhed by them; whether to ex
plain, merely, the meaning of tbe word, or lbe nature
of the thing: 0·0 the other hand, they are divided into·
Accidental, Physical, and Logical, a.ording to.the meaRS
employed by each for accomplishing their respective ob
jects; whether it be the enumeration of attributes, or of
the physical, or the metaphysical parts of the esseDce~

These, therefore, are evidently. two cross divis~ 10
this place we are concerned ·with nominal definitions only,
(except, indeed, of logical terlns,) because all that is
requisite for the purposes of reasoning (which is the
proper province of Logic) is, that· a term shall not be
used in different 8ense,: a real definition of aoy thing
belongs to the science or system which is employed about
that thing. It is to be noted, that in mathematics (and
indeed in all strict Sciences) the Notnina), and the Real
Definition exactly coincide; the meaning ofthe 'Word, and
the nature (f the thing, being exactly the same. This
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holds good also with respect to Logical terms, most Le
gal, and many Etbical terms.

It is scarcely credible bow much cOR(usion bas ariSea
from tbe ignorance of these distinctions which bas pre-
vaiied among logteal writers.*

The principal rules for definition are three; tJiz. 1st.
The definition must be adelJfUltB; i. e. neither too e~

teosive nor too narrow for the thing defined: e. g. to

define "fish," "In anitDal that lives in the w&ter,'~ would
be too extenMe, because many insects, ~c. live in the
water; to de6ne it, ." an animal that has an air-bladder,"
would be too narrou; beca~se many fish are without lOY.

!d. The definition must be in itself plainer than the
thing defined, else it would not e.ain it: I -say, "in
itself," (i.~. generally,) because, to some particular per
SOD, the term defined may happen to be even more fa
miliar and better understood, than the language of the-
definition. . •

3d. The Third Rule usoally given by Logicians for a
definition, is, that it should be couched in a eont1enieftt
flumber of appropritJte words (if such can be found suit
able for tbe purpose): since figurative words (which are

• In Chap_ ii, § 3, of Book IV. the doctrine here laid dOWD

will be more fully developed.
Aldrich, having given us an instance of a Nominal Definition,

the absurd one of " homo, qui ex bumo," has led some to COD

elude that the Nominal Definition must be founded on the ely
waology; or at least that such was his meaning. Bot that it was
DOt, is sufficiently plain from the circumstance that Wallis (froID
whose work bis is almost entirely abridged) expressly says the
contrary- Be this as it may, however, it is plain that the ety
mologyof a term has nothing to do with any logical considera-
tion of it. See note to § 8, of Book ID. ,. ~
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opposed to appropriate) are apt to produce ambiguity or
indistinctness; too great brevity may occasion ob,cunty;
and too great proli:city, con!ulion. But this perhaps is
rather an admonition with respect to Style, than a strictly
logical rule; nor can we accordingly determine with pre
cision, in each case, whether it has been complied with
or Dot; tbere is DO drawing the Jine between" too long"
and" too concise,"~. Nor would'a definition unneces
sarily prolix be censured as incorrect, but as inelegant,
inconvenient, ~c. If, however; a definition be chargeable
with T-autology, (which is a distinct fault from prolixity
or verbosity) it is properly incorrect, though without of.
fending against the two first rules. Tautology consists in
inserting too much, not in mere tlJordl,but in setue; yet
Dot so as too much to narrow the definition (in opposition
to Rule 1.) by excluding some things which belong to

the ciass of the thing defined; but only, so as to state
something which has been already implied. Thus, to de
fiRe -a Parallelogram" a four-sided figure whose opposite
side! are parallel and equal," would be tautological; be
cause, tbough it is true that such a figure, and such alone,
i~ a parallelogram, the equality of the sides is implied in
their being parallel, and may be proved from it. Now
the insertion of the words" and equal," leaves, and in
deed leads, a reader to suppose that there may be a four
sided figure whose opposite sides are parallel but Dot

equal,* Tbough therefore such a definition asserts DOth-

• This would be inferred according to the principle or "ex
ceptio probat regulum," an Qlception prO'DU tI rule. The force
of the maxim is this, (for it is Dot properly confined to the case
where an exception, strictly so called, is mentioned,) that ~e
mendon of any circumstance introdooed into the statement or a
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ing faJse t ii lead. to • suppositibD of what is false; and
consequently is to be re~Fded as aD incorrect definition..

precept, lew, remark, ~c. (for the appIic'ation 'of the maxim is
not confined to the ease of Dt;/initi~n8) is to be presumed necu
'(J/ry to be inserted; so that the precept, ~c. would not hold
good if this eircumstanee were absent. If e. g. it be laid down
that he who breaks into aD erwpt,y house ahall receive a cenaiD
pum.bment, it would be inferred that tbie puniahment would not
be incurred by bleak~ into an occupiul house: if it were told
us that some celestial phenomenon oould not be seen 1ra the
naJced eye, it w9uld be inferred that it would be visible through
a teleacope: ~c. ·

And much is often inferred in this manner, which was 'by no
means in the Author's mind; ttom his havillg inaccurately iD
eerted what cbaoced to be present to his thought& Thus, he
who Sayl that it i. a crime for people to violate the property or
a humane Landlord ,!ho livu among them, may perhaps Dot
me&ll to imply that it is no crime to violate the property of an
absentee-landlord, or 0' OD~who is not humane; but he leaves
ltD opening for being so ullderstood. Thus again (to recur t~
the ease o~ defiDitio88) in _yiDg that '~ an u.imalwhich breatbell
throu,b gills and u .caJy, is a fish," ~ough aothiDg. falae is ...
selted, a. presumption is aWorded that you mean to give too
narrow a definition; in violation of Rule I.

And Tautology, as above described, is sure to mislead any
one who interprets what is said, conformably to the maxim that
the exception provel a rule.



BOOK III.

OF FALLACIES.

Bt a Fallacy .is commonly understood, "aoy DeBai&loa of

d d { - h- b Fallacy_QDSOUD mea e Q arguing, W Ie appears to

demaBd our eoorictioo, aDd to be decisive of tbe ques
tion in hand, whea in Caimess it is Dot." Consideriag .
the ready detection and clear exposure of Fallacies to be
both more e:xtensive)y ilpportant, aDd also more difficult,
than many are -aware of,' I propose. to take a Logical view
of the Bubject; referring the diiFer-eot Fallacies to the
most conyenient beads, and giving a scientific analysis of
tbe procedure which takes place in each.

After aU, indeed, in the practical detection of each in
dividual fallacy, much must depend ,on natural aDd ac
quired acuteness; DOr can. aoy rules be given, the mere ~

learniog of which will enable us to apply them with me·
chanical certainty IDd readiness: but still we shall find
that to take ·eorreet general views of the subject, aDd to

be familiarized with scientific discQSsioDS of it, will tend,
• above aD things, to engender meA a hq,bit of mind, as will

best fit U.(I for practice.
Indeed th~ case is the same with respect to ~ie in

general; &C81cely anyone would, in ordioaJy practice,
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state to himself either his, own or another's ,reasoning, iii
Syllogisms in Barbara at run length;· yet a familiari~y.-

with 'Logical principles tends very much (as all feel, who
are really well acquainted with them) to beget Ii habit of
clear 'and~und reasoning. . The tr~th is, in this, ~s in
many other things, there ar~ processes going on in the
mind (when we ar~ practising any thing ,quite familiar to
us) ,with such rapidity as tQ leave no trace in the memory;
and we often apply principles which did, not, as far as we
are consci~us, eve.n occur to us 'st(the time. .
Inaccurate It wOQld be f~reign, however, "to the present
}:or::~g;ri~ purpose, to investigate fully·, tbe mannet in which
ters.. certain, studies ..operate in remotely producing
certain effeCts on ·the mind: it 'is;,suificient to- establish the
fGet, that habits ~f scientific analysis (besidestbe intrinsic
beauty and dignity I of such studies) lead- "to -practiCal ad
vantage. 'It. is on' "~gi<1al principles therefore that I pro
pose to. discuss the subject of-'F,allac'ies; and -it may,
indeed, seem to bave··been,unnecessa:ry;to make any-apol
ogy for 80 doing,. after what' has IJeen fonnerly said, gene·
rally, in defence of Logic: but that "the generality of Log
ical w~iters have usually followed ,so opposite a plan:
_whene~er they have to treat of any thing that- is beyond
the mere ele~lents of Logic, tb~y totally lay aside 'all refer~

eQce to the principles they hl\ve been occupied' in estab
Jisbin~ 8odexplaimog, and have recourse to a' loose,
v~gu.e, and popular kind 'of' language J such as would be
the best suited indeed °to an exoterical discourse, bot
seems strangely incongru'ous in a professed Logical treatise. •
What should we think of a Geometrical writer,' who,
after having gone through" the elements with strict defini
tions and demonstrations, should, on proceeding to Me-
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chanics, totally lay aside all reference to scientific princi
ples, - all use of technical terms, - and treat of the
subject in undefined terms, and with probable and pop
ular arguments? It would be thought strange, if e\'en a
Botanist, when addressing those whom be had been in.
structiug in the principles Bud the terms of his system,
should totally lay these aside when he came to describe
plants, and adopt the language of the vulgar. Surely it
affords but too much plausibility to tbe cavils of those
who scoff at Logic altogether, that the very writers who
profess to teach it should never themselves make any
application of, or reference to, its principles, on those Tery
occasions, when, aod when only, such application and
reference are to be expected. If the principles of any
system are weU laid down, ..... if its technical language is
judiciously framed, - then, surely, those prin(~iples and
that language will afford (for those who have once thor-
o.ughly learned them) the best, the most clear, simple, and
concise method of treating 80y subject connected with
that system. Yet even the accurate Aldrich, in treating
of the DiJemrna and of the Fallacies, h~s very much for
gotten the Logician, and assumed a loose and rhetorical
style of writing, without making aoy application of the
principles he had formerly laid down, but, on the contrary,
sometimes departing widely from them.*

• lIe is far more confused in his discussion of Fallacies than
in any-other part of his treatise; of which this one instance may
serve : after baving distinguished Fallacies into those in the
ezprearion, and those in the 71wJter (" in dictione," and" extra
dictionem,") he observes of one or two of these last, that they
are not properly called FallacV8, as not being SyUogitmv fa,tIlIy
inform (" Syllogismi forma peccant8s,") as if anyone, which
was such, could be "Fallacia eztra dietionem."

11
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The most experienced teachers, when addressing. those
who are familiar with the elementary principles of Logic,
think it requisite, not indeed to lead them, on each occa
sion, through tkf. 'U'hole detail 'of thoge principles, when
the process is quite obvious, but always to put them OR

. the road, as it were, to those principles, that they may
plainly see their own way to the end, and take a scientific
view of the subject: in the same manner as mathematical
writers avoid indeed the occasional tediousness of going
all through a very silnple demonstration, which the learner,
if he will, Inay easily supply; but }·et ahvays speak in
strict mathematical language, and with reference to mathe
matical' principles, though they do not always state tbem
at full length. I would not profess, therefore, any more
than they do, to .write (on subjects connected with the
science) in a language intelligible _to those who are igno
rant of its first rudiments: to do so, indeed, would imply
that one was not taking a scientific view of the subject,
nor availiog one's-self of the principles that bad been
established, and the accurate and concise technical lan
guage that had been franled.

The rules already given enable us to de-
Mistakes 81.. I h·· 1 hi h 11 ••
tC) the oftice ve Op t e prlnClp es on w c a reasonIng IS

oCLogic. conducted, whatever be the Subject-matter of
it, and to ascertain the validity or fallaciousness of any
apparent argument, as far as the farm of exprusion is con
cerned; that being alooe the proper province of Logic.

But it is evident that we may nevertheless remain
liable to be deceived or perplexed in Argument by the
assumption of false or doubtful Premisu, or by the em
ployment of indistinct or ambiguow Terms; and, accord
ingly, many Lol)ical writers, wishing to make their sy8-
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terns appear as perfect as possible, have undertaken to
give rules ,. for' attaining clear ideas," and for "guiding
the judgolent;" and fancying or professing themselves
successful in this, have- consistently enough denominated
Logic, the "Art of using the Reason;" which in truth
it would be, and would nearly supersede all other studies,
if it could of itself ascertain the meaning of every Term,
and the truth or fals-ity of every Propos·ition, in the same
manner as it actually can the fJaliditg of every Argument.
And they have been led into this, partly by the conside
ration that Logic is concerned about the three operations
of tbe mind - simple Apprehension, Judgment, and Rea
soning; not observing t~at it is not equally concerned
about all: the .last operation being alone its appropriate
province; and 'the rest being treated of only in reference
to tb,at.

The contempt justly due to such pretensions has most
unjustly fallen on the Science itself; nluch in the same
maDDer as Chemistry was brought into disrepute among
the unthinking, by the extravagant pretensions of the AI
chymists. And those Logical writers have beeD censured,
not (as they should have been) for flUJlcing such profes
sions, but for nO.t fulfilling them. It has been objected,
especially, that the rules of Logic leave us still at a loss
as to the most important and difficult point in Reasoning;
eiz. the ascertaining the sense of the ternlS enlployed, and
removing their ambiguity. A complaint resembling that
made (according to a story told by \Varburton,* aod
before alluded to) by a man who found fault with all the
reading-glasses presented to him by tbe shopkeeper; the

* In his »iv. Leg.
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fact being that he never learned to read. In the present
case, the cOinplaint is the more unreasonable, inasmuch
as there neither is, nor ever carl po,Bibly be, any such
system devised as will affect the proposed object of clear
ing up the ambiguity of Ternls. It is, however, no small
advantage, that the rules of Logic, though they cannot,
alone, ascertain and clear up ambiguity in any Term, yet
do point out in which Term of an Argument it is to be
sought for; directing our attention to the middle Term,
as the one on the ambiguity of which a Fallacy is likely
to be built.

It will be useful, however, to class aod describe the
different kinds of alnbiguity which are to be met with ;
and also the various ways in which the insertion of false,
or, at least, unduly assumed, Preloises, is most likely to

elude observation. And though the remarks which will
be offered on these points may not be oonsidered as
strictly forming a part of Logic, they cannot be thought
out of place, when it is considered bow essentially the,.
are connected with the application of it.

~ 1.
D1ri,'on or The division of Fallacies into those in the
l'aJlacie.. words (IN DICTIONE) and tbose in the
,matter (EXTRA DICTIONEl\J) has not been. by any
writers liitherto, grounded on any dislict principle: at
least, Dot on aoy that they have themselves adhered to.
The confounding togetbar, however, of these two classes
is higbly detrimental to all clear notions concerning Logic;
being obviously allied to tile prevailing erroneous views
which lnake Logic the art of employing the intellectual

!acultie, in general, having the dilcotJery of truth for its
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object, and all kinds of knowledge for its proper subject
matter; with aU that train of vague and groundless
speculations which have led to such interminable confusion
and mistakes, and afforded a pretext for such clamorous
censures.

It is important, therefore, that rules should be given for
a division of Fallacies into Logical and Non-logical, on
such a principle as shaD keep clear of all this indistinctness
and perplexity.

If anyone should object, that the division about to be
adopted is in some degree arbitrary, placjng under the
one head Fallacies, which many might be disposed to

place under the otber, let him consider Dot only the
indistinctness of all forfner divisions, but the utter impos
sibility of framing any that shall be cODlpletely secure
from the objection urged, in a case where men have
formed such various and vague Dotions, from the very
want of some clear principle of division. Nay, from the
elliptical form in which all reasoning is usually expressed,
and the .peculiarly involved and oblique form in which
Fallacy is for tbe most part conveyed, it must of course
be often a matter of doubt, or rather, of arbitrary choice,
Dot only to which genus each kind of Fallacy should be
referred, but even to which kind to refer anyone inditJid
tuJl FaUaey: for since, in any course of Argument, ODe

~remiss is usually suppressed, it frequently happens, in
the case of a Fallacy, tbat the hearers are left to the
alternative of supplying either a Premiss which is flOt

true, or el,e, one which does fiOt prorJe the Conclusion;
IDdetermi- e. g. if a man expatiates on the distress of the
:.r-otc;T countr)', and thence argues that the government--. .IS tyrannical, we must suppose him to assume

11*
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tidier that "eYery distressed country is under a tyranny,"
which is a manifest falsehood, or, merely that "e'l~

country under a tyranny is distressed," whieb, however
true, proves nothing, the Middle Term being undistributed.
Now, in the former case, the Fallacy would be referred
to the bead of "extra dictiooelD ;" in the latter to that
of " in dictiooe:" whicb are we to suppose the speaker
meant us to understand? Surely just whichever each of
his hearers might happen to prefer : some might assent to

the false Premiss; others, allow the unsound Syllogism:
to l,he Sopbist himself it is indifferent, as 10Dg as they CD .

but be brought to admit the Conclusion. ,
Without prete~iDg, then, to conform to every one's

mode of speaking 00 the subject, or to lay dowD rules
which shall be in ahemselves (without any can for labor
or skill in the per~D who enlploys them) readily appli
cable to, and decisive on each individuJlI case, I propose
a division which is at least perfectly clear in its maia
principle, and coincides, perhaps, as nearly as possible
with the established nouons of Logicians OD the subject.

§2.

Lo,ical Fal- In every Fallacy, the Conclusion either
..... doe" or dOtl not folloto from tAe Premuu.
Where the Conclusion does not follow from the Premises,
it is manifest that the fault is in the Reaaofliflg, and in
thot alone; these, therefore, we call Logical FaJlacies,.
as being, properly, violations of those rules of reasoning
which it is tbe province of Logic to ]ay down.

• In the lame manner u we call that a criminal coon in
which crimes arej~
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Of these, however, one kind are IDore yurely Logical,
u exhibiting their fallaciousness -by the bare form of the
expression, without any regard to the meaning of the
Terms: to whicb class belong: Jst. Undistributed Mid
dle; 2d. Illicit Process; 3d. Negative Premises, or Af
firmative CODclu.sion from a negative Premiss, and vies
tiers": to which may be added, 4th. those whicb have
palpably (i. e. expu'ed) more tban three Terms.

The other kind may be most properly called semi
logical; 'Viz. all the cases of ambiguous middle Term
except its non-distribution: for though in such cases the
conclusion does not follow, and though the rules of Logic
show that it does not, as j ,oon as tluJ ambiguity of the
taiddle Term is IJIcertainecl, yet tile discovery and ascer
tainment,of this ambiguity requires attention to tho ,e1ll8

of the t'erm, aod knowledge of the Subject-matter; so
that here, Logic " teaches us not how to find the Fallacy,
but ooly where to search for it," and 00 what principles to
condenlD j·t.

Accordingly it hI·s been made a subject of bitter com
plaint against Logic, that it presupposes the most difficult
point to be already accomplished, tJiz. the sense of the
Terms to be ascertained. A similar objection might be
urged against every other art in existence; e. g. against
Agricuhure, that all the precepts for the cultivation of land
presuppose the possession of a farm; or against Perspec
tive, that its rules are useless to a blind man. , The
objection is indeed peculiarly absurd when urged against
Logic, because tbe object which it is blamed for not
accomplishing can'not possibly be within the province of
ay ORe art whatever. Is it indeed possible or conceivable
that there should be any method, _ce, or system, that
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should enable one to know the fuD and exact meaning of
every term in existence? The utmost that can be done
is to give some general rules that may assist us in this work;
which is done in the first two chapters of Book II.

The very author of the objection says, "This (the
comprehension of the meaning of general Terms) is a
study which every individual must carryon for' himself;
Bnd of whicb no rules of Logic (bow useful soever they
may be in directing our labors) can supersede the ne
cessity." (D. Stewart, Phil. Vol. ]1. Chap. ii. § 2.)

Nothing perhaps tends more to conceal from men their
imperfect conception of the meaning of a term, than the
circumstance of their being able' fully to comprehend a
procen of reaso'Ring in which it is involved, without
attaching any distinct meaning at all to that Term; as is
evident when X Y Z are used to stand for Terms, in a
regular Sy lJegism : thus a man may be familiarized witb a

Term, and never find himself at a 10" from-oot compre
hending it; from which he will be very likely to iofer
that he does comprehend it, wben perhaps be does DOt,

but employs it vaguely and incorrectly; which leads to
faUa('ious Reasoning and confusion. It must be owned,
however, that many Logical writers have, in great measure,
brought on themselves the reproach in question, by call
ing Logic" the right use of Reason," laying down" rules

for gaining clear ideas," and such-like altJt..",ltJ, as Aris
totle calls it. (Rket. Book I. Chap. ii.)

§ 3.

Material Fal- The remaining class (viz. where the CancIu..
Jaciea. sion does- follow from the Premises) may -be
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called the Material, or Non-logical Fallacies: of these
there are two kinds; * 1st. when the Premises are such
as ought not to have been assumed; 2d. when the Con
clusion is not the one required, but irrelevant; which
Fallacy is called "ignorat·;'o elenchi," because your
Argument is not the " elenchus" (i. e. proof. of the con
tradictory) of your opponent's assertion, which it should
be; but proves, instead of that, saine other ,prop(JsitioD
resembling it. HpDce, since Logic defines what Contra
diction is, some olay choose rather ~to range this with the
Logical Fallacies, as it seems, so far, to come under the

jurisdiction of tbat art; nevertheless, it is perhaps better
to adhere to the original division, both on account of its
clearness, and also because few would be inclined to

apply to the 'Falla~y in question the accusation of being
incon~lusi1Je, and consequently illogical reasoning: besides
which, it seems an artificial and circuitous way of speak
ing, to suppose in all cases an opponent and a contradic
tion; the simple statement of the matter being this, - I
am required, by the circumstances of the case, (no mat
ter why,) to prove a certain Conclusion; I prove, not. that,
but one whi~h is likely to be mistaken for it;- in this
lies the FaUacy.

It might be desirable therefore to lay aside the name
of "ignoratio elen~hi," but that it is so generally adopted
as absolutely to require some mention to be made of it.
The other kind of Fallacies in the Matter will cornpre
hend (as far as the vague and obscure language of Logical

* For it is manifest that the fault, if there be any, must be
either 1st. in the Premi8u, or 2dly. in the Conclurion, or 3dly.
in the CQnnezion between them.
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writers will allow us to conjecture) the faUacy of " non
CllUla pro cau,a," aod that of "petitio principii:" of
these, the former is by them distinguished into "a nOli

f1era pro fJera," and "a nOD tali pro tali;" this last
would appear to be arguing from' a case not parallel as if
it were so; wbich, in I Algical language, is, having the
..ppruBed Premiss false; for it is in that the parallelism
is affirmed; and the "non vera pro vera" will -in like
manoer signify the expru,ed Premiss being false; so that
this Fallacy will turn out to be, in plain terms, neither more
nor less than falsity (or unfair assumption) of a Premiss.

The remaining kind, "petitio principii," (begging the
question,) takes place when a Prelniss, whether true or
false, is either plainly equivalent to the Conclusion, or
depends on it for its own reception. It is to be observed,
however, that in all correct Reasoning the Premises must,
virtually, imply the Conclusion; so that it is not possible
to mark precisely the distinction between the Fallacy in
question and fair Argument; since that IDay be correct
and fair Reasoning to one person, which would be to

another, "begging the question;" inasmuch as to one,
the Conclusion might be more evident than the Premiss,
and to tbe other, the reverse. The most plausible form
of this Fallacy is arguing in a circle; and the greater the
circle, the harder to detect.

§ 4.
There is no Fallacy that loay not properly be included

under some of the foregoing heads: those which in the
Logical treatises are separately eoulnerated, aDd cootra
distinguished from these, being in reality instances of
tbem, and therefore more properly enuluerated in the
subdivision thereof; as in the scheme annexed:-

j,
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§5.
On each of the Fallacies which have been thus enume

rated and distinguished, I propose to offer some more par
ticular remarks; but before I proceed to this, it will be
proper to premise two general observations, 1st. on the
importance,. and 2d. the dijficulty, of detecting aod de-.
scribing Fallacies: both have been already slightly alluded
to; but it is requisite that tbey should here be somewhat
more fully and distinctly set forth.

1st. It seems by most persons to be taken for granted
1m rtance that a Fallacy is to be dreaded merely as a='1 weapon fashioned and wielded by a skilful sopb-

ist; Of, if they allow that a man may with
honest intentions slide into one unconsciously, in the heat
of argument, still they seem to suppose that where there
is no dilpute, there is no cause to dread Fallacy;
whereas there is much danger, even in what may be
called solitary reasoning, of sliding unawares into some
Fallacy, by which one may be so far deceived as even to

act upon the conclusion thus obtained. By solitary rea
soning I mean the case in which one is not seeking for ar
gument, to prove a given que,t,:on, but laboring to elicit
from one's previous stock of knowledge some weful in-
ference.* To select one from innumerable exanlples that
might be cited, and of which some more will occur in the
subsequent part of this essay; it is not improbable that
many indifferent sermons have been produced by the am
biguity of the word "plain:" , young divine perceives
the truth of the maxim, that "for the lower orders one's

* See the chapter on "inferring and proving," (Book IV.
eh. iii.) in the Dissertation on the Province of Reasoning.
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language cannot be too pUJin : " (i. e. clear and perlpicu
QUI, .SO as to require no learning nor ingenuity to under
stand it;) and when he proceeds to practise, ,tbe word
" plain" indistinctly flits before him, as it were, and often
checks him in the use of ornaments of style, such as
metaphor, epithet, antithesis, ~c., which. are opposed to
" plainness" in a totally different sense of ~e word; be..
iog by DO means necessarily adverse to perspicuity, but
ratber, in many cases, conducive- to it; as may be seen in
several of the clearest of our Lord's discourses, which are
the very ones that are the most· richly adorned with figu
rative language. So far indeed is an ornamented style
from, being unfit for 'the vulgar, that they are pleased with
it 'even in excess. Yet the desire to be "plain," com
bined with that dim- and confused notion which the ambi
guityof the word' produces in such as do not separate in
their minds, and set before thcll1selves, the two meanings,
often 'causes them to write in a drY and bald style, which
ha~ DO advantage in point of perspicuity, and is least of all
suited to the taste. of the vu19ar. The above instance is
not drawn from mere conjecture, but frorn actual expe
rience of the fact.

Another instance of ~e strong influence of In6uence of

words on OUl' ideas may be adduced from a ~:b~:.

widely different subject: most persons feel a
certain degree of surprise on first hearing of the result of
some late experiments of the Agl"jcultl.1ral Chemists, by
which they have ascertained that universally what are
called heavy soils are' specifically the lightest; and vice
"erla. Whence this surprize 6J for no one ever distinctly
believed the established names to be used in tbe literal
and primary sense, in consequence of the respective soils

12
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bariog beeo 'weigle" together; indeed it is obvious on a
momeot'~ reflection that teaacioUl clay-,oil, (u well a.
muddy roads) are figurati'l1ely called heavy, from the dif
ficulty of ploughing, or passing over them, which produces
aD effect like that of bearing or dragging a heavy weight;
yet stiU the lerms "'light" and "heavy," though used
figuratively, have most undoubtedly introduced into men's
minds solnething of the ideas expressed by tbem in their
primitive sense. The same words, when applied to arti
cles of diet, have produced impo~tant errors; many sup
posing some article of food to be light of dige,tion from
its, being ·rpecifical'y light. So true is the ingenious ob
servation of Hobbes, that" words are the counters of wise
meo, and the money of fools." *

* "M.en imagine," says Bacon, "that their minds have the
command of Language; but it often happens that Language
bears rule over their mind." Some of the weak and absurd ar
guments which are often urged against Suicide nIftY be traced
to the inftuence of words on thoughts. When· a Christian
moralist is called OD for a direct Scriptural pre~pt agaiDst sui
cide, instead of replying that th~ Bible is not meant for a com
plete code of lawB, but for a syetem of motive, and principlu, the
answer frequently given is, "thou shalt do no murder;" and it
is assumed in the arguments drawn from ReasoD, as well as in
those from Revelation, that Suicide is a species of Murder; mz.
because .it is caUed self-murder; and thus, deluded by a name,
many are led to rest on an unsound argument, which, like all
other fallacies, does more harm than good, iD tho end, to the

. cause of truth. Suicide, if Ilny one considers the Dature and
not the name of it, evidently wants the most essential charac
teristic of murder, 'Viz. the hurt and injury done to one's neigh
bour, in depriving him of lire, as well as to others by the tuecu
"'Y they are in consequence liable to feel. ADd since no ODe

can, Itriotly speaking, do Vljulice to himseIt; he clUlDOtt iP the
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More especially deserving of attention is the influence
of Aoalogioal Terms in leading IDeo into erroneous D~
tioos'io Theology; where the most irnport8Dt terols are
aDalogical; and yet they are continually employed in Rea
sooing, without due attention (oftener through want of
caution than by unfair design) to their analogical Dature ;
and most of the errors into which theologians have CaUeo
may be traced, in part, to tbis cause.*
. In speaking of the importance of refuting. Fallacie.,
(under which name I include, 8S will be seen, aoy false
assulnptioD employed as a" prentiss) tbis consideration
ought not to. be overlooked; that an unsound Principle,

literal and primary acceptation of the words, be said either to
rob or to murder himself: He who deserts the post to which
he is appointed bv hi. great Master, and presumptuously cute
Mort the state of probation graciously allowed him for working
outhi. ulvation, (whether by action or by patient endurance,) iI
,uiIt1 indeed of a grievous lin, but of ODe not the least analo
gous in its character to murder. It implies no inhumanity. It
is much more closely allied to the sin of w"asting life in indo
lence, or in trifling pursuits, - that life which is bestowed as a '
seed-time for the harvest of immortality. What is called in fa-
miliar phrase "killing time," is, in truth, an approach, a8 far
8S it goes, to the destruction of one's o\vn life: for "Time is
the stuff life is made o£"

It is surely wiser and safer to confine ourselves to such argu
ments as will bear the test of 8 close examination, tll,an to re
IOrt to such as may indeed at the first glance be more specious
and appear stronger, but which, when exposed, will too often
leave a man a dupe to the fallncies OD the opposite side. But
it is especiany the error of controversialists to urge every thing
that can be urged; to snatch up the first w~apon that comes to
hand; (" furor arma ministrat; tt) with"ut waiting to eODsider
what is TRUE.

• See the note. to Ch. v. § 1, or the Dissertation IUbjoiDe~.
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wbicb has been employed to establish some mischievously
. false Conclusion, does not at once become harntless, and
too insignificant to be worth refuting, as soon as tbat' con
clusion is given up, aod' the false Principle is no longer
employed fof' that particular· use. It may equally well
lead to some other no less nlischievous result~ " A false
premiss, according as it is combined with this, or with

r that, true one, will lead (to two different false conclusions•
.Thus, if the principle be admitted, that any important re
ligious errors ought to be forcibly suppressed, this may
lead either to persecution on the one side, or to latitudina- .
rian indifference on tbe other. Soole may be Jed to jus
tify the suppression of heresies by the civil sword; and
others, whose feelings revolt at such a procedure, and
who see persecution reprobated and discountenanced by
those around them, may be led by the same principle to
regard religious errors as of little or no importance, and
all religious persuasions as equally acceptable in' the sight
of God." •

Thus much, as to the ext,ensive practical influence of
Fallacies, aod the consequent high importance of detect..
ing and exposing them.

.§ 6.

Difficulty of 2dly. The second remark is, that whiJe'-sourid
t~:~~:~. reasoning is ever the more readily adlnitted, the

more clearly it is perceived to be such, Fallacy,
on the contrary" being reje'cted as soon as perceived, will,
of course, be the more likely to obtain reception, the
more it is obscured and disguised by obliquity Bnd com-

* The Errors of Romanism, Ch•. v. § 2, p. 228.
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plexity of expression: it is thus that it is the, most likely
either to slip accidentally from the careless reasoner, Q~

to bQ brought forward deliberately by the Sophistll Not
that he ever wishes this obscurity apd colnplexity to be
perceived; on the contrary, it is for his purpose tbat the
expression should_ appear as clear and simple as possible,
while in reality it is the .most tangled oet he can COD

trive. Thus, whereas it is usual to express our reason.
iog, elliptically, so that a Premiss (or even two or three
entire steps in a course of arguDlent) wbicb may be readi..
ly supplied, as being perfectly obvious, shall be left to
be understood, the Sopbist in like manDer suppresses
what is not obvious~ but is in reality tbe weakest part of
the argument: and uses every otber contrivance to with.
draw our attention (his art closely resembling the jug.
gler's) from the quarter where the Fallacy lies. Hence the
uncertainty before mentioned, t~ which class any individual
Fallacy is to be referred: aDd hence it is that the dif-
ficulty 0 of detecti~g and exposing Fallacy, is so much
greater' than that of comprehending ,and developing a pro
cess of sound argument. It is like the detection, and a~

prehension of a crinlinaJ in spite of al1 his arts of con..
cealment' and

o

disguise; when this is accomplished, and he
is brought to trial with all the evidence of his guilt pro
duced, his conviction and punishment are easy; and this
is precisely the case with those Fallacies which are given
'88 examples in Logicaltre3tises; they are in fact already
detected, by being stated in a plain and regular form, and
are, as it were, only brought up to receive sentence. Or
again, fallacious reasoning may be compared to a perplex
ed and eDtangled mass of accounts, which it requires much
as'" .and elese attention.to cleu QPt aad djsplay in •

12*

.'
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regular Bnd ioteJJigible form; tbougb wken thU· it once ae
compliaked, the wbole appears so perfectly ,imple, that
the unthinking are apt to undervalue the ski.ll and pains
which 'h8~e been ernployed upon it.

Moreover, it should be remembered tbat a very long
discussion is one of the most effectual veils of Fallacy.
Sophistry, like poison, is at once detected, and nauseated,
when presented to us in a concentrated form; but a Fal
lacy which when stated barely, in a few sentences, would.
not deceive- a child, may deceive half the world, if diluted
in a quarto volume. For, as in a calculation, one single
figure incorrectly stated will' enable us to arrive at any re- .
suIt whatever, thol1gh every otber figure, aDd the whole
of the operations, be correct, so, a single false assumption
in any process of reasoning, though every other be true,
will enable us to draw what. conclusion we please; and
the greater the number of true assumptions, tbe more
likely it is that the false one will pass unnoticed.* But

• I have seen a long argument to prove that the. potato is not
a cheap _article of food; in which there was an elaborate, and
perhaps correct, calculation of the produce per acre of potatoes
and of wheat, - the quantity lost in bran, --- expense of grind
ing, dressing, &-c., and an assumption slipped in, as it were inci
dentally, that a given quantity of potatou ccmtai", but one-tenth
part ofnutritive :matter equal to br~ad: from all which (and ~ere

is probably but one groundless Bssertion hi the whole) a most
triumphant result was deduced. This, ho,~ever, gained the UD

doubted assept of a Review by no means friendly to the author,
and usually noted more for skepticism than for ready assent!
"All things," says an apocryphal' writer, "are double, one
against another, and nothing is made in vain:" unblushing as
lerters of falsehood seem to have a race of easy believers pro
vided on purpose for their use: men who will not indeed be-
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. when you single out one step in the course of the rea~oD

mg, and exhibit it as a Syllogism .with one Premiss true
and the other false, the sophistry. is easily perceived. To
use another illustration, it is true in a course of argument,
IS. in Mechanics, that. " nothing is stronger than its weak
est part;" and consequently a chain which has one faulty
link will break: but though the number of the sound links
a~ds nothing to ,the strength of the chain, it adds much to

the chance of the faulty one's escaping observation.
To speak, therefore, of· all the Fallacies that have ever

been enumerated as too glaring and obvious to need even
being mentioned, because the simple instances. given in
logical treatises, and there stated in the plainest and co~

sequently most easily d~tected form, are such as would (in
that form) deceive· no one;- this, .surely, shows extreme
weakness, or else ·unfairness. It may readily be allowed,
indeed, that to detect individual Fallacies, and bring
tAem under the general rules, is a harder task than to l(ly
d9wn those general rules; but this does not prove that the
latter office is trifling or useless, or that it does not essen
tially conduce to the performance of the other: there may
be more ingenuity shown .in detectihg and arresting a
malefactor, and convicting him of the fact, than in laying
down a law for the trial and punishment of such persons;
but the latter office, i. e. that of a legislator, is surely
neither unnecessary nor trifling.

It should be added that a close observation and Logical
analysis of Fallacious arguments, as it tends (according to
what has. been already said) 10 form a habit of mind well
suited for the practical detection of Fallacies; so, for that

lieve the best-establisbed truths of religion, but are ready to be
lieve any thing else.
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wry reaSOD, it will make us the more careful in making
GllotJJtJnce for them: i. e. to bear in mind how much mea
in general are liable to be influenced by them. E. G. a
rtfuted argument otJght to go for nothing; but in fact it
will generally prove detrimental to the \cause~ from the
Fallacy which will be presently explained. Now, no ODe

is more likely to be practically aware of this, and to take
precautions accordingly, than be wbo is most versed in
the whole theory of Fallacies; for the best Logician is
the least likely to calculate on men in general being luck.

§ 7.

Of Fallacies in form,

enough has already be"en said in the preceding Compen
dium: and it has been remarked above, that it is often
left to our ehoits to refer an individual Fallacy to this
head or to another. "

To the present class we may the most conveniently r~

fer those Fallacies" so common ,in practice, of supposing
the conclusion false, because the Premiss is false, or be
cause the argument' is unsound; and -inferring the truth of .
the Premiss from that of the Conclusion; e. g. if any
one argues for the existence of It God, f..om its ~eing uni
versally believed, a D180 might perhaps be able to refute
the argument by producing an instance of some nation
destitute of such belief; the argument ought then (as has
been observed above) to ,go for nothing: but rnany would
go further, and think that this refutation bad dUprotJed the
existence of a God; in which they would be guilty of laD

illicit process of the major term ; tIiz. "whatever is uDi
versally believed must be true; the existence or a God is
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ftot -universally believed; therefore it is not true." Others
again frool being convinced of the truth of tbe conclusion
would infer that of the Premises; which would amount
to the Fallacy of an undistl"ibuted middle: f1iz. "what
is universally believed, is true; the existence of a God is
true; therefore it is universally believed." Or, these Fal
lacies might be stated in the hypothetical form; since the
one evidently proceeds from the denial of the antecedent
to the denial of the consequent; and the other from the
establishing of the consequent to the inferring of the an
tecedent; which two Fallacies will often be found to cor
respond respectively with tho~e of Illicit process of the
major, and Undistributed Iniddle.

Fallacies of this class are very much kept- out of sight,
being seldom perceived even by those who employ tbem;
but of their practical imPortance there can be no doubt,
since it is notorious that a weak argument is always, in
practice, detrimental; and that there is no absurdity so
gross which men will not readily admit, if it appears to
lead to a conclusion or' which they are already convinced.
Even a candid and' sensible writer is not unlikely to be,
by this means, misled,' when be is seeking for arguments
to support a conclusion which he has long been fully con
vinced of himself; i. e. he will often use such arguments
as would never have convinced himself, and are not likely
to convince otl~ers, but rather (by the operation of the
converse Fall~cy) to confir,,,, in tbeir dissent those who

. before disagreed with him.
It is best therefore to endeavour to put yourself in the

place of aD opponent to your own arguments, and consider
w~ether you could not find some objection to them. The
applause of one', oum party is a very. unsafe ground for
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judsiog the real force of an argumentative work, and con·
lequendyof its real utility. To satisfy those who were
doubting, aod to convince those who were opposed, arc;
abe only sure tests: but t1&81' persons are seldom very
loud in their applause, or very forward in bearing their
testimony.

OJ .I1mbiguous middle.

§ 8.
That case in which the middle is undistributed belongs

of course to the preceding head, the fault being perfectly
manifest from the mere form of the expression: in that ease
the extremes are compared with two parts of the lame
term; but in the Fallacy which has been called semi-logi
cal, (which we are now to speal< of,) the extremes are
compared with two different terms, the middle being used
in two different senses in the two Premi.ses.*

And here it may be remarked, that when the argument
is brought into the {orIn of a regular SyUoginn, the con
trast between tbese two senses will usually appear very
sb·iking, from the two Premises being placed togetAer;
and. hence the scorn with which many have treated the
very mention of the Fallacy of Equivocation, deriving
their only Dotion of it from the exposure of it in Logical ~

treatises; whereas, in practice it is common for the two
Premises to be placed very far apart, and discussed in
different parts of the discourse; by which means the in
attentive hearer overlooks any ambiguity that may exist in
the middle term. Hence the advantage of Logical habits,

• For lOme iDataDce. of importaDt ambiguitlel, see AppeDdiz.
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to fix our atteotioD stroo81y aDd steadily on the irnportlJRt
terms of an argurnent.

One case, which may be regarded as eoming PalO.,..

under the h!Jad of Ambiguous .middle, is, what words.

is called, "FollaciG Figur~ ~tiORiI," the Fallacy built
. on the grammatical structure of language, from meo's

usually taking. for granted that paronyrtUHU words (i. e.
those belonging to each other, as the substantive, adjec
tive, verb, ~c. of the same root) have a pr~cisely corre
spondent nleaoing; which is by DO (neans universally the
case. Such a fallacy could not indeed be even exhibited
in strict Logical form, which would preclude eyen the
attempt at it, since it has' two middle terms in sound as
well as sense: but nothing is more comtnon in practice
than to vary continually the terms efnployed, with a view
to 'grammatical convenience; nor is there any thing unfair
in such a practice, as long as the meaning is preserved
unaltered: e. g. "murder should be punished with death;
this man is. a murderer;. therefore he deserves to die," o/Ce
~c. Qere we proceed on the assumption (in this case

. just) that to c~mn}it murder and to be a murderer, - to
deserve death and to be one \vbo ougbt to die, are, re
spectively, equivalent expressions: and it would frequent
ly prove a heavy inconvenience to be debarred this kind
of liberty; but the abuse of it g!ves rise to the Fallacy in
question: 6. g. "projector, are unfit to be trust-ed; this
man has formed a project, therefore he is unfit to be
trusted:" * here the Sophist proceeds on the hypothesis
tbat he who forms a project must be a proj«;tor: ",here
as ·the bad sense that cOlDIDon)y attaches to the latter
word, is not at all hnplied in the former_

* Adam Smith's W~aUh oj NGtio",,: Usury.
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This Fallacy may often be considered as lying Dot in
the Dliddle, but in one of the terms of the conclusioD ;
so that the conclusion drawn sball not be, in reality, at all
warranted by the Premises, though it will appear to be
so, by means of the grammatical affinity of the words:
e. g. "to be acquainted with the guilty is a pruum,pti,on
of guilt; this man is so acquainted; therefore we may
presume that he is guilty:" this argulnent proceeds_ OD

the supposition of an exact correspondence between " pre
mme" and "presumption," which, ho\vever, does Dot

really exist; for "presumption" is commonly used to
express a kind of ,light suspicion; \vhereas "to pre
sume" alDounts to absolute belief.

The above remark will apply to some other cases of
ambiguity of term; 'Viz. the conclusion will often contain
a term, \vhich (thou~h.not, as bere, different in expresftoa
from the corresponding -one in the Premiss, )"et) is liable
to be understood in a sense different from what it bears
to the Premiss; though, of course, such a Fallacy is less
common, because less likely to deceive, in those cases thaD
in this; where the term used in the conclusion, though
professing to correspond with one in the Premiss, is not
the very same in expression, and therefore is IIIore certa·in
to coo\l'ey a different sense; which is what the Sophist
wishes.

There are innumerable instances of a non-correspon
dence in paronylDous words, similar to that above in
stanced; as between art and arifu.l, deaign and designing,
faith and faithful, o/c.; and the more sligbt the varia
tion of tneaning, the more likely is the Fallacy to: be
successful; for when the words have become so widely
relDoved in sense as "pity" B.nd "pitiful," everyone
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would perceive such a FoUacy, nor could it be employed
- but in jest•

. This FaUacy canoot in practice be refuted, by statinl
merely the impossibility of reducing such an argument to
the strict Logical form; (unless indeed you are address- ,
jng regular Logicians) you must find some way of point
ing out the non-correspondence of the terms in question;
e. g. with respect to the -M8Illple move, it might be re
marked, that we speak of Itroxg or jaint "presumption,"
but we use DO $Uc8 e:¥.PMssiog in conjunction with .the
verb" preaurae." bec.aUie the ·word jtself impliu strength.

No faiaey is more ~mOD is oowov;ersy tban the
present,sioce in .this way .the Sophist will often be abl,
10 nlisinterpret the proposiboDS which bis opponent admi"
or maiotains, and so employ tbeln against him. Thus ie
the examples just givenJ it is natural to conceive one gf.
the Sophist's Premises to have been borrowed from hi,
opponent.* .

The preseot Fallacy it Dearly allied to, or
Etymology.

r,ath,er perhaps may be fBgarded as a brallch of
that fouoded OD etpQlogf; viz. when.a Term is used •
ODe time, in i~ customary, and at another, in its etymG
logical sense. Perhaps no ~xample of tbil can he -fou04
that is more extensively and mischievously employed thaD
in .the case .of the word repr.esen.tJltifJe.: UJlUIIling ·fh't ·its
right meaning IDUst cor.fte~d exaody .ith tile :atlid_
anginal seIJIe.f)f the ¥erb, .., represent,'" ,tbe Sepbist 'peP-

sundes . the multitude, dJat a melnber of the House cK
Commons is bound to b~ guided 'in all points by the

• Perhaps ·a flictioDary f1f -Iuch PUonymoUB words 'u do Dot
re,ulariy oerreepeod in 1DeaniBg, would' 4)e ".nearly-as usefUl at

, ODe of synonyms; i.·e. 'preperly spea:kiag, of"efMlo-'!JftOW!J'M.
13
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opinion of his .constituents: and, in short, to be merely
their ,pokesman: whereas law and custom, which in this
case may be considered as fixing the meaning of the
Term, require no such thing, but enjoin the representative
to act according to the best of his own judgment, and on

, his own responsibility.*

~ 9.

It is to be observed, that to the bead of
Fallacy of
IDterroga- Ambiguous middle should be referred what is
11001.

called "Fallacia plurium Interrogationum,"
which may- be named simply, "the Fallacy of Interroga
tion ; " viz. the Fallacy of asking several questions which
appear to be but one; so that whatever one allswer is
given, being of course applicable to one only of the im
plied questions, may be interpreted as applied to the
other; the refutation is, of course, 'to reply ,eparately to

each question, i. e. to detect the ambiguity.
I have said, several " questions which appear to be but

one," for else there is no Fallacy; such an example,
tlierefore, as "e,tne homo animal et lapis'" which
Aldrich gives, is foreign to the matter in hand; for there
is nothing unfair in asking two distinct qu'estions (any

* Horne Tooke has furnished a whole magazine of such
weapons for any Sophist who may, need them; and has fur
nished some specimens of the em'ployment of them. He con
tends, that it is idle to speak of eternal or immutable ""PntJA,"
because the word is derived from to "trow," i. e. believe. He
might on as good grounds have censured the absurdity of speak
ing of sonding .a letter by the "post," because a post, in its

. primary sense, is a pillar; or have insisted that "Sycophant"
can never mean any thing but" Fig-shower."
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more than in asserting two distinct propositions) distinctly
and avowedly.

This Fallacy may be referred, as has been said, to
the head of Ambiguous middle. In all Reasoning it is
very COlllmon to state ODe of the Premises in form of a
question, and when that is admitted, or supposed to be
admitted, then to fill up the rest; if then one of the
Terms of that question be ambiguous, whichever sense
the opponent replies to, the Sophist assumes the oth
er sense of the Term in' the retnaining Prenliss. It
is therefore very common to state an equivocal argu
ment, in form of a question so worded, that there shan
be little doubt which reply will be given; but if there
be such doubt, the Sophist must have two Fallacies
of equivocation ready; e. g. the question" whether aoy
thing vicious j·s expedient," discussed in Cic. Off. Book
III. (where, by the by, he seems not a little perplexed
with it himself) is of the character in question, from the
ambiguity of the word "expedie'nt," which means some
tilDes, "conducive to ternporal prosperity," sometirnes,
"couducive to the greatest good:" whichever answer
therefore was given, the Sophist might have a Fallacy of
equivocation fOllnded 011 this term; 'Viz. if the answer be
in the negative, his al'guRlent, Logically developed, will
stand thus, - " what is vicious is not expedient; whatev
er conduces to the acquisition of wealth and aggrandize
ment is expedient; therefore it cannot be vicious: " if in th~

affirmative, then thus, - "whatever is expedient is desira
ble; something vicious is expedient, therefore desirable."

This kind of Fallacy is frequently employed
Diltribution • h h · h 11 band DOD-d. In sucb a manner, t at t e uncertainty 8 a e,
tributioo. • fDot about the meanIng, but the extent 0 a
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Term, i. e. whether it is 4i1tributed or Dot: e. g.. "did
'A 8 in this case act from such and such I motive?"
which may imply either, "was it his ,~ motive;" or
"was it one of his Rlotives?" in the former case' tbe
term "that-whicb-actuated-A B" is disa..ibuted; in the
latter, Dot: DOW if he acted from a mixture of motives,
wbichever answer you give, may be misrepresented, and
thus disproved.

§ 10.

In some cases of ambiguous micldJe, the
Intrinlic and T . " b "d d h·
"ei~enta~ , erm 10 qoestJon may e conSl ere as avmg
eqWVOcatiODI. • • l1~ L".. ·_1

In It,e~, lrom Its own etJUI'Y~c.. aature,. t..

significations; (which appareDuy constitutes the "Falla.
: equit1ocationis" of Logical writers;) others again baye a

middle Ter(ll which is ambiguous fronl the context, i. e.
frorn what is under'tood in conjunction with it. Th~

division will be found useful, though it is impossible to
draw the line accurately in it. The elliptical character
of ordinary discourse causes many Terms to become
practically ambiguous, which ·yet Rre not thenlselves em..
ployed in different sense" but with different applitatio".,
which are understood. Thus," The Faith" would be
used by a Christian writer to denote the Christian Faith,
and by -a l.\'Iussulman, the, Mahometan; yet the word
Faith, has not in these cases, of itlelf, two different
significations. So ixi.ax-roJ, "elect," or "chosen," is
8Om.etimes applied to such as are'" chosen," to cer
tain privilege' and advantages; (as the Israelites were,
though "they were overthro\vn in the wilderness" for
tbeir disobedience; and 8S all Christians are frequently
called in the New Testament;) sometimes again to those
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who are "chosen," as fit to receive a final reward,
having made a right use of those advantages; as when
our Lord says, " many are called, but' few chosen." *

There are various \vays in which words come Accidental

to have two meanings: 1st. by accide7£t; (i. e. equivocation.

when there is DO perceptible connexion between the two
meanings;) as "light" signifies both the contrary to
" heavy," and the contrary to "dark." Thus, such
proper names as John or Thomas, o/c. which' happen to
belong to several different persons, are ambiguous, be..
cause they have a different signification in each case where

* What'Logicians have mentioned under the title of" ~al

lacia amphibolim " is referable to this last class; though in real
practice it is not very likely to occur. An amphibolous sentence
is one that is caeable of two meanings, not from the double
sense of any of the words, but from its admitting of a double
ctrMtruction: as in the instance Aldrich gives, which is untrans
latable; "quod tangitur a Socrate, illud sentit;" where" illud"
may be taken either iJ.s the nominative or accusative. So also
the celebrated response of the oracle; " Aio te, Eacida, Itorna
DOS vincere posse:" which closely resembles (as Shakspeare
remarks) the witch-prophecy, "The Duke yet lives that IIenry
shall depose." A similar effect is produced by what the French
call " construction louche," a squinting construction; i. e. where
some word or WOJdS may be referred ehher to the former or
latter clause of the sentence; of which an instance occurs in
the rubric prefixed to the service of the 30th January. " If this
day·shall happen to be Sunday [this form of prayer shall be
used] and the fast kept the next day following:" the clause in
brackets may belong either to the former or the latter part of
the sentence. In the Nicene Creed, the words "by whom all
things were made" are grammatically referable either to the
Father' or the Son

13*
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they are applied.. Words which f;ill under mis first heat!
are what are the most strictly called equitJocal.

2dJy. There are several terms in the use or
I1nt aDd .
•~ iDteD- which it is necessary to notice the distinction
ti••

between jir,t and ,econd intention.* The
ee first-intention" of a Tenn (according to the usual ac
ceptation of this phrase) is a certain t1ague and general
lignification of it, as opposed to one more preeiae and

"'imited, which it bears in some particular art, science, or
.,stem, aod which is called its " second-intention." Tbus,
among farmers, in some parts, the word" beast" is ap
plied particularly and especially to the ox kind; and
"bird," in the language of Dlany sportsmen, is in like
manner appropriated to tbe partridge: the common and
general acceptation (which everyone is well acquainted
with) 'of each of those two words, 1s the First-intention of
each; the other, its Second-intention•.

* I am aware that there exists another opinion as to the
meaning of the phrase" second-intention; "and that Aldrich
is understood by some persons to mean (as indeed his expres
sion may very well be understood to imply) that et7try predicable
must necessarily be employed in the Second-intention. I do
Dot undertake to combat the doctrine alluded to, because I must
confess that, after the most patient attention devoted to the
explanations given of it, I have never been able to comprehend
what it, is that~ meant by it. It is one, however, which, wheth
er sound or unsound, appears not to be connected with any
Logical processes, and therefore may be safeJy passed by on
the present occasion.

For some remarks OD the Second-intention of the 'Word" Spe
cies," when applied to organized being, (tnz. as denoting those
plants or animals,. which it is conceived may have descended
from a common stock), see the subjoined Dissertation, Book IV.
Chap. v. § 1.
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It is evident that a Term may have several Second
icteotions, accordiog to the several s)'stems into which it
is introduced, and of which' it· is one of the technical
Terms: thu." line " signifies, in the Art-military, a cer
tain form of dra\ying up ships or troops: in Geography,
• certain division of the earth; to the fisherman, a string
to catch fish, 4-c. ~c.; all which are so many distincl
Second.intentions, ill each of which there is a cer1aiu
sipification "of extension in length". which constitutes
the First-intention, aod which corresponds pretty nearly
with the employment of the Term in Matb81natics.·

It will sometimes happeD, that a Term shan be em
ployed always in some one or other of its second inten
tiODS ; and DeVer, strictly in the first, though that first
intention is a part of its signification in each case. It is
evident, that the Ulmost care is requisite to avoid eon
founding together, either the first and second intentions, or
the different second intentions with each other.

3dly. When two or more things are COD- ....mblan.·

nected by resemblance or analo!!;y, I they will and aoalOl1_

frequeody have the same nante. Tilua a "blade of
grass," aod the contrivance in building called a" dotJe
tail," are so called from their ruemblance to the bladet

• In a few instances the Second-intention, or philosophical
employment of a Term, is more enenai"e than the First-inten
tion, or po9u]ar use: thus" affecti!ln "is lim:ted in popular use

to "love;" "charity," to "alms-giving;" "flower," to th~

which have conspicuous petals; and "fruit," to such as are
eatable. '

t Unle8l, indeed, the primary application of the Term be to
the leaf of grass, and the secondary to cutting iDstrumentlt
which is perhaps more probable; but the question ia unimpor
tant in the present cue.
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of • sword, and the tail of a real dove. But two lhing.
may be connected by analogy, though they bave iD
t1aem.elfJe, DO ruemblaace: for analogy is the resem~ .
blance of ratio, (or relations) : thus, as a ltDeet taste grati-
fiu the palate, so does a ltOeet sound gratify the ear;' aod:
hence the same word, "sweet," is applied to. botb~ though.
no flavour can resemble a sound in itself:- so-, tbe leg of tJ:

table does not resemble' that of an animal; Dor the foot
of a mountain that of an animal; but the leg a1UtDer' tAB
,ame purpo,e to the table, as the leg of aD· animal to- that
a~imaI; the foot of a mountain bas the ,ame ,ituatio.
relatively to the mountain, as the foot of an animal to the
animal; this analogy therefore ma~ be expressed like a
mathematical analogy (or proportion) "leg : animal ::
supporting stick : table." "

In all these cases (of this- 3rd bead) one of the mean
ings of the word is called by Logicians proper, i. e. orig
inal or primary; the other improper, secondary, or trans
ferred: thus, ,weet is originally and properly applied to
ta.tes; secondarily and improperly (i. e. by analogy) to
sounds: thus, also, dove-tail is applied secondarily (though
Dot by analogy, but by direct resemblance) to tbe eOD

trivance in building so called. When the secondary
meaning of a word is founded on some fanciful analogy",
and especially wh~n it is introduced for oroam~nt Sake,
we call this a metaphor; as when we speak of "a ship's
ploughing the deep." The turning up of the surface
being essential indeed to the plough, but accidentalooly to

the ship; but if the analogy be a more important and
essential one, and especially if we have DO other word to
express our meaDing but this transferred one, we theft
caD it merely an analogoUl word (though the metaphor is
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analogous also), e. g. one would hardly call it metaphorical
or figurative language to speak of the leg of a table, or ,
mouth of a river.*

4tbly. Several things may be caUed by the OOllUm

same name (though they have no connexion 0t~~ orp...,..
of resemblance or ranalogy) from being con-
fteeted by t1icillity of ti,,1&e or place; under which head
will come the connexion of cause and effect, or of part
and whole, o/c. Thus a door signifies both an opening in
the w:all (more strictly called the door-way) and a
board which ~closes it; which are things' neither similar
nor analogous. When I say, "the rose ""ell, sweet; "
and "I 8'1nell the rose;" the. word "smell"· has two
meanings: in the latter sentence, I am speaking or a cer
tain ,euati,on in my own mind; in the former of a cer
tain quality in the flower, which produces that sensation,
but which of course cannot in the least resemble it; and
here the word mell is applied with equal propriety to
both.t Thus, we speak of Homer, for "the works of
Homer; ". and this is a secondary or transferred meaning:
and so it is when we say, "a good shot," for a good
marksman; but the word ",hot" has two other mean
ings, which are, both equally proper; mz. the thing put
into a gun in order .to be discharged from it, and the
act of discharging it. .

• See Dr; Copleston's account of Analogy in the Dotes to
his" Four Discourses." .'

t On this ambiguity have been founded the striking paradox
es of those who have maintained that there is DO heat in fire,
DO cold in ice, 'te. The ,matJfttml of heat, cold, ~. can or
courle only belong to a Sentient Being.
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Thus, "learning" signifies eit~er tile act of acquiring
knowledge, or the knowledge itself; e. g. "he neglects
his learning;" "Johnson was a man of learning." "Pos
IUnofl" is ambiguous in the same maDner, and a multi
tude of others.

Much confusion often arises frool ambiguity of this
kind, when unperceived; nor is there any point in which
the copiousness and consequent precision of the Greek
language, is more to be admired than in its distinct terms
for expressing an act, and the result of that act; e. g.
n~aE,,~, "the doing of anything;" ,!,qarp,tt, the "thing
done ; " so, boa,,~ and b,»~o)l~ l~fJJ"S and l~P,lltt, 4-e.

It will very often happen, that two of the meanings of
8 word will have no connexion with one another, but win
each have some connexion with a third. Thus," martyr"
originally signified a witness; thence it was applied to
those who suffered in bearing testimony to Christianity;
aod thence again it is often applied to " sufferers" in gen
eral: the first and I third significations are not the least
connected. Thus,"post" signifies originally a pillar,
(po8t-um, froDl pORO,) then a distance marked out by posts;
and then the carriages, messengers, o/c. that travelled
over thi3 distance. It would puzzle anyone, proceeding
on mere conjecture, to make out how the word "premi
ses" should have corne to signify a building.

Ambiguities of this kind belong practically to the first
head: the.·e being no pereeived conoexion between the
different senses.

The remedy for ambiguity is a Definition of the Term
which is suspected of being used in two senses; t1iz. a
Nominal, Dot necessarily a Real Definition: as was re
marked i~ Book II. Chap. v.
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But here it may be proper to remark, tbat for the~avoid
ing of Fallacy or of verbal controversy, it is only requi
'Site that the term should be employed uniformly in the
same sense as far as the erilting question is concerned;
tbus, two persons might, in discussing the question, wheth
er Cresar was a GREA1; mao, have some such difference in
their acceptation of the epithet" great," as would be nOD

essential to that question; e. g. one of them might under
stand by it nothing more than eminent intellectual and
moral qualities'; while the other might conceive it to

imply the perfqrmance of splendid action,: .this abstract
difference of meaning would not produce any disagree
ment in the existing question, because both those circum
stances are uoited in.. the case of Cresar; but if one (and
Dot the other) of the parties understood the epithet
" great" to imply pure patriotism, GENEROSITY of char
8cter, ~c., then there would be a disagreement as to the
application of the Term, even between those who might
think alike of Cmsar's character. Definition, the spe
cific for ambiguity, is to be employed, and demanded
with a view to this principle; it is sufficient on each 0c

casion to define a Term tU far.as regard, tke que,tioR ira
hand.

§ II.
Of those cases where the ambiguity arises from the

-eont~t, there are several spec·ies; some of which Logi
cians have enumerated, but have neglected to refer them,
in the first place, to one common class ('Viz. the one un
der which tbey are bere placed) ; and have even arranged
some under the head of Fallacies "in dict;'~e," and oth
ers under tbat of "etl)tra dictw'1Iem."
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Fallac, or We may consider, as the first of t~ese spe
~"=i=. cies, the Fahey of "Division" and that of

" Compositioo," taken togetber, since in each of
these the middle Term is used in ODe Premiss collectifJer"
in the otber, trutributit1ely: if the former of these is the
major Premiss, and the latter, the minor, this is called the
'" 'FaHacy of Division ;" the T-erm which is first taken
collectively being afterwards etivided; and mce "er,ti.
The ordinary examples are such as these; "All the an
gles of atri1lngle are equal to two right angles: ABC
is an angle of a triangle jtherefore ABC is equal to
two rigbt angles." "Five is one Dumber; three and two
are five; therefore three and two are one number;" OT,

.c three and two are two numbers, five is three aod two,
therefore five is two numbers:" it is manifest thattbe
middle Term, "tbree and two," (in this last example) is
'ambiguous, signifying, in the major Pr~miss, "taken dis
tiaetly," in the minor, "taken together :" aDd so of the
rest.

To this head may be referred the Fallacy by which
men bave sometimes been led to admit, or pretend to ad
mit, the doctrine of Necessity; e. g. "he who necessa
rily goes or stays (i. e. in reality, 'who ftecel,arily gou,
or who necu,ariJ.y ,tay' ') is not a free agent; you must
necessarily go or stay, (i. e. 'you must necessarily tQke

tAe alteN&tJti"e,') therefore you are# Dol a free agent."
Such also is tbe Fallacy which probably operates on most
advenluren in lotteries; e. g. "tbe gaining of a high
prize is DO uDeommon occurrence; and what is no 011

·common occurrence may reasoDRbly be expeC'led; ther.
fore the gaiDing \bf a high prize may reasonably be ex
pected ;" the Conclusion, when applied to the io~jvjdu.l
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(as in ,practice it is), must 'b~ understood in the sense of
" reasonably expected by (J certain individual;" there
fore for the major Premiss t~ be true,.the middle Term
must be understood to meaD, "no UDcommon occurrence
to some' ooe part~lar person;" whereas for the minor
(which has been placed first) to be true, you must under,.
stand it of "no uncommon occurrence to 80me one or

. other;" and thus you will have the Fallacy of Compo
sition.

There is DO Fallacy more common, or more likely to
deceive, than the ooe DOW before' us; tbe form in which
it is most usuaIJyemployed, is, to establish some truth,
.eparately, eoncerning each single member of a certain
class, and theoce to infer the same of the whole collective
ly: thus some infidels have labored to prove concerning
,ome .ot&e of our Lord's miracles, that it might have been
the result of an accidental conjuncture of natural circum
stances: next, they eodeavour to prove the same CODcern- .
iog a1l,otAer; and so on; and thence infer that' all of
thelD .might have been so. They migbt argue in like
manner, that because it is not very improbable one may
throw sixes in aDy~oDe out of a hundred throws, therefore
it is no more ianprobable that one may throw sixes a hun
dred times running.

This F~ILac1 may often be considered as turning on
the ambiguity of the word "all;" which may easily be
dispelled by substitutiug for it the word " each" or " eve
ry," where that is its signification; e. g. "all these tre~

make a thick shade," is ambigaous, meaning, eitheJ.:'.
"every one of them," or "all together~n

This is a,Fallacy with which men are extremely apt to
deceive tAemaeZ.",es: for when a multitude of partieula,..

14
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are presented to tbe mind, many are too weak or too in
dolent to take a comprehensive view of them; but con
fine their attention to each single point, by turns; and
then decide, infer, and act, accordingly: e. g. the im
prudent spendthrift, finding that he is able to a1Ford this,
or that, or the other expense, forgets that all of them to
gether will ruin him.

To the same head may be reduced that fallacious rea
soning, by which men vindicate themselves to their own
conscience and to others, for the neglect of those unde
fined duties, which, though indispensable, and therefore
Dot left to our choice whether we will practise them or
not, are left to our discretion' as to tbe mode, and .the par
ticular occasions, of practising tbelfIl; e. g. "I am Dot

bound to contribute to this charity in particular; nor to

that; nor to the other:" the practical conclusion which
they draw, is, that all charity may be dispensed with.

As IDeo are apt to forget that any two circumstances
(oot naturally connected) are more rarely to be met with
combined than separate, 'though they be not BOt an incom
patible; so also they are apt to imagine, from finding that
they are rare]y combined, that there ".an incompatibility;
e. g. if the chances are -ten ,to one against a man's pol
sessingstrong reasoning powers, and ten to ODe against
exquisite taste, the chances against the combination of.
the two (supposing them neither connected nor opposed)
~ill be a hundred to one. 1\18ny, therefore, from finding
them so rarely united, will infer that they are in some
measure incompatible; which Fallacy may easily be ex
posed in the form of Undistributed middJe: "qualities
unfriendly to each other are rarely combined; exc~lIeDce

in ·the reasoning powers, and in taste, are rarely com-
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bined; therefore they are qualities unfriendly to each
other."

§ 12.
The other kind of ambiguity arising from the ~al1ae~a ac-

d h· h· h I f A c1dent11.context, an W Ie IS t east case 0 m-

biguous middle that I shall notice, is the "fallacia acci
dentis," together with its converse, "fallacia a dicto se
cundum quid ad dictum simpliciter;" in each of which
the middle Term is used, in one Premiss to signify some
thing considered simply, in itself, and as to its essence;
and in the other Premiss, so as to imply that its"Accidents
are faken' into account with it: as in the weU..known ex
ample, "what is bought in the market is eaten; raw meat
is bought in the market; therefore raw Oleat is eaten."
Here the middle has understood in conjunction with it,
in the major Premiss, "as to its substance merely:" in
the minor, U as to its condition and circumstances."

To this heads perhaps, as well as to any, may be re
ferred the Fallacies which are frequently founded on the
occasional, partial, and temporary variations in the ac
ceptation of some Term, arising from circumstances of
persoo, time, and place, which will occasion something to
~e unuerstood in conjunction with it beyond its strict lite
ral signification; e. g. the phrase "Protestant-ascendan
cy," having become a kind of watch-word or gathering
cry of a party, the expression of good wishes for it would
commonly imply an adherence to certain measures not
literaUy expressed by the wOleds; to assume therefore that
one is unfriendly to "Protestant~ascendancy" in the lite
ral sense, because he has declared himself unfrieodly to it
wben implying and connected with such and such other
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sentiments, is·a gross Fallacy; and surh an one as per
haps the autbors of the above would much object to, if it
were assumed of t}aem that they were adverse to "the
ca~se of liberty throughout the world," and to "a fair
representation of the people," from their objecting to join
with the members of a factious party in the expression of
such sentiments. '.

Such Fallacies may fairly be referred to the present
head.

~ 13.
Of the Non-logical (or material) Fallacies: and first,

of "begging the question;" Petitio Principii:

Begging the The indistinct and unphilosophical account
que.tion. which bas been given by Logical writers of the .
Fallacy of "lIon cama," and that of "petitio principii,"
makes it very difficult to ascertain wherein they conceived
them to differ, and what, according to them, is the na
ture of each; without therefore professing to conform ex
actly to their meaning, and with a view to distinctness
only, which is the main point, let us confine the name

" petitio principii" to those cases in which the Premiss
either appears manifestly to be the same as the Conclu
sioD, or is actually proved from the Conclusion, or is such
as would" naturally and properly so be proved ; (as if one
should attempt to prove the being of a Go~ from the
authority of Holy-writ;) and to the other class be re
ferred all other cases, in which the Premiss (whether the
expressed or the suppressed one) is either proved false,
or has no sufficient claim to be received· as true. Let it
however be observed, that in such cases (apparendy) as



, § 13.] OF FALLACIES. 161

this, 'we must Dot too hastily pronounce the argument fal
lacious; for it may be perfectly fair at the commencement
of an argument to assume a Premiss that is not more evi
dent than the Conclusion, or is even ever so paradoxical,
provided you proceed to prove fairly that Premiss: and
in like manner it is both usual and fair to begin' by de
ducing your Conclusion from a Premiss exactly equiva
lent to it; which is merely throwing the proposition in
question into the form in which it will be most convenient
ly proved. Arguing in a Circle, however, OlDst neces
sarily be unfair; though it frequently is practised unde
signedly; e. g. some Mechanicians attempt to prove,
(what they ought to lay down as a probable but doubtful
hypothesis,) that every particle of matter gravitates equal
ly; "why?" because those bodies which contain more
particles ever gravitate more strongly, i. e. are heavier: I

"but (it may be urged) those which ar~ heaviest are not
always more bulky;" "no, but still they contain more
particles, though more closely condensed;" "how do
you know that?" "because they are heavier;" "how
does that prove it?" "because all particles of matter
gravitating equally, that mass. whi<:b is specifically the
heavier must needs bave ,be more of them in the same
space."

Obliquity and .disguise being of course most Obliquity of

important to the success of the petitio principii expression.

as wen as of other Fallacies, the Sophist will in general
either have recourse to the circle, or else not venture to
..ate distinctly his assumption of the point in questioD, but
will rather assert some other proposition which implies it; *

*Gibbon affords the most remarkable instances of this kind of
style. That which he really means to speak ot; is hardly ever

14*
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thus keeping out of. sight (as a dexterous thief does
stolen goods) the point in questioD, at the very moment
wh~n he is taking it for granted. Hence the frequent
union of this Fallacy with "ign.oratio elenchi: " [vide
§ 15.] The English language is perhaps the more suit
able for 'the Fallacy of petitio principii, from its being
formed from two distinct languages, and thus abounding in
synonymous expressions, which have DO resemblance in
sound, and no connexion in etymology; so that a Sophist .
may bring forward a proposition expressed in words of
Saxon origin, and give as a reason for it, the very same
proposition stated in words of Norman origin; e. g. "to
allow every D180 an unbOunded freedom of speech must
always be, 00 the whole, advantageous to\the State; for
it is highly conducive to the interests of the Community,
that each individual should enjoy a liberty perfectly un
limited, of expressing his sentiments.'-'

§ 14.
Undue u- The next head is, the falsity, or, at least, OD-
.mnption. . f P hdue assumption, 0 a remiss, w en it is Dot

equivalent to, or dependeot 00, the Conclusion; which,
as has been before said, seems to correspond nearly with
the meaning of Logicians. when they speak of " Ron ctJUItJ

pro cawa." This Dame indeed would seem to imply a
much narrower class: there being one species of argu-
ments which are from caUle to effect; in which, of course,
two things are necessary; ]st, the ,ujiciencyof the cause ;
!d, its establishment; these are the two Premises; if

made the subject of his proposition. His way of writing re-40
minds one of those persons who never dare look you run in the
race.
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therefore the former be unduly assumed, we are arguing
from ,that which is not a sufficient cause as if it toere so:
e. g. as if one should contend from such a Inan's having
been unjust or cruel, that he will certainly be visited with
SODle heavy tempbral judgment, and come to an untimely
end. In this instance the Sophi~t, from having assumed,
in the Premiss, the (granted) existelilce of a pretended
cause, infers in the conclusion the existence of the pre·
tended effect, wh,ich we have supposed to be th~ Ques
tion. Or, vice versa, the pretended effect may be em
ployed to establish the cause; e. g. inferring sinfulneSs

. from temporal calamity. But when both the pretended
., causo and effect are granted, i. e. granted to exist, then

the Sophist will infer something from their pretended con
tlemion; i. e./f be will assume 8S a Premiss, that "of these
two admitted facts, the one is the cause of the other:"
as the opponents of the Reformation assumed that it was
the cause of the troubles which took place at that period,
and thence inferred that it was .aD evil.* In like manDer,

• In many easee, a Sign (see llMt. Part I.) from which one
might fairly infer a certain. phenomenon, is mistaken for the
Cause ot it: as if one should suppose the falling of mercury to be
a cause of rain, of which it certainly is an indication. Whereas ,
the fact will often be the very reverse; e. g. a great deal of
tJIOfIBY in a country II a pretty sure proof of its wealth, and.
theJlC8 has beeD of\el) regarded as the cause of it; whereas in
truth it i~ an effect. The same, ~tb a numerous and increuinr
population• . So also exposure to want and hardship in youth,
has been regarded as a cause of the hardy constitution of those
men and brutes which have been brought up in bmen counmea .
of~geoialclimate. Yet the most experienced catt1e-~reedera

know ,thQ.t ..aniuials are, Ct2ttrU paribul, the more hardy for hav
bag be~n well fed and 8helte~d in youth; bU:t early hard~ipl,
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nothing is more common than to bear a person state con
fidently, as from his own experience, that such aod such
a patient 'WQ, cured by this or that medicine: whereas aU
that he absolutely knows, is, that he took the medicine,
aod that be recovered. Such an argument as either or
these might strictly be called" non COOIG pro cau,a ; "
"but it is not probable that the Logical writers intended
any such limitation, (which indeed would be wholly UD

necessary and impertinent,) but rather that they were COIl

founding together cause and reason; the sequence of
ConcluAon from Premuu being perpetually mistaken for
that of effect frorD physical cawe.* It may be better,
therefore, to drop the name which tends to perpetuate this
confusion, and simply to state (when such is tbe case)'
that the Premiss is unduly assumed; i. e. without being
either self-evident, or satisfactorily proved.

The contrivances by which men IDay deceive them
selves or otbers, in assuming' Premises unduly, '0 that
tAat undue fU8umption ,hall not he perceived, (for it is in
this the Fallacy cODsists) 'are of course infinite. Some
times (as was before observed) the doootful Premu, is
8lfppruaed, as if it were too evident to need being proved·,
or even stated, and as if the whole question turned on the
establishment of the other Premiss. Thus Horne Tooke
prov~, by an immense induction, that all particles were
originally nouns or verbs; and thence concludes, that in'
reality they are'so still, and that the ordinary division of
the parts of speech is absurd; keeping out of sight, as

by destroying all the tender, ensure the hardiness of the lurri
Yors. So, loading a gun-barrel to the muzzle, and firing it, doee
Dot give it strength; but protJu, it it escape, that it .. stroug.
*See Appendix, No. I. article &tuon.
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self-evident, the other Premiss, which is absolutely false;
t1iz. that the meaning and force of a word, DOW, and for
ever, most be that which it, or its root, originally bore.

Sometimes men are shamed into admitting an unfound
ed assertion, by being confidently told that it is so evident,
that it would argue great weakness to doubt it. In gene
ral, however, the more skilful Sophist will avoid a direct
assertion of what he means unduly to assume; because
that might direct the reader's attention to the cC;>DsideratioD
of tbe questioD whether it be true or not; since that which
is indisputable does not so often need to be asserted: it'
succeeds better, therefore, to aUade to the proposition, as
something cunotU and remarkable; just as the Royal
Society were imposed on by being asked to account fOr
the fact that a vessel of water received DO addition to its
weight by a live fish put into it; while they were seeking
for. the cause, they forgot to ascertain the fact, and thus
admitted without suspicion a mere fiction. Thus aD emi
Dent Scotch writer, instead of aBserting that "the advo
cates of Logic have been worsted and driven from the
field in every controversy," (an assertion which, if made.
would have been the more readily ascertained to be per
fectly groundless,) merely ob,ertJu, that "it is a circum
stance Dot a little remarkable."

One of the many contrivances employed for Fallacy or
this purpose, is what may be called the " Fal- reJereDotWe

lacy of referemu;" which is particularly common in
popular theological works. It is of course a circumstance
which adds great weigbt to any assertion, that it shaD
seem to be supported by many passages of Scripture:
I10W when a writer coo fiDd few or Done of I tbese, that dis
tioctly and decidedly favor his opinion, he may at least
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find many which may be conceived capable of being so
understood, or ~hich, in some way or otber, remotely re
late to the subject; but if these texts were inserted at
length, it would be at once perceived how little they bear
0l? the question; the usual artifice thet"efore is, to give
merely rejerences to them; trusting that nineteen out of
twenty readers will never take the trouble of turning to

the passages, but, taking for granted that they afford, each,
SOOle degree of confirmation to what is maintained, will
be averawed by seeing every assertion supported, as they
suppose, by five or six Scripture-texts.
Combination Frequently the Fallacy of ignoratio elend&,
of this Fal- • II d · h·d f h· · h P ·lacy with the IS ca e In to teal 0 t IS; I. e. t e remIss
followin,. is assumed on the ground of another proposition, .
somewhat like it, having been proved. Thus, in arguing
by example, o/c. the plJrallelim of two cases is often as
sumed from their being in some respect, alike, though per
haps tbey differ I in the very point which is essential to

the argument. E. G. From the circumstance that some
men of humble station, who have been well educated, are
apt to think themselves above low drudgery, it is argued,
that universal education of the lower orders would beget
general idleness: this argument rests, of course, on the
assumption of parallelis,n, in the two cases, fJiz. the past,
ana the future; whereas there is a circumstance that is
absolutely essential, in which they differ; for when edu'"
cation is universal it must cease to be a distinctioo; which
is probably the very circumstance that renders men too
proud for their lvork.

This very same Fallacy is often resorted to on the 0p'

posite side: an attempt is made -to invalidate some argu..
meot from Example, by pointing out tJ difference ~etweel\
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the two cases: though they agree in every thing that is
essential to the question. .

It should be added that we may often be de- Calculatioa or
· d I b d I • P · hi h probabiUtiei.celve , Dot on y y a mutlog a remiss W Ie

is absolutely unsupported, but also, by attributing to one
which really is probable, a greater degree of ~robabilily

than rightly belongs to it. And this effect will often be
produced by our omitting to calculate the probability in
each successive step of a long chain of argument. Each
link may have an excess of chances in its favor, and yet
the ultimate conclusion may have a great preponderance
against it; e. g. " All Y is (probably) X : all Z is (proba
bly) Y: therefore Z is (probably) X :" now suppose the
truth of the major premiss to be more probable than Dot;
in otber words, that the chances for it are more than I;
say t; and for the truth of the minor, let the chances be
greater still; say·l: then by multiplying together the nu
merators, and also the denominators of these two fractions,
-t x t we obtain ..aT' as indicating the degree of probabili
ty of the COQclusioo; which is less than I; i. e. the COD

clusion is less likely to be true than not. E. G. "The
reports this author heard are (probably) true; this (some
thing which be records) is a report which (probabl)')
he heard; therefore it is true :" suppose, first, The 1AtJ-

joriJy of the reports he heard, as 4 out of 7, (or 12 of
21,) to be true; and, ne~t, That he generaUy, as twice
in three times, (or 8 in 12,) reports faithfully what he
beard; it follows that of 21 of his reports, oDly 8 are true.
Of course, the results are proportionably strikiog when
there is a long series of arguments of this description.
And yet weak and thoughtless reasoners are often iDfiu
eoced by hearing a great deal urged, - a great flumber
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of p"0babilitiu brought forward, ..... in support of80me
conclusion; i. e. a long chain, of which each successive
Jink is weaker than the foregoing; instead of (what they
mistake it for) a cumulation of arguments, each, ,epartJte
ly proving 'the probability of the conclusion.

Lastly; it may be here remarked, conformably with
what bas been formerly said, that it will ofteo be left to

your choice whether to refer this or that fallacious argu
meot to the present head;,' or that of Ambiguous middle;
"if the middle term is here used in thil sense, there is
III' ambiguity; yin that'sense, the proposition i8foJ"e~"

~ 15.
IrreleftDt The last kiod of Fallacy to be discussed is
Cooduaion. f Cthat 0 Irrelevant onclusion, commonly called
ignoratio elenchi. Various kinds of propositioDs are, ac
cording to the occasion, subslituted for the one of which
proof is required.

Sometimes tbe Particular for the Universal; sam.
times a proposition with different Terms: and various an
the contrivances employed to effect and to cODceaI thiJ
substitution, and to make the Conclusion which the Soph
ist has drawn, answer, practically, the same purpose 81

the one he ought to have established. I say, "practi
cally the same purpose," because it will very often hap
pen that some emotion wiD be excited, - some sentiment
impressed on the mind, - (by a dexterous employmeat
of this FaUacy,) such. shall bring men into the dUpo
litiofl requisite for your purpose, thou"b they may DOt

have assented to, or even stated distioctly in their on
minds, the propolitioR which ·it·was (your business to estU
lish. Thus if a.Sophist has to defead ODe who has beea
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guilty of some ,eriotu offence, which he wisbes to extenu
ate, though he is uoable distinctly to prove that it is Dot
sucb, yet if he can succeed in making the audience laugh
at some casual matter, he has gained practically the saine
point. So also if anyone bas pointed out the e.xtenuating
circumstances in some particular case of offence, so as to
show that it differs widely from the generality of tbe same
elass, the Sophist, if he find himself unable to disprove
these circumstances, may do away the force of them, by
simply referring the action to that very clu" which DO

one can deny tbat it belongs to, aDd the very name of
which \vill excite a feeling of disgust sufficient to COUD

teract the extenuation; e. g. let it be a case of pecula
tion, and tbat many mitigating circulnstances ha,"e been
brought forward \vhich cannot be denied; the sophistical
opponent will reply, "well, but after all, the man is a
rogue, and there is an end of it ;" now in reality this was
(by hypothesis) never the question; and the mere asser
tion of what was never ,denied, ought not, in fairness, to
be regarded as decisive; but practically, the odiousness
of the word, arising iD great measure from the aI,ociation
of tko,e very circumstance, which belong to mo,t of the
cla", but which we have supposed to be ab,ent in tAil
particular instance, excites precisely that feeling of dil
gu,t, which in effect destroys the force of the defence.
In like manner we may refer to this head, all cases of
improper appeals to the passions, and every thing else·
which is mentioned by Aristotle as extraneous to the mat-
ter in hand (i'!. ~ov 'Ir'''1/M''fOg.) •

In all these cases, as has been before observed, if the
faBaey we are now treating of be employed for the ap
parent establishment, DOt· of the .lti7lltJte ConclusiOD, but

16
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(as it very commonly happens) of a Premi.ss, (i. e. if the
Premiss required be assumed on the ground that so~e
proposition resembling it has been proved,) then there will
be a cOlnbination of this Fallacy with the last mentioned.
. A good instance of the employment and exposure of .
this Fallacy occurs in Thucyaides, in tbe speeches of
Cleon and Diodotus concerning tbe Mitylenreans: the
former (over and above his appeal to the angry passions
of his audience) urges the justice of putting the revolters
to death; which, as tbe latter remarked, was nothing to

tbe purpose, since the Athenians were not sitting in judg
ment, but in deliberation, of which the proper end is ex

pediency.
Tbio rau.z It is evident, that ignoratio elenchi may be
:::~ Ie - employed as well for the apparent refutatioo

of your opponent's proposition, as for the ap
parent establishment of your own; for it is substantially
the same thing, to prove what was not denied, or to du-

;' profJe what was not asserted: the latter practice is Dot
less common, Bnd' it is inore offensive, because it fre
quently anlounts to a personal affront in attributing to a
person opinions, o/c. which he perhaps holds in abbor
re·nee. Thus, when in a djf'cus~ion one parly vindicates,
on the ground of general expediency, a particular instance
of .resistance to Government in a case of intolerable op
pression, the opponent may gravely maintain, that "we
ought not to do evil that good may come :" a propo
sition which of course had never been denied; the point
in dispute being "whether resistance in this particular
case were doing evil' or not." In this example it is to be
remarked, (and the remark will apply very generally,) that
the Fallacy of petitio principii is combined with that of
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ignoratio elenchi, which is a very common and succesfiful

practice; viz. the Sophist proves, or disproves, not th~

proposition which is really in question, but one which so
implies it as to proceed on the supposition that it is al
ready decided, and cao admit of no doubt; by this Ineans
bis "assumption of the point in question" is so indirect
and oblique, that it may easily escape notice; and he
thus establishes, practically, his Conclusion, at the very

moment he is withdrawi.og your _attentioll from it to anoth

er question.
There are certain kinds of argument recounted aod

named by Logical writers, which we sbould by no means
universally call Fallacies; but which when unfairly used,

and 't! far as they are fallacious, may very well be re
ferred to the present head; such as the "ar-

k
· Artumentam

gumentum ad omtnem," or personal argument, adnomiDem,

d
. &0.

"argumentum a tJerecundtam," "argumentum
ad populum," o/c. all ~f them regarded as contradistin
guished from "argumentum ad rem," .or, according to

others, (meaning probably the very same thing,) "ad ,
judicium." These have all been described in the lax and

popular language before alluded to, but not scientifically:

the" argumentum ad hominem," they say, "is addressed
to the peculiar circumstances, character, avowed opinions,
or past conduct of the individual, and therefore has a
reference to him only, and does not bear directly' and ab
solutely on the real question, as the ' argumentum ad rem'
does:" in like maD~er, the "argumentum ad verecun
diam" is described as an appeal to our reverence for
some respected authority, some venerable institution, «fe.

and the "argumentum ad populu.m," as an appeal to the

prejudices, passions, ~c. of the multitude; and so of the
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rest. Along with these is usualJy enumerated "argu.m
tv. tU1 wnortJRtiarn," wbich is here omitted, as being
evidently notbing IDore than the employment of lO.e
kiDd of Fallacy, in the widest sense of tbat word, towards
such 8S are Jikely to be deceived by it. It appears then
(to speak rather more tecbniclflly) that in the "argumen
tum ad hominem" the conclusion which actually is estab
lished, is not the absolute and general one in question, but
relative and pa.oticular; viz. Dot that "surh and such is
the fact," but tbat " this man is bound to admit it, in con
formity to his principles of Reasoning, or in consistency
with his own conduct, situation," ~c.* Such a CODclu-

* "The arrumentum ad hominem" will often have the effect
of shifting the burden of proof, not unjustly, to the adversary.
(See Rllet.) A common instance is the defence) certainly the
readiest and most concise, frequently urged by the Sportsman,
when accused of barbarity in sacrificing uDo1fending hares or
trout to his amusement: he replies, as he may safely do, to
most of his assailants," why do you feed on the flesh of ani
m.a1s ?" and that this answer presses hard, is manifested by
its being usually opposed by a palpable falsebood; N. that the
animals which Rre killed for food are sacrificed to our nectui
tiu; though not only men can, but a large proportion (probably
a great majority) of the human race actually do, subsist in
health and vigor without flesh-diet; and the earth would sup
port a much greater human population were such a practice
universal. \V hen shamed out of this argument they sometimes
urge that the brute creation would overrun the earth, if we did
not kill them for food; an argument, which, if it were valid at
all, would not justify their feeding on JiI"'; though, if fairly
followed up, it tDOuld justify Swift's proposal for keeping down
the excessive population of Ireland. Tho true reason, triz. that
they eat fle.h for the gratification or the palate, and have a
tuto for the pleasures of the table, though not for the.ports of .
the field, is one which they do not like to _i,n.
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sion it is often both allowable and nece~ary to establish,
in order to silence those who will not yield to fair general
argument; or to convirree those whose weakness and
prejudices would not allow them to assign to it its due
weight: it is thus tbat our Lord on IDany occasions silen
ces the cavils of tbe Jewsi as in tbe vindication of heal
ing on the Sabbath, which is paralleled by the authorized
practice of drawing out a beast tbat has fallen into a pit.
All this, as we have said, is perfectly fair, provided)t be
done plainly, and avowedly; but if you attempt to sub
stitute this partial and relative Conclusion for a more gen
eral one - if you triumph as having establish~d your
proposition absolutely and universally, from having estab
lished it, in reality, only as far as it relates to your oppo
nent, then you are guilty of a Fallacy of the kind which
we are DOW treating of: your Conclusion is not in reality
that which was, by your own account, proposed to be
proved: the fallaciousness depends upon the deceit or
attempt to deceive. The same observations will apply to
"argument'Um ad tJerecundiam," and the rest.

It is very common to employ an ambiguous Term for
the purpose of introducing the Fallacy of irrelevant Con
elusion: i. e. when you cannot prove your proposition in
the sense in which it was maintained, to prove it,in some
other sense; e. g. those who contend against the efficacy
of faith, usually elnploy that word in their arguments in
the sense of mere belief, unaccompanied with any moral
or practical result, but considered as a mere intellectual
process; and when they have thus pfC?ved their Conclu
sion, they oppose it to one in which the word is used in a
widely different sense.* .
* "When the occasion or object in question is not sDch as

15*
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•

§ 16.
The Fallacy of ignoratio elenchi is nowhere more

-common than in protracted controversy, when one of the
parties, after having attempted' in vain to maintain hjs posi
tion, ,hift, hi" ground as covertly as possible to anotber,
instead of honestly giving up the point. An instance oc
curs in an attack made on the system pu rsued at one of
our Universities. The objectors: finding themselves
uoable to maintain their charge of the preaeftt neglect of

calls for, or as is likely to excite in those particular readers 0;':

bearers, the emotions required, it is a common Rhetorical artifice
to tum their att~DtioD to some object which tDill call forth these
feelings; and when they are too much excited to be capable of
judging calmly, it will not be difficult to turn their Passions,
once roused, in tbe direction required, and to make them view
the case before them in a very different light. When the
metal is heated, it may easily be moulded into the desired form.
Thus veb~ment indignation against some crime, may be direct-

. ed against a person who has not been proved guilty of it; and
vague declamations against corruption, oppression, &c. or

, egainst the mischiefs of anarchy; with high-fiowD p8~egyric.

on liberty, rights of man, &te. or on social order, justice, the
constitution, law, religion, ~c. will gradually lead the hearers
to take for granted without proof; that the measure proposed
will lead to these .evils or these advantages; and it will in con
lequenee become the object of groundless abhorrence or admi
ration. For the very alte'ranee of such words as have a multi
tude of what may be called mmulating ideas associated with
tbem, will operate Jike a charm on the minds, especially of the
ignorant and unthinking, and raise such a tumult of feeling, as
will effeetually blind their judgment; so that a string of vague
abuse or panegyric will often have the effect of a train of sound
Argulnent." . RlNtarit, Part II. Chap. li. § 6.
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Mathematics in that place, (to which neglect they attribut
ed the late general decline "in those studies,) sbifted their
ground, aod contendedtbat that University was never
famous for Mathematicians: which not only does Dot

establish, but abg()ll1~ly overthrows, tbeir own original
assertion; for if it fte11er. succeed~d in those pursuits,

, it could not llave caused their late decline.
A practice of this Dature is common in oral Fanae or '

controversy especially; fJiz. that of combating ~':~~L
both your opponent's Premises alternately, and ilel alter-
~ ~~

shifting ~he attack from the one to the otber,
without waiting to have either of. thelD decided upon
before you quit h.

It has been remarked above, that one class of the
propositions that may be, in this Fallacy, substituted for
the one required; is the particu~ar for the un·iversal: sim
ilar to this, is the substitution of a conditional with a uni
versal antecedent, for one with a particular antecedent,
which will usually be the harder to prove: e. g. you are
called on, suppose, to prove that " if any priv~te interest~

are hurt by a proposed measure, it is :inexpedieul ;" and
you pretend to have done so by sholving that" if all pri
vate interests. are h:Jrt by it, it must be ine)lpedient."
Nearly akin to this is the very common case of proving
something to be possible when it· ought to have been
proved highly pro&able; or probable, when it ought to
have been proved neceB.tJrg; or, which comes to tbe very
same, proving it to be not'llece"ary, when it should have

· beeu proved not probable; or improbable, when it should
have been proved impossible. Aristotle (in Rhtt. Book II.)
complains of this last branch of the Fallacy, as giving an
uodue advantage to the respondent; many a guilty per-

•
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SOD owes his acquittal to this;. the jury considering that
the evidence br~ught does Dot demonstrate the absolute
impossibility of bis being innocent, though perhaRs, the
chances are innumerable against it.

§ 17.

Fallacy of Sinlilar to this case is that which may be
objections. called the Fallacy of objections: i. e. showing
that there are objections against some plan, ,theory, or
system, and thence inferring tbat it sbould be rejected ;'
when that which ought to have beeD proved is, that there
are more, or stronger objections, against the receiving
than the rejecting of it. This is the main and almost
universal fallacy of infidels, and is that of which men
should be first and principally warned. This is also the
strong hold of bigoted anti-innovators, who oppose all
reforms and alterati~ns indiscriminately; for there never
was, nor will be, any plan executed or proposed, against
which strong and even unanswerable objections may not
be urged; so that unless the opposite objections be set in
the balance on the other side, we caD never advance a
step. "There are objections," said Dr. Johnson, "against
a plenum, and objections against a vacuum; but one of
them must be true." *

* This is, as has been said, the principal engine employed by
the adversaries of our Faith: they find numerous" objections "
against various parts of Scripture; to Bome of which no satisfac
tory answer can be given; ond the incautious hearer isapt,
while his attention is fixed OD these, to forget that there are
infinitely more, and stronger objections against the supposition
that the Christian Religion is of hU11UJn origin; and that where
we cannot answer all objections, we are bound in reUOD and
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The very same Fallacy indeed is employed on tile
·other side, by those who afe for overthrowing whatever is
established as soon as they can prove an objection against
it, without consideloiDg whether more and weightier objec
tions may not lie against their own sche~es: but their
opponents have this decided advantage over them, that
they can urge with great plausibility, "we do not call
upon you to reject at once \vhatever is objected to, but
merely to ,"spend your judgment, and Dot COOle to a de
'cision as long as th~re are reasons on both sides:" DOW

since there always will be reasons on both sides, this non
decision is practically the ve.ry same thing as a decino'll
in fa'Dor of the ezisting ,tate of things; the delay of trial
becomes equivalent to an acquittal.*

in candor to adopt the hypothesis which labors under the lealt.
That the case is as I have stated, I am authorized to assume,
from this circumstance: that no complete and c01l8istmc account
A(1,8 e"er been given of the manner in .tohich the Christian- Relig
ion, Bupposing it G Auman cOflfri'Dtlnce, could ktJvt mUm and
pre'Dailed 8B it did. And yet this may obviously be demanded
with the utmost fairness, of those who deny its divine origin.
The Religion exists: that is the phenomenon; those who will
Dot allow it to have come from God, are bound to solve the
phenomenon on some other hypothesis less open to obje~tioDs;

they are not indeed called on to prove that it actually did arise
in this or that way; but to suggest (coDsistently witb acknowl
edged facts) some. probable way in which it may have arisen
J'econcileable with all the circumstances of the ·case. That in
ftde"'- havo never done this, tbong~ they have had near 2000
years to try, amounts to a confession tha~ no soch hypothesis
can be divised, " hieh will DOt- be open to greater' objectioDl
than lie against Christianity. '

* "Nat to reBOl~e, is to resolve." laeon.
How happy it is for maDkind that in the most momentoa.

•
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•
§ 18•

Fallacy of Another form of ignoratio elencAi, which is
~~th. also rather the more serviceable on tbe side

. ...--. of the respondent, is, to prove or disprove ,ome
part of that which is required, and dwell on that, sup
pressing aU the rest.

Thus, if a University is charged with cultivating only
the mere elements of Mathematics, and in reply a list
of the books studied there is produced, should even any
one of those books be not elementary, the charge is in
faimess refuted; but the Sophist may then earnestly con
tend that some of those books are elementary; and thus
keep out of sight the real question, tJiz. whether they are
all so. This is the great art of the answerer of a book;
suppose the main positions in any work to be irrefragable,
it will be strange if some illustration of them, or some sub
ordinate part in short, will not adlnit of a plausible objec
tion; the opponent then joins issue 00 one of these inci
dental questions, and comes forward with U a Reply" to
such and such a work.

Hence the danger of ever advancing more than can
he well maintained; * since the refutation of that will

concerns of life their decision is generally fcrmed for them by
extemal circumstances: which thus saves them not only from
the perplexity of doubt and the danger of delay, but also from
the pain of regret; since we acquiesce much more cheerfully
in that which is unavoidable. ·

* The Quakers would perhaps before now have succeeded in
doing away our super1luous and irreverent oaths, if they had
DOt, besides many valid and strong arguments, adduced so
lIWly that are weak and euily refuted.



n#------~ ------ -----. -~ ---~~-- -- ---- -------------.-------~- -----

§ 19.] . OF FALLACIES. 1'79

often quash the whole: a guilty person may often escape
by having too much laid to his charge; so he may also
~y having too much evidence against him, i. e. some that
is Dot in itself satisfactory: thus, a prisoner may some
times obtain acquittal by showing that one of the witnesses
against him is an infamous informer and spy; though

. perhaps if that part of the evidence had been omitted, the
rest would have been sufficient for conviction. '

Cases of this nature might very well be referred also
to the Fallacy formerly mentioned, of inferring the Fal
sity of the Conclusion from the Falsity of a Premiss;
wbich indeed is very closely allied to the present FaJlaey :
the real question is, "whether or not this Conelus~on

ought to be admitted;" the Sophist confines himself to
the question, " whether or Dot it is established by thu par
ticular argument;" leaving it to be inferred by tbe audi
ence, if he bas carried his point as to the latter question,
that the former is thereby decided.

§ 19.

Supprelled It will readily be perceived that notbing is
Ooncluion. less conducive to the success of tbe Fallacy in
question than to state clearly, in the outset, either the
proposition you are about to prove, or that which you
ought to prove; it answers best to begin with the Premi,
u, and to introduce a pretty long chain of argument before
you arrive at the Conclusion. The careless hearer takes
for granted, at the beginning, that this chain will lead to
the Conclusion required; and by the time yOIl are come
to the end, he is ready to take for granted that the Con
clusion which you draw is the one required; his idea of

•
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tbe question having gnduaUy become indistinct. This
Fallacy is greatly aided by the common practice of sup
pressing the Conclusion aod leaving it to be supplied by the·
bearer, who is of course less likely to perceive wbether it
be really tbat " which was to be proved," tban jf it were
distinctly stated. Tbe practice therefore is at best sus
picious: aod it is better in general to avoid it, and to give
and require a distinct statement of the CODclusiou in
tended.

§ 20.

Before we dismiss the subject of Fallacies, it
may not be improper to mention the just and

ingenious remark, that Juts are Fallacies; * i. e. Falla-.
cias so palpable as not to be likely to deceive anyone,
but yet bearing just that resemblence of argument which
is calculated to amuse by the contrast; ip the same man
Def that a parody does, by the contrast of its levity with
the serious production which it imitates. There is indeed
something laughable even in Fallacies which are intended
for serious conviction, when they are thoroughly exposed.
There are several different kinds of joke and raillery,
which will be found to correspond with the different kinds
of Fallacy: the pun (to take the simplest aod most ~bvi
ous case) is evidently, in most instances, a mock argu
ment founded on a palpable equivocation of the middle
Term: and the rest in like manner will be found to c.or
respond to the respective Fallacies; and to be imitatiou
of serious argument.

*See Wallis'. Logic.
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It is probable indeed that all jests, sports, or games,
(na£af,a~) properly so called, will be found, on examina
tion, to be imitative of serious transactions; as of War, or
Commerce.* But to enter fplly into this subject would be
unsuitable to the present of occasion. .

I shall subjoin SOine general remarks 00 the legitimate
province of Reasoning, and on its conoexion with Induc
tive philosophy, and with Rhetoric: or;a which points
much InisapprebeDsion bas prevailed, tending to throw
obscurity ovel\ the design and use of tbe Science under
consideration. I

* See some excellent remarks OD "Imitation," in Dr. A.
Smith's posthumous Essays.

16



BOOK IV.

DISSERTATION ON THE PROVINCE OF
REASONING.

LoGIC being concerned with the theory of Reasoning,
it is evidently necessary, in order to take a correct view
of this Science, tbat all misapprehensions should be re
moved relative to the occasions on which the Reasoning
process is employed, - tbe purposes it has in view,
and the limits within wbich it is confined.
. Simple and obvious as such questions may appear to
tbose who have not thought much on the subject, they
will appear on further consideration to be involved in much
perplexity and obscurity, from the vague and inaccurate
language of many popular writers. To the confused and
incorrect Dotions that prevail respecting tbe Reasoning
process may be traced most of the common mistakes
respecting the Science of Logic, and much of the unsound
aDd unpbilosophical argumentation which is so often to be
met witb in the works of ingenious writers.

These errors bave been incidentally adverted to in the
foregoing part of this work; but it may be desirable,
.before we dismiss the' subject, to offer on these points
some further remarks, which could not have, been there in
troduced without too grea~ an interruption to the devel-
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opment of the system. Little or nothing indeed renlains
to be said that is Dot'implied in the principles which have
been already laid down; but the results and applications
of those principles are liable in many instances to be over
looked, if not distinctly pointed out. These supplemen
tary observations will neither require, nor admit of, so
systematic an arrangement as has hitherto been aimed at ;
since they will be such as are suggested principally by the
objections and mistakes of tbose who have misunderstood,
partiaIJyor entirely, the nature of the Logical system.

CHAP. I.

Of Induction•.

~ 1.

MUCH has been said by some writers of the Mistake of

superiority of the Inductive to the Syllogistic j~~::n to
method of seeking truth, as if the two stood SylJolUm.

opposed to each other; and of the advantage of substi
tuting the Organon of Bacon for that of Aristotle, o/c. o/c.
which indicates a total misconception of the nature of
both. There is, however, the more excuse· for the con
fusion of thought which prevails on this subject, because
eminent Logical writers have treated, or at least have
appeared to treat, of Induction as a distinct kind of argu
ment 'from the Syllogism; which if it were, it certainly
might be contrasted with the ~yllogism: or rather the
whole Syllogistic tbeory wouldt' fall to the ground, since
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ODe of the 9ery first pripeiples it establishes, is, that all
Reasoning, on whatever atbject, is one a~ the same pro
cess, which Inay be clearly exhibited in the fonn of Syl
logisms. It is hardly 10 be sopposed, therefore, tbat this
was the deliberate meaning Qf thOle writers; though it
most be admitted that they have counte~DCed the error
in question, by their inaccurate expressions~ This inac
curacy seems chiefly to have arisen from a vagueness in
the use of the word "lnductioD," which is' sometimes~
plo)ged to designate the pi·oceSS of investigatiOlll and of
coHecting facts; sometilnes, the deducing of an infereoce
from those facts. The former of these p.·ocesses (viz.
that of observation and experiment) is undoubtedly dil
tinct from that which takes place in the Syllogism; but
then it is not a process of argument; the latter again ;"
an argumentative process; bUL then it is, like all other
arguments, capable of being Syllogistically expressed.
And hence Induction has corne to be regarded as a dil
tinct kind of argument from the Syllogisnl. This Fallacy
cannot be more concisely or clearly stated, tban in the
technical form with which we' Inay now presume our
readers to be familiar.

"Induction is dis~ct from Syllogism:
Induction is a process of Reasoning;" therefore

"There is a process of Reasoning distinct from Syllogism.·

Here, "Induction," which is the middle Term, is used
in different senses in tbe two Premises.

. ADal,... of In the process of reasoning by whicb'we
lDduct.loo. deduce, from our observation of certain known
cases, au inference with respect to unknown 'ones, we
are employing a Syllogism in Barbara with the ma·
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jar * Premiss suppressed; that being always substantially
the same, as it asserts, that " what belongs to the individual
or individuals we have examined, belongs to the whole
class under which they come:" e. g. from an examina
tion of the history of several tyrannies, and finding that
each of them was of short duration, we conclude, that
"the same is likely to be the case with all tyranoies;"
the suppressed major Premiss being easily supplied by the
hearer: tJiz. "tbat what b~loDgs to tbe tyraonies in
question is likely to belong to all."

Induction, therefore, so far forth as it is an
Two 18nlel

argument, may, of course, be stated Syllogisti- of the word
IDduction.

cally: but SO far forth as it is a proce" of in-
quiry with a view to obtain the Premises of that argu
ment, it is,. of course, out of the province of Logic.t
Whether the Induction (in this last sense) has been suffi
ciently ample, i. e. takes in a sufficient Dumber of indi
vidual cases, - whether the character of those cases has
been correctly ascertained, - and how far the individuals

. we have examined are likely to resemble, in this or that·
circumstance, the rest of the class, 4-c. ~c., are points
that require indeed great judgment aod caution; but' this

* Not the minor, as Aldrich represents it. The instance
he gives will sufficiently prove this: "This, that, and the
other magBet attract iron: therefore so do all." If this were,
as he asserts, an Enthymeme whose .'nor is suppressed, the
only Premiss which we could 8upply, to fill it up, would be,
" All magnets are this, that, and the other; " which is manifestly
false.

t And this is the 'original and strict seuse of the w~rd. In
duction means, properly, not the dedocing of the I conclusion,
but the bringing in, one by one, of instances, bearing on the
point in que8tion, till a sufficient number has been collected. .

16*
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judgment 8Dd caution. are not to be aided by Logie,
because they are, in reality, elDployed in deciding whether
or not iJ is rair and allowable to lay down your Premises;
i. e. whether you are authorized or not, to assert, that
U what is true of the individuals you have exanlined, is

true of the whole class :" aod tbat this or that u true of
those individuals. Now, the rules of Logic have nothing
to do with the truth or falsity of the Pl-emises, except or
course when they are the conclusions of former arguments;

but merely teach us to decide, Dot whether the Premises

are fairly laid doum" but wbether the Conclusion follotlJI
fairly from the Premises or Dot.

§ 2.

Whether the Prenliss may fairly be assumed,
Aatumption • • 1· h b d -d d
'" Premiaet or not, IS a point W lie cannot e eel e
in Induction. •

\nthout a competent knowledge of tbe nnt~r,

of the nhject; e. g. in Natural Philosophy, in which the

circumstances that in any case affect the ~ult, are usually
far nlore clearly ascertained, a single iwtance is ofteD

accounted a sufficient Induction; ~. g. having once ascer
tained that an individual magnet will attract iron, we are
authorized to conclude that this property is 1:1Diversal: in

the afiairs of buman life, on the other band, a llUlch fuller

loductioo is required, as in the former exaolple. In short,

tile tkgne of evideme for allY propositions we originally
ISMmle as a Prem~ss (whetlier tile expressed or the MJp
pressed one) is not to be learned from Logic, nor indeed
'from anJl one distinct Science; but is the province of .
whatever Science furnishes the subject-matter of your
arglKlleBt. None om a PoJiticiM caD judge ~htly of IDe
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degree of evidence of a propositioo in Politics; a Natu
ralists, in Natura} History, ~c. 4-c. E. G. from I;v-.tp

examination of many horned animals, 8S sbeep, lion.

cows, o/c., a Naturalist finds that they have cloven feet;
DOW his ,kill Q8 lJ Naturalilt is to be shown in judging
whether these anirnals are likely to resemble in the form
of their feet all other homed animals; and it. is the exer.
aise "of tbis judgment, together with the examination of
individuals, that constitutes what is usually meant by the
baductive procell; which is that by wpich we, gain~

properly, neto trutlu, and which is Dot cODDected with
Logic; being- not what is strictly calJed &tJloning, but
In'Vut~ation. But when this major Premiss is granted
him, and is combined with the (ninor-, ftz. that tbe ~Dimals

be has examined have cloven feet, then he draw. the
CoftCltuion Logically: 1'iz. that" the feet of all horned
animals are cloveo." * Again, if from several times
meeting with ill-luck on a Friday, anyone concluded ,tbat
Friday, universally, is an unlucky day, one would object
to his Induction; and yet it would not be, as an argument
illogical; since the Conclusion jollo'UJ8 fairly, if you grant .
his implied Premiss, that dle events ~hich happened on
those particular Fridays are such 8S must happen on" all
Fridays; but we should object to his laying down thil
Premiss: and therefore should justly say that his Induc
tion was faulty, though bis argument were correct.

• I ba:ve' selected an inataDce in which Induction -is the only
ground we have to rest on; no reason, that I know of; having
ev,er been assigned that could have led us' to conjecture this
carious fact 4 priori.
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And here it may be remarked, that the or-'
The more r. • • h ·
~bdbl Pre-- dioary rule for lair argument, 111%. t at In an
auanp-
Pre-l

d
et! in Enthymeme the suppressed Premiss should be

ID uetlOll.

always the ODe of whose truth least doubt can·
exist, is not observed in Induction: for the Premiss which
is usually the more doubtful of the two, is, in that, the
fRtJjor; it being in few cases quite certain that the indi
viduals, respecting which some point has been ascertained
are to be fairly regarded as a sample of the whole class;_
the D?sjor Premiss, nevertheless, is seldom expressed, for
the reason just given, that it is easily understood, as being,
mutatis fIIutandu, the same in every Induction.

What has been said of Induction will equally apply to
Example; which differs from it only in having a singular
instead of a general Conclusion; e. g. in the instance
above, jf the Conclusion had been drawn, oot respecting
tyrannies in general, but respecting this or that tyranny,
tbat it was not likely to be lasting, each of the cases
adduced to prove this would have been called an Example.

CHAP. II.

On the DiIcot1ery of Truth.

§ 1.
WHETHER it is by a process of Reasoning that' New

Truth~ are brought to light, is a question which seems
to be decided in the negative by what has been already
said; though many eminent writers seem to have taken
for granted the affirmative. It is, perhaps, in 3 great
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measure, a dispute concerning the use of words; but it is
DOt, for that reason, either uninteresting or unimportant,
since an inaccurate use of language may often, in matters
of Science, lead to confusion of thougbt, and to erroneo~

conclusion. And, in the present instance, much of the
undeserved contempt which has been bestowed on the
Logical systern may be traced to this source; for \vben
anyone bas laid down, that" Reasoning is importaot in
the discovery of Truth," and that "Logic is of DO service
in the discovery of Truth," (each of which propositions
is true in a c.ertain sense of the terms employed, but not
in the lame sense,) he is naturally led t.o conclude, that
there are processes of Reasoning to which the Syllogistic
theory does not apply, and, of course, to miscoDceive al
together the nature of the Science.

In maintaining the negative side of the above question~

three things are to'" be premised : first, tbat it is not eone.
tended that discoveries of any kind of Truth can be made
(or at least are usually loade) toitJaotl~ Reasoning; only,
that Reasoning. is not the _Ie of 'he process, oor the
whole of that which is important therein; secondly, that
Reasoning shall be token in the sense, Dot of et'ery exer
cise of the Reason, but of Argumentation, in which we
have all along used it, and in which it has been defined
by all the Logical writers, t7iz. "from certain granted
propositions to infer another proposition as the conse
quence of them:" thirdly, that by 11 "New Truth," be
understood something neither expressly Dor virtually as
serted before, - not implied and involved in any thing al
ready known.

To prove, then, this point demoDstratively becomes in
this maDDer perfectly easy; for linee all Reasoning (in
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the .sense above defined) may be resolved into Syllo
gisms; and since even the objectors to Logic make it a
subject of complaint, that in a Syllogism the Premises do
virtually assert the Conclusion, it follows at once that no
New Truth (as above defined) ca~ be elicited by any
process of Reasoning.

It is OD this ground, indeed, that the justly-celebrated
author of the Philosophy of Rhetoric objects· to tbe Syllo
gism altogetber, as necessarily involving a petitio princi
pii; an objection wbich, of course, he would not have
been disposed to bring forward, had he perceived that,
whether well or in-founded, it lies against all argument.
whatever. Had he been aware that a Syllogism is no dis-

-tinct kind of -argument otherwjse than in form, but is, in
'fact, any argument whatever, stated regularly and at full
length, he would have obtained a more correct view of
the object of all Reasoning; which is, merely to expand
and unfold the assertions wrapt up, as it were, and im
plied in those with which we set out, and to bring a per
SOD to perceive and" acknowledge the full force· of that
which he has admitted; to contemplate it in'various points
of view; to adlJlit in one shape what he has already ad
mitted in another, and to give up and disallow whatever is
mcollsistent with it.

Nor is it always a very easy task even to bring before
the mind the several bearings, - the various applica
tions, -of aoy one proposition. A common Term com
prebends several, often numberless individuals; and these
often, in solne respects, widely differing from each other;
and no one ca~ be, on each occasion of his employing
such a Term, attending to and fixing bis mind on each
of the individuals, or even of the species so comprehend-
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ed. It -is to be remembered, t~, that both Division and
Generalization are in a great degree arbitrary; i. e. that
we may· both divide the same genus on several different
principles, and may refer the same species to several dif
ferent classes, according to the nature of t~e discourse
and drift of the argument; each of which classes wiD fur
nish a distinct middle Term for an arguDlent, according
to the question. E. G. If we wished to prove that" a
horse feels," (to adopt an ill-chosen example from the
above writer,) we might refer it to the genus "animal; ,,'
to prove that "it has only a single stomach," .. to' the ge
nus of " non-ruminants;" to prove that it is "likely to
degenerate in a very cold climate," we should class it
with "original productions of a hot climate," ~c. 4-c.

, Now, each of these, and numberless others to which the
same thing might be referred, are implied by the verY
term, "hOI"Se;" yet it cannot be expected that they can
all be at once present to the mind whenever that term is
uttered. Much less, when, instead of such a Term as
that, we are employing Terms of a very abstract and,
perhaps, complex signification,* as "government, jus-
tice," 4-c. .

The ten Categories t or Predicaments, which .
Ar· I d h L · I · h d Cat8prtel.lstot e an at er oglca writers ave treate

* On this point there are some valuable remarks in the Phi
loBophy ofRhetoric itsel~ Book IV. Chap. vii.

t The Categories enumerated by Aristotle, are ,/Wi., ",S"'"

".Ii", fl'tS"",,, fI";, ".~", ••;,1." 'X"" ""';" ..."X.,,; which are usual
ly rendered, as adequately as, perhaps, they can be in our lan-
guage, Substance, Quantity, Quality, Relation, Place, Time,
Situation, Possession, Action, Suffering. The Catalogue has
been by some writers enlarged, as. it is evident may easily be
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oC, beiog certain general beads or IUfJ'ItIIlJ geaertJ, to 0D8

or more of which every Term may be referred, serve
the purpose of marking out certain tracks, 8S it were,
which are to be pursued in sea~bing for middJe TertDIt
in each argument respectively; it being essential that we
should generalize on a right principle, with a view to the
question before us; or, in other words, that we should
abstract that portion of aoy object presented to the mind,
which is importaDt to the argument in hand. Tbel'eare
expressions in common use which bave a reference to this
caution; such as, "this is a question, not as to the na
ture of the object, but the magnitude of it:" "this is a
question of time, or of place," 4-c., i. e. "the subject must
be referred to this or to that Category."

With respect to the meaning of the Terms in question,
" Discovery," and " New Truth; " it olatters not whether
we confine ourselves to the narrowest sense, or admit the
widest, provided we do but distinguu},,: there certainly
Two kinds of 'are two kinds of " New Truth" and of "Dis
DilcoWfy. covery," if we take those words in the widest
sense in which tbey are ever osred. First, such Truths
as were, before they were discovered, absolutelyunknowo,
being not implied by any thing we previously 1mew, though
we might perhaps suspect them as probable; such are all
matters of fact st~ictly so called, when first made known
to one who bad not any such previous knowledge, as
would enable him to ascertain them d priori; I. e. by
ReasonIng; as, if we inform a ma~ that we have a coJooy

done by subdividing some of the heads; and by others curtailed,
a8 it is no 1es8 evident that all may ultimately be referred to the
two heads of Sub8tanee and .Ilttribute, or (in the language of
some Logicians) .Accident.



08.6.•• IL § 1.] DISCOVERY OF TRUTH. 193

8t Botany Bay; or that the earth is at such a distance
from the SUD; or that platina is heavier than gold. The
communication of this kind of knowledge is most usually,
and 0105t strictly, called ;,nformation; we gain .
• r. _I. '. r. • Intbrmatlon.
It trom' w,er'lJat'lOfl, 80d Jrom testImony; no
mere internal UJorkings- of our own minds (except when
the mind itself is the very object 10 be observed), or mere
discussions in words, will make these known to us; though
there is great rOOlD for sagacity in judging what testimO'nY
to admit, and forming conjectures that may lead to projU
able ob,er'Dation, and to experiments with a view to it.

The other class of Discoveries is of a very different na
ture. Tbat which may be elicited by Reasoning, and
consequently is implied in that which we already know,
we assent to 00 that ground, and not from observation. or
testimony: to take a Geometrical truth upon trust, or to
attempt to ascertain it by observation, would betray a total
ignorance of the nature of the Science. In the longest
delRonstration1 the Mathematical teacher seelDS - -

Instruction.
only to lead us to make use of our own stores,
aDd point out to us how much \ve had already admitted;
and, in the case of many Ethical propositions, we assent
a~ first hearing, th~ugb perhaps we· had never heard or
thought of the' proposition'before; so also do we readily
"'lent to the testimony of a respectable man, who tells us
that our troops have gained a victory; but how different
is the nature of the assent in the two cases. In the latter
we are ready to tbank the man for his information, as ;be
ing such as no wisdom or learning would have enabled us
to ascertain; io the former. we usually exclaim, "fJer'!I
true!" "that is a valuable and just remark; that never
,truck me before!" implying at once our practical igno-

17



194 ON THE PBOVINCE OF UASONING. [BOOK IV.

rance of it, and also our co~SciousDess that we possess, in
what we already know, the means to ascertain the truth of
it; that we have & right,. in short, to bear our tutimony to

its truth.
To all practical purposes, indeed, a Truth of this de

scription may be as completely unknown to a man as the
other; but ~ soon as it is set before him, and the argu
ment by which it"is connected with his previous notions is

. made clear to him, he recognUu it as something conform
able to, and contained in, his former belief•

.It is not improbable that Plato's doctrine of Reminis
cence arose from a hasty extension of what he had ob
served in this class, to all acquisition of knowledge what
ever. His Tbeory of ideas served to confound together
WItter, of fact respecting the nature of things (which
may be perfectly new to us) with propositions relating to
our oum notiOftl, and modes of thought; (or to speak,
perhaps, more ~rrectly, our own arbitrary signs;) which
propositions must be contained and implied in those very
complex Dotions themselves; and whose truth is &. con
formity, Dot to the nature of things, but to our own hy
pothesis. Such are all propositions in pure Mathematics,
and many in Ethics, t1iz. those which involve DO assertion
as to real matters of f8Ct~ It has been rightly remarked,*
that Mathematical propositions are Dot properly true or
false, in the same sense as any proposition respecting real
Met is so called; and hence the truth (such as it is)
of sucb propositions is necessary and eternal; since it
amounts oBly to this, that any complex notion which you
have arbitrarily framed,· must. be exactly con(onnable to

• Dugald Stewart'. PhUOIOphy, Vol. D.
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itself. The proposition, that "the belief in a future state,
combined with a complete~ devotion to the present life, is
not consistent with the character of prudence," would be
D<;lt at all the less true if a future state were a chimera,
and prudence a quality which was nowhere met with;
nor woul~ the truth of the Mathematician's conclusion be
shaken, that "circles are to each otber as the squares of
their diameters," should it be found that there never had
been a circle, or a square, conformable to the definition in
ren"n natura.*

The Ethical proposition, just instanced, is one of those
which Locke calls" trifling," because the Predicate is
merely ft part of the complex idea implied by the subject;
and he is right, if by "trifling" he means that it gives
not, strictly speaking, any information: but he should COD

sider, that to remind a man of what he had not, aDd what
he would not have thought of,. may be, practically, as
valuable as giving him information; at!d that most propo
sitions in the best sermons, and all, in pure Mathematics,
are of the description which he censures.

* Hence the futility of the attempt of Clarke, and others, to
demon8trate (in the mathematical sense), the existence of a
Deity. This can only be done by covertly assuming in 'the
Premises the very point to be proved. No matter of fact can
be mathematically demonstrated; though it may be proved in
luch a manner as to leave DO doubt OD the mind. E. G. I have
DO more doubt that I me' such and such a man, i~ this or th"t
.place, yesterday, than that the angles of a triangle are equal to
two right angles: but the k~nd of certainty I have o,f these two
truths is widely different; to say, that I did not meet the maD,
would be· false indeed, but it would not be any thing inconceitJ.
able, ,elj-confradict&r}j, and abaurd; but it would be 80, to deny
the equality of the angles ofa triangle to two right angles.



196 ON THE PROVINCE OF REASONING. [BooK IV.

~t is, indeed, rather remarkable that he sho~ld speak so
often of build,ing Morals into J. demonstrative Science,
aod yet speak so slightingly of those very propositions to
which we must absolutely confine ourselves, in order to'

give to Ethics even the appearance of such a Science;
for' the instant you come to an assertion respecting. a mat
ter of fact, as that ,,- (nen (i. e. actually existing men) are

boulid to practise virtue," or "are' liable to many tempta
tions," you have stepped off the ground of strict demonstra
tion, just as when you proceed to practical Geolnetry.

. But to return: it is of the utmost importance
Information d·· · h h k· d f D". f
~nd inltrue- to IStJOgUls t ese two 10 s 0 Iscovery 0
tlon. •

Truth. In relation to the former, as I have
said, the word "information" is most strictly applied;
the communication of the latter is more properly called
" instruction." I speak of the wual practi~e; for it
would be going too far to pretend that writers are uni
form aDd consistent-in, the use of these, or of, any, other
term. We say that the Historian gives us information
respecting past times; the Traveller, l-especting foreign
couotries: on the other hand, the Mathematician gives
imtruction in the principles of his Science; the Moralist
instruct, us in our duties; and we generally use the
expressions" a well..iuformed man," and "a well-instruct...
ed man," in a sense conformable to that which has been'
here laid down. However, let the words,be used as they
may, the things are eviden~y different, and ought to be.
distinguished. It is a question comparatively unimportant,

·whether the {erlD "pi~covery" shall or shall not be ex
tended to the eliciting of those Trutbs, which, being
implied in OU1" previous knowledge, Dlay be estahlished
by mere strict Reasoning. Similar verbal questions,



C.u. u. § 1.] . DISCOVERY OF TllUTH. 197

indeed, might be raised respecting many other cases:
e. g. one has forgotten (i. e. callnot recollect) the name of
some person or place j perhaps we even try to think of it,
but in vain; at last some ODe remill~s us, an~ we instantly
recognise it as the one we wanted to recollect; it may be
asked, was t~is in our mind or not? The answer is, that
in one sense it was, aQd in another seDse, it was not~

Or, again, suppose there is a vein of metal 00 a man's
estate, which he does Dot know of; is it part of his pos
sessions or not? and when ,he finds it out and works it,
does he then acquire a new possession or Dot? Certainly
DOt, in the same sense as if he has a fresh estate bequeath
ed to him, which he had formerly DO right to '; but to all
practical purposes it u a new possession. This case,
indeed, m"y serve as 3n illustration of the one we have
been considering; and in all these cases, if the real
distinction ~e understood, the verbal question will not be
of, much consequen~e. To use one more illustratioD.
Reasoning has been aptly cOlnpared to the piling together
of blocks of stone;. on each of which, as on a pedestal, a
mao, .C~ raise himself a small, and but a small, height
above the plain; but which, when skilfully built up, will
form a flight of steps, which will ra~e him to a great
elevation. Now (to pursue this analogy) when the ma
terials are all ready to the builder's hand, the blocks
ready dug aDd brought, his work resembles one of the
two kinds of Discovery just mentioned, viz. that to which
we have assigned the name of in,tn,ction: but. if bis
maierials are to be entirely, or in part, provided by him
self, - if be himself is forced to dig fresh blocks from
the quarry, - this correspon~s to the other kind of Dis
covery.

17*
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§ 2.

I have bitb~rto spoken of the employment of Pbymcal Dis..

argument in the establisbment of those hypo- COY8ri••

t~etical Truths (as they may be called) which relate only
to our owo abstract notions; it is not, however, meant to

be insinuated that there is no room for Reasoning in the
establishment of a matter of fact; but the other class or
Truths have first been treated of, because, in discussing
subjects of that kind, the process of Reasoning is always
the principal, and often the only thing 10 be attended to,
if we are but certain and ~lear as to the meaning of the
terms; whereas, when assertions respecting 'real existence
ue introduced,. we have the additional and more impor
tant business of ascertaining and keeping in mind the '
degree of evidence for those facts; since, otherwise, our
Conclusions could not be relied OD, howe\'er accurate ou,
Reasoning; but, undoubtedly, we may by Reasoni~g

arrive at matters. of {act, if we have matter, of fact to iet
out with as data; only that it will very often happen that,
"fro.m certain facts," as Canlpbell remarks, "we draw
only probable Conclusions;" because the other Premiss
introduced (which he overlooked) is only probable. He
observed that in such an instance, for exampIe, as the one
lately given, we infer from' the certainty that such and,
such tyrannies have been short-lived, the probability that
others will be so; and he did not consider that there. is
an understood Premiss which is essential to the argumeot;
(m. that all tyrannies will resemble those we have already
observed) which beiDg only of a probable character,
must attach the same degree of uDcertainty to the Coo-.
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clusion.* An indicidual fact is not· unfrequently elicited
by skilfully combining, and Reasoning from, those al.·eady
known; of which many curious cases occur in the de
tection of criminals by officers of justice, and Barristers,
who acquire by practice such dexterity in that particular
department, as' to draw sonletirnes the right Conclusion
from data, which might be in the possession of others,
without being applied to the same use. In all cases of
the establishment of a general fact from Induction, that
general fact (as has been formerly remarked) is 'Ultimately
established by Reasoning; e. g. BakeweIJ, the celebrated

cattle-breeder, observed, in a great· number of individual
beasts, a tendency to fatten readily, and' in a great number
of others the absence of this constitution: in every indi
vidual of the former discription, he observed a certain
peculiar make, though they differed widely in size, color,
~C~ Those of the latter description differed no less in

various points, but agreed. in being of a different make
from the others: these facts were ·hi~ data; from which,
co~~ining them with the general principle, that nature is
steady and uniform in her proceedings, he logically drew
.the conclusion that beasts of the specified tnake have
universally a peculiar tendency to fattening: but then his·
principal merit consisted in making the observations, and

in so combining them as to abstract from each of a' mul-

* And the doubtfulness is m-ultiplied, if "both Premises are
uncertain. For sin~e it is only on the supposition of bOth
Premises being true, that we ean calculate on the truth of the
Conclusion, we must state in numbers the chances against eaca
Premiss being true, and then multiply these together, to judge
of the degree of evidence of the Conclusion. - See Book III.
t 14.
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titude Of cases, differing widely in many respects, the
circumstances in which they all agreed; and also in ('A)D

jecturiug skHfully how far those circumstances were likely
to be found in the whole class: the making of such
observations, and still more the combination, abstraction,
and judgment employed, are what men commonly metLD
(as 'was above observed) when they speak of Inductioa;
and these operations are certainly distinct from Reasoning.*
The same observations will apply to numberless other
cases; as, for instance, to the Discovery of the law of
"tM inertkB)" and tbe other principles of Natural Phi·

losophy.
But to what class, it may be asked, should be referred

the Discoveries thus made? All would agree in calling
,tbem, when first ascertained, "New Truths," in the
Itricte~ sense of the word; which would seem to imply
tbeir belonging to the class which may be called by way
of distinction, "PAYftcal J)i8cofJeriu:" and yet their
being ultimatel)- established by Reasoning, would seem,
according to the foregoing rule, to refer them to the other
LoPaltU.- class, viz. what may be called "Logical Dis·
eoy,d.. coveries ;" since whatever is established by
Reasoning must have been contained aDd virtually asserted
in the Premises. In answer to this, it is to be observed,
that they certainly do belong to the latter class, relati"elg
to a person who is in po"ufton of tAe data: but to him
who is not, they are New Truths of the other class; for
it is to be remembered, that the words "Discovery" and
"New Truths" are necessarily reltJti.: there may be a
propositiOD whic~ is to ODe persoo absolutely aotM; to

See Book I. § ]. ROte.



CRAP. II. § 2.] DISCOVERY OF TRUTH. ~Ol

another (viz. one to whom it has never occu1Ted, though
he is in possession of all the data from which it may be
protJed) it will be (when he comes to perceive it, by a
process of instruction) what we have called ,a Logical
Di,covery ': to a third (viz. one who is ignorant of these
datt!) it ,vill be absolutely unknown, and will have been,
when made known to him, a perfectly and properly New
Truth, - a piece of ipforrnation, - a Phys·icaZ Discovery,
as we have called it.* To the Philosopher, therefore,
who arrives at the Discovery by Reasoning from his ob
servation, and froID established principles combined with
them, the Discovery is of the former clas,s; to the multi
tude, probably, of the latter, as they will have been most
likely not possessed of all his data.

It foHows from what has been said, that in
Character of ,

Mathematics, and in such Ethical propositions 8cientifio
truLhs.

as we were lately speaking of, we do not allow
the possibility .of any but a -Logical Discovery; i. e•. no
proposition of that class can lie true, which was not im
plied in the definitions and axioms we set out with, which
are the first principles: for since these propositions do
not profess to state any matter of fact, the ooly Truth they

• It may be worth while in this place to define what is properly
to be called KnO'UJledge: it implies three things; 1st, firm belief,
2dly, of what is true, 3d1y, on sufficient grounds. If anyone
e. g. is in doubt respecting one of Euclid's demonstrations, he
cannot be said to knotD the proposition proved by it; it; again,
he is fully con1Jinced of any thing that is not true, he is mistaken
in supposing himself to know jt; lastly, if two persona are each
fully conjident~ one that the moon is inhabited, and the other
that it is not, (though' one ofthese opinions must be troe) neither
ofthem could:properly be said to know the truth,since he eannot
have sufficient""00/of it.
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aiR possess, COW" in conformity to the origiD~1 princi
pies: to one, therefore, who knows these principles, sucb
propositions are Truths already implied, since they may
be developed to bim by Reasoning, if he is not defective
in the discursive faculty ; and again, to one who does
Aot understand those principles, (i. e. is not master of the
definitions,) such propositions are in great measure, if Dot

'Wholly, unmeaning. On the other hand, propositions re
latiog to matters of fact, 'may be, indeed, implied in what
he already knew; (as be who knows the climate of the
Alps, the Andes, ~c. 4-c'. has virtually admitted the gen
eral fact, that "the tops of mouotains are comparatively
cold; ") but as these possess ao absolute and physical
Trlwlth, they may also be absolutely" new," their Truth
Dot being implied by ilae mere terms of the propoaitioM.
The truth or falsity of any proposition concerning a trian
gle is inlplied, by the meaning of that aDd of the other
Geometrical, terms ;' whereas; though one may under,tand
(in tbe ordinary sense of that word) the full meaning of
the terms" planet," and" inhabited," aod or all the other
terms- in the language, he cannot thence be certain tbat
the planets are, or are Dot, inhabited.

§ 3.

It bas pr~bably been the source of much perplexity,
that the term "true" has been applied indiscriminately
to two such different classes of propositions. The term

Defln1tiODl. definition. is used with tbe same laxity; aod
much confusion has thence resulted. Such

Definitions as the Mathematical, must imply eve~y attri
bute that belongs to the thing defined; because that thing
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is merely our metlRing; which meaning the DefinitioD
lays down: whereas, real substances, having an inde
pendent existence, may possess innumerable qualities (as
Locke observes) not implied in the meaning we attach to
their names, Of, 8S Locke expresses it, io our ideas of
them. " Their ftomin.l essence (to use his 180-

) · th b · I " Rea) andgoage IS not e same 8S t elr rea ",ence j No~inalDe-
• mutlon••

whereas the nominal essence, and the real es-
sence, of a Circle, ~c. are the same.- A Mathematical
De~nitio~, therefore, cannot properly be called true, since
it is not properly a propolition,* (any more thaD an arti
cle in a Dictionary,) but merely an explanation of the
meaning of a Term. Perhaps in Definitions ofthis class, it
might be better to substitute (as Aristotle usually does) the
imperative mood for the indicative: thus bringing diem
into the form of po,tulateJ; for the Definitions and th&
Pc;>stu)ates in }Iathematics ~iffer in little or nothing but the
form of expression: e. g. "let a four-sided figure, of
equal sides and right angles, be called a square," would
clearly imply that such a figure is conceitJable, and that
the writer intended to employ that term to· signify such a '
figure: which is precisely all tbat is meant to be asserted.
If, indeed, a Ma.pematical writer mean to assert that the
ordinary sense of the term is that which be has giveo,
that, certainly, u a proposition, which must be either true
or false; but in defining a new term, though the tam

* I mean in this place, that expression of a Definition ill
which the name is coojo.ined with that which is, properly speak
ing, the definition of it, in the form ora proposition: al e. g. "a
Triangle is (J plane IUPttJictDl figure bounded by u"ree Itraigll
liau:" the words in italicI ue what, strict1ylpeaking, coDlti
tote the DefiDitioD; but what I am here !peaking of is the whole .
8entence.



104 ON THE PROVINCE OF REASONING. [BoOK IV.

indeed may be ill chosen and improper, or the Definition .
may be seJf.contrad!ctory, aDd consequently uniotellisible,
the words" true," and " false," do not apply. The same
may be said of what are called nominal DefinitipDs of
other things, i. e. those which Inerely explain tbe mean
ing of the word; t1iz. they can be true or false only when

they profess (and so far as they profess) to give the ortli
Rary and utablilhed meaning of the term. But those
which are called real Definitions, viz. which unfold the
nature of the thing, (which they may do in t1ariotu de
gree,,) to these the epithet" true" may be applied; and
to make out such a Definition will often be the very end
(not as in Mathematics the beginning) of our study.*

In Mathematics there is no such distinction between
Dominal and real Definition 0; the meaning of the term, aDd

the nature of the thing, being one aud the same: so that •
no correct definition tD/MJtever of any Mathematical term
can be devised, which shall Dot imply every thing which
belongs to the term.

§ 4.

When it is asked, then, whether such great
Ambigult.yof
the word Discoveries, as have been made in Natural Phi-
JleuoaiD"

losophy, were accomplished,. or can be accom-
plished, by Reasoning' the inquirer should be renlinded,
that the question is ambiguous; it 01ay be answered in
tbe affirmative, if by U Reasoning'" is meant to be in
cluded the a,mmption of Premise,. To the right per
formanc~ of that work, is requisite, not only, in many

• Borke on TaEfte, in the Introduction to his" Essay on the
Sublime aDd Beaatirnl."



cares, the ascertaiolneot of flets, aod of the dS8ree of
evidence for doubtful propositions, (in .which observatioo
and, experiment will orlen be indispeasable,) but also a'
skiliU ,eIcc4ioa and·corni_ion of known facts aod prin
ciples; such 8S -implies, amongst other tbiogs, the exer
_ of that powerful oo,tr._n which seizes the common
circumstances -tbe point ofagreemeot-:- in a nutnber of,
otherwise·t dissioliJar individuals; nod it is in this that ~e
greatest genius is 6hoWD~ .But if" Reasoning " be under
stood in the lilnited sense in which it is usually defined, tben
we must answer in tbe oegative; and reply that such Dis
coveries are made by means of Reasoning eo.hined with
otber operatioo••

In the proM. I have been speakiog o~there u much.
. Reasoning throughout; aod' thence the whole bas been

carelessly. called a " process of Reasonigg."
It is not, indeed, any just ground of complaint that the

word" Reasooing " is W«l in 'liD .tm,e.; but that the two
seDses are perpetualJy' eo'1ifotJ,fl,l/Ml together: and hence it
it that some Logical writers fallCied that Reasoning (wiz.
that which LogIC treats of) was die method of discoveriD§
Truth; and tbat so many other \\Triters have accol'dingly
complained of Logic for not accomplishing that end;
urging that "Syllogism" (i. e. Reasoning; though they.
overlooked the coincidence) never established any thing
that is, strictly· speaking, unknown to him \"ho has graoted
the Premises: and proposing tbe introduction of a cer
tain " rational ,Logic." to accomplish- this purpose; i. e. to
direct the mind il} the proces.~ of investigation. Supposing
that some such systelll could be devised ..... that it could
even be brought into a scientific form, (which he must ·be
mor.e sanguine than scientific who expects,) - tllat it were'

18
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of the greatest conceivable utility, - and that it sh~uld be
allowed to bear the name of" Logic," (since it would not
be worth while to contend about a name,) still it would Dot,
as .these writers seem to suppose, have the same object
proposed with, the Aristotelian Logic; or be in any respect
a rival to that system. A plough may be a much more
iugenious and valuable instrument dlan a flail: but it
neyer can be substitu.ted for it.

Those Discoveries of general laws of Nature, 4-c. of
which we have been speaking, being of tbat character
which we have described by the name of "Logical Dis
coveries," to kim who iI in po"ession of all the PremUe6
from which they are deduced; but being, to tbe multitude
(who are unacquainted with many of those Premises)
strictly" New Truths," hence it is, that meo iD general
give to the general facts, and to them, most peculiarly,
the name of DiBcotJeriu; for to theruel'Du they are such,
in the strictest sense; the PrelDises from which they were
inferred beiDg not only originally unknown to thein, but
frequently remaining u1Ik.own to the 'Very last; e. g. the
general conclusion concerning cattle,· which Bakewell
made known, is what most Agriculturists (and many
others also) are acquainted with; but the Premises be
set out w:ith, viz. the facts respecting tbis, that, and the
other, individual ox, (the ascertainment of which facts
was his first Discovery,) these are what few know, or care
to know, with any exact particularity.

And it may be added, tbat tb~se discoveries
Observation f · I l'. h· h h - d-
and 8xperi- 0 partlcu ar aacts, W Ie are t e Imme late re-
mente I f b·" hi·su too ,ertJatlon, are, 10 t emse ves, unloter-
esting and insignificant, till they are combined so as to
lead to a grand geDe~al r~sult; those wbo OD each occa-
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sion watched the motioni, and re~istered the times of oe
cultation'ofJupiter's satellites, little thought, perhaps, tlJem.
selves, what magnificeDt results they were preparing the
way for.* So that there is an ad'ditional cause which has
confined the term" Discovery" to these grand general con
clusions; and, as was just observed, they are, to the gen
erality of men, perfectly New Truths in the strictest sense
of the word, Dot being ilDplied if( -any previous knowledge
they possessed. Very often it will happen, indeed, that
the conclusion thus drawn will amount only to a probable
I:onjecture; w~ich conjecture will dictate to tbe inquirer'
sucb an "periment, or course of experiments, RS ~ wit!
fulJy establish thEY fact: thus Sir H. Davy, from finding
that tbe flame of hydrogen gas was Dot comlnunicated
through a long slend.er tube, conjectured that a shortet
but still slenderer tube would answer the same purpose;
this led him to try the experiments, in which, by contioo
ally shortening the tube, and at the same time lessenlog
its bore, be arrived at last at the wire-gauze of his safety..
~mp. .

It is to be observed also, tbat whatever credit is con
veyed by tile word" Discovery," to him who is regarded
as the author of it, is weH deserved by those who skilfully·
select and combine known Truths (especially such as have
been long aod genemlly kno'UJn) so as to elicit important,
and hitherto unthougbt-of, conclusions; theirs is the mas
ter-mind : - afXtTBJCTOJ't.~ q>~07'1atg. Whereas men of very
inferior powers may sometilnes by immediate observation,
discover perfectly new facts, empirically; and thus be of

* HeD~e, ~Bacon urges UI to punue 7'mt1l, without always
~uiring to perceive ita practical application,
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service ig fumishing materials to the others; to whom they
Ii&IUId in the same relatioo (to recur to a forroer illustration)
as the brickmaker or stone-quarrier to the architect. It is
peculiarly creditable to Adam Smitb, and to Mr. 1\laltOO8,
that the data from ·which they drew such important Con
clusions had been in every ooe's bands for centuries.

As for Mathematical Discoveries, tbey (as we have
before said) mUlt altlJlJyt be of the description to which
we have given tbe name of " Logical Discoveries;" since
to him who properly comprehends tbe meaning of the
MBtbematical terms, (and to DO other are the Truths
1bemse]ves, properly speakiog, intelligible,) tbose results
are implied in his previous knowledge, since they are
Logically deducible therefrom. It is not, _ever, meant
to be implied, that MatltBmatical Discoveries are affected
by pure Reasoning, and by that aiagly. For though
there is DOt bere, as in Physies, 80y exercise of judgmeot

. .I' to the degree of evidence of the Premises, nof 80y

experiments and observations, yet there is the same call
for.skill in the seleetion and combifUJtwn of the Premises
in such a maDDer· as shall be best calcu18ted to lead to a
DeW, that is, uap.ceit1w aDd tJ/ntAougAt-Df Conclusion.

In followiflg, indeed. and takirtg in a demoDstatioD,
Dothing is called for but pure Reasoning; but the 6a1L111p

'lion of PremileB;" not a part of Reaeooiog, 'in the strict
and teeboical sense of that term. . Accordiogly, there are
meay. wbo caD follOtD a MaaheD18tical demonstration, or
auy other train of argumeot, who would Dot succeed well
infrafl&ing ODe of their OWD,·

* Hence, the Student mutt Dot confine himeelf to thi8 passive
kind of employmeDt, if he would truly beoome a )(atbe~...
ticiau.
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§ o.
For both kinds of Discoyery then, the Log- Operation.

ical, as well as the Physical, certain operations :i~~eR~~on_

are requisite, beyond those which can fairly be iDg_ •

comprehended under the strict sense of the word " Rea
soning ; " in the Logical, is required a skilful selection and
combination of knoum Truths: in the Physical, we fillst
employ, in (Jdditi~n (generally speaking) to that process~

ob,erfJD,tion and txperiment. It will generally happen,
that in the study of 'nature, and, universally, in all that
relates to matters of fact, both kinds of investigation will
be united; i. e. some' of the facts or principles you rea
,on from as Premises, must be ascetotained by observation;
or, as in the case of the safety-Ianlp, the ultimate Oon-

-elusion will' need confirmation from experience; so that
both Physical and Logical Discovery will take place in
the course of tbe same process: we need not, therefore, .
wonder, that the two are so perpetually confounded. In
Mathematics, on the other· band, and in great part of the
discussions relating to Ethics and Jurisprudence, there
being no room for any Physical Discovery whatever, we
have only to make a ,Icilful use of the propositions in our
possession, to arrive at every attainable result.

I

The investigation, however, of the latter, class of sub-
jects differs in other points also from that of the (orlner. I

For, setting aside the circumstance of our having, 'in
the_, DO question as to facts, - no room for 'observation,
...... lhere iI alsO a considerable diiFerence iD what may be
eded, in both iostances, the proeess of Logical iftve'tig~

liD.; the Premil~ on which we proceed beio8 of so
_rent a nature ,in the two cases. ·

18*
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To take the example of Mathenlatics, the
Mathematical D fi · - b- b h·· faad Olb~r eDitIons, w Ie are t e pnnclples 0 our
BeuooUII·

Reasoning, are very /BtD, aDd the .Axioms still
fewer; and both are, for the most part, loid dotDn and
placed before the stude.t i. tie otlt,et; tbe introduction of
a Dew Defioition or Axiom, being of comparatively rare
occurrence, at wide intervals, and with a formal state
ment; besides which, there is DO room for doubt concern
ing either. On the other· band, in aU Reasonings which
regard matters of fact, we introduce, 'almost at ef'ety ,Up,
fresh and fresh propositions (to a very great nUDlber)
which had Dot been elicited in the course of our Reasoo
mg, but are taken for granted; .,iz. facti 8nd laws of
Nature, wbich are here tbe principles of our Reasoning,
and maxiN, or "elements of belief," whicb aoswer to tbe
axioms in Mathematics. If, at the opening of a Treatise, .
for example, on Chemistry, on Agriculture, on Political
Economy, ~c. the author should make, as in Mathemat
ica, a formal statement of all the proposiiioD9 he intended
to assume, as granted throughout the wbole work, both
he and bis readers would be astonished at .the Dumber;
Bod, of these, many would be only probable, aDd there
would be much room for doubt as to the degree of proba
bility, and for judgment· in ascertaining that degree.

Moreover, Matbematical axioms are always employed
precisely in tke ,atnt ,imple jOfY&; e. g. the asiam that
"things equal to the same are equal to one aBOther," i.
oited, wbenever there is .oeed, in those very wonts;
whereas the maxims employed in the 'other 01888 of soh
jects, admit of, and require, ~oDtiDUaI modifications in die
application of them: e. K. "the stability of the laws' of
Nalure," which is our eoostall& assumption in inqoiril'
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relating to Natoral Philosophy, assumes many different
shapes, and in some of them does not possess the flame
absolute cen.ioty as in others; t!. g. when, (rom baving
~ways observed a certllio sbeep ruminating, we infer
that this individual sheep will continue to ruminate, we

ISsume that "the.property which bas hitherto belonged to
this sheep win -remain unchanged;" when we infer the
same property of all sheep, we assume that "the prop
erty which belongs to this individual belongs to the
wbole species:" if, on comparing sheep with sOme other
kinds of horned animals, and finding that all agree in
rumioating, we infer tbat " aU horned animals rUlninate,"
we assume that "the whole of a genus or class are likely
to agree in any point wherein many species of that
genus agree; " or in other words," that if one of two prop
erties, ~c. has often been found accompanied by anotber,
aDd never without it, the former will be umt1er,ally ap
companied by the latter:" now all these are merely
ddFerent forms of the maxim, that "nature is uniform in
her operations," which, it is e~ident, varies in expressioD
in almost every different case w.here it is applied, and
admits of every degree of evidence, from absolute moral
certaiory, to mere conjecture.

The same may be said of an .infinite Dumber of priD
ciples 8od-mRims appropriated to, and employed in, eaeh
particular br.aDch of study. Henoe, all such Reasoning.
aret in comparison of Mathematics, very compJex; f&&

quiring so much more tban that does, beyond the process
of merely deducing the conclusion Logically from the
Premises: so that it is no wonder that the longest Mathe
matical demonstration should be so Itluch more easily
constructed and understood, than a Inucb shorter train of
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jost Reasoning concerning real facts. The former bas
been aptly compared to a long and steep, but even aod
regular flight of steps, whicb tries the breath, and the
strength, and the perseverance only; while the latter
resembles a short, but rugged and uneven, ascent up a
precipice, which requires a quick eye, agile limbs; and a
firm step; and in which we have to tread now on this
side, DOW 00 that - ever considering, 8S we proceed,
whether this or thai projection will afford room for our
foot, or whether some loose stone may not slide from
under us. There are probably as many steps of pure

Reasoning in one of the longer of Eucl d's demonstra
tions, as in the whole of an argumentative treatise OD

some otber subject, occupying perhaps a considerable
volume•

•~s for those Ethical. and Legal Reasonings which were
lately mentioned as in some respects resembling tbose of
Mathematics, (M. such as keep clear of all assertions
re~pectiDg facts,) they have this difference; that Dot ooly
men are not so 90mpletely agreed respecting the maxims
and principles of Ethics aod Law, but the meaning also
of each term cannot be absolutely, and for ever, fixed by
an arbitrary definition; on tbe contrary, a great part of
our labor coDsists in distinguishing accurately the various
....8 in which men employ °each term, - ascertaining.
which is the' most ·proper, - aDd taking eire to avoid
coa(QUDcIiog them together.
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CHAP. III.

Of Inference and Proof.

~ 1.

'18

SINCE it appears, from what has been said, that univer
!)Ially a man must possess something else besides the
Reasoning-faculty, in order to apply that faculty properly
to his own purpose, whatever that purpose may be ; it may
be inquired whether some theory could Dot, be made out,
respecting those "other operatw7&I" and "intellectual
processes, distinct from Reasoning, which it is necessary
for us sometimes to employ in the investigation of truth j " *
and whether rules could not be laid down for conducting
them.

Something has, iodeed, been done iD this
b th · d · h Dfl\reut Ap.way y more an ODe writer; an more mig t ~=:t'"

probably be accomplisbed by one who sbould
fully comprehend and carefully bear iD lJliod the princi
ples of Logic, properly so called; but it would hardly be
possible to build up aoy thing like a regular Sciem:e re
specting these matters, such as IAlgie' is, with respect to
the theory' of Reasoning_ It lJlay be useful, however, to
observe, that these" other operation," of wbich we, hal'e
been speaking, and whioh are preparatory «> the exercise·
of Reasoning, are of two kind" according to the nature·
of the end propos~d; for Reasoning comprebe~ds In
ferring and Promng; whicb are not two different things, I

but the same thing regarded in two different point' of

* J)~ Stewart.
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mew: like the road frool London to York, and the road
from York to London. He who infers,* proves; and he
who proves, infers; but the word " infer" fixes the mind
fir,t on the Premiss, and then on the Conclusion; the
word " prove," on the contrary, leads the mind from the
conclusion to the Premiss. Hence, the substantives de
rived from these words respectively, are often used to

express that which, on each occasion, is last in the mind;
Inference being often used to signify .the Condusion, (i. e.
Proposition inferred,) and Proof., the Premiss. We say,
also, "How do you pro've that?" and" What do you
infer from that?" which sentences would not be so prop
erly expressed if· we were to transpose those verbs. One
might, therefore, define Proving, "the assigning of a
reason or argument for the support of a gifJen proposi
tion ;" and Inferring, "the deduction of a Conclusion
from given Premises." In the one case our Conclusion
is given, (i. e. set before us,) and we have to seek for argu
menta; in the other, our Premises are given, and we have
to leek for a Conclusion: i. e. to put together our own
propositions, and try what will follow from them'; or, to
speak more Logically, in the one case, we seek to refer
the Subject of which we would predicate soolething, to a
class to which that Predicate will (affirmatively or nega
tively) apply; in the other, \ve seek to find comprehended,
in the Subject of which we have predicated something,
some other term to \vhich that Predicate had not been
before applied.t Each of these is a definition of RefJ
loning.

• I meaD, of course, when the word is understood to imply
eon-ect Inference.

t "Provips" ~ay be cQmpared ~ the act of putting au.
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§ 2.
To infer, then, is the business of the Philo,o- Ioy8Itlptor

pher; to pro'IJe, of the .Ildvocate; the former, =~dVO
from the great mass of known' and' admitted
truths, wishes to elicit any valuable additional truth what
ever, that bas been hitherto unperceived; and perhaps,
witho~t knowing, with certainty, what will be the terms of
his Conclusion. Thus the Mathematician, e. g. seeks to..
ascertaio wluzt is the ratio of circles to each other, or 'Uihat
is the line whose square will be equal to a given circle;
the Advocate, OD the other hand, has a Proposition put'
before him, which he is to maintain as we)) J}S he caD :
his business, therefore, is to Jin1 middle terms (which is.
the inventio of Cicel"o); the Philosopher's, to combine
and.select known facts, or principles, suitably, for gaining
from them Conclusions which, though implied in the
Premises, were before unperceived: in other words, for .
making" Logical Discoveries."

To put the same thing in another point of view,. we
may consider all questions as falling under two classes;,

, viz." What shall be pred.icated of a c~rtain Subject.;"
and uAit'" Copula, affirmative or negative, shall conoect a
certain Subject aod Predicate: we inq\lire, in short, either,
1st, "What is A?" or, 2d, "Is A, B, or is it not?"
The former class of questions belongs to the Philosopher;
the latter' to the Advocate.*- (See Rhet. Appendix G.
p.387.)

~y article into the proper receptacle of gpods of that descrip
tion; "inferring," to that of 6riRging out the article when
needed.

* The distinction between these two classes of questioDs iI
perhaps best illustrated by reference to lome case in which our
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Such are tbe respective preparatory p~ocesses in these
two branches of study. They are widely different; they
arise fn)m, aDd generate, very different habits of .mind;
and require a very different kind of training and precept.*
The Pleader, or Controversialist, or, in short, the Rheto
~cian in general, who is, in his own province, the most

decision of each of the questions involved in some assertion is
controverted by different" parties. E. G. Paul says, that the
apostles preached" Christ crucified; to the 1ews a stumbling
block, IDd to the Greeks, foolishne.:" that lesus, 'who hact
.dFered an ilOOmiDiOU8 death, was the Messiah, the SaviOtIl' of
the World, WIB a doctrine opposed both by Jews and Gentiles;
though on different grounds, according to their respective preju
dices: the Jews, who" sought after a Sign," (i. e. the cominC
of the Messiah in the clouds to establish a splendid temporal
kingdom,) were" offended," - " scandalized," - at the doetrine
of a lUfferinK Messiah: .the Greeks, who "BOught after Wi&
dom," (I. e. the mode of 1lMuel1'e& exalting their own nature,
without any divine aid,) ridiculed the idea of a Heavenly Banour
altogether; which the Jews admitted. In logicallangnage, the
Gentiles could not comprehend the Predicate; the Jews denied
the Copula.

It may 'be added, that in modern phraseology, the operatioD8
Of eorrelpoadinr prejudices are denotecJ, respecti,ely by the
words "paradox" (a" stumbling-block") and "DODsell8e" ..

(" foolishness"); which are often used, the one, by him who hal
been accustomed to hold an opporiU opinion to what is userted,
the other, by him who has formed flO opinion on the subject.

• It il evident that the business of the Advocate and that of
the Judge are in this manner opposed; the one beiDg to find ar·
pments for the support of his client's caule; the other to ....
certain the truth. And hence it ii, that thole who have a
eeBed the most in the former department, sometimes manifest a
deficiency in the latter, though the au1ject-maUer, in which they
are conversant, remains the same.
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skilful, may be but ill-fitted for Philosophical inYeStigatioo,
even \Vbel"e there is DO ob.ertHJtion wanted : - when the
faets are all refJdy tJIcertainetl for him. And again, the
ablest Philosopber may make an indifferent disputant;
especially, since tbe arguments which have led him to the
conclusion, and have, with hitn, the most weight, may
Dot, perhaps, be the most powerful in controversy. The
commonest fault t how~ver, by far, is to forget the Philoso
pher or Theologian, and to' assume the Advocate, im
properly. It is therefore of great U$e to dwell on the dis
tinction between tbese two branches. As for the bare
process of Reasoning, tAat is the same in both cases; but
the preparatory processes which are requisite, in order to
employ Reasoning profitably, these, we see, branch ~
ioto two distinct chaonels. In each of tbese, undoubted
ly, useful rules (Day be laid down; but tbey should not be
confounded together. .Bacon has chosen the department
of Philosophy; giving rules in his OrgafU)'II, ~i1~phieal

not only for the conduct of experimeots to as- JDq1WJ.

certain new facts, but also for the selection and cambioa..
tion of known facts and principles, with a view of obtaia
iD~ valuable Inftre'llCe8; aDd it is probable that a system
of such rules is what some writers meaa (if they hue
allY distinct meaning) by their proposed "Logic."

In the other department, precepts have been !lhe~rieaI

given by Aristotle and other Rhetorical writers, IDqa.uy.

as a part of their plan. How far tbese precepts are to

be considered a8 belonging to the preseDt systern,-
• whether ,,' method" is to be regarded as a fMrt of
Logic, - whether the fftlJUer .of Logic is to be included
ig the system, - whether Bacon's is properly to be~
ODed a kind of Logic; all these are merely verbal que~

19
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tiODS, relating to the extension, not of the Science, but· of
the name. The bare process of Reasoning, i. e. deducing
a Conclusion from Premises, must' ever remain a distinct
operation from the as,umption of Premises, however use
ful the rules rna)· be that have beeD given, or may be

given, for conducting this lauer process, and others con
nected with it; and ho\vever properly such rules may be
subjoined to the precepts of that system to which tbe
name of Logic is applied in the narrowest sense. Such
rules as I now allude to may be of eminent service;
but they must always be, as I have before observed. com
paratively vague and general, and incapable of being
built up into a ~egular demonstrative theory like that of
the Syllogism; to which theory they bear Dluch the
same relation as the .principles and rules of Poetical and
Rhetorical criticisnl to those of Grammar; or thoSe of
practical l\'Iecbaoics, to strict GeoDletry. I find no fault
with the extension of a term; but I would suggest a

caution 9gainst confounding together, by means of a com
mon name, things essentially different; aDd above all I
would deprecate the sophistry of striving to depreciate
what is called "the school-Logic," by perpetually COft

trtUting it with systems with \vhich it has notbing in com
mon but the name, aDd whose object is essentialJy dif
ferent."

§ 3.
Ari8tot1e'. It is not a litlIe remarkable that writers, whose
QqanoD and • d ~ d b b ..coo'.. expressIons ten to conlOUD toget er, y means

of a common nalDe, two branches of study
which have nothing else in common (as if they were two
different plans for attaining one and the ,ame object), have
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themselves complained of one of the effects of this COD

fusion, f'iz. the introduction, early in the career of Aca
demical Education, of a course of Logic; under which
name, they observe, "filen now * universaUy comprehend
the works of Locke, Bacon, ~c." which, as is justly re
marked, are unfit for beginners. Now this would Dot

have happened, if men had always kept in mind the
meaning or meanings of each name they used. And it
may be added, that;however justly the \vord " Logic" may
be thus extended, we have no ground for applying to the
Aristotelian Logic the remarks above quoted respecting
the Baconian; which the ambiguity of the word, if not

carefully kept in view) might lead us to do. Grant that
Bacon's work is a part of Logic; it 110 more follows, from
the unfitness of that for learners, that the EI,ements of the
Theory of Reasoning should be withheld from them, than
·it follo\vs that the elements of Euclid, aDd com.mon Arith

m~tics are unfit for boys, because Newton's Principia,
which also bears the. title of Mathematical, is above thei.r
grasp. Of t\VO branches of study which bear t~e same
nanle, or even of two parts of the sarne branch, the one
may be suitable to the cornmencenlent, the other to the
close of the Acadelnical career.

At whatever period of that career it may be proper. to

introduce the study of such as are usually called l\lela..
physical writers, it rnay be safely asserted, that those who
have had the most experience in. the business of giving
instruction in Logic, properly so called, as well as ·in other
braoches of knowledge, prefer and generally pursue the
plan of letting their pupils enter on that study, next in or..
der after the elements of Mathematics. '

• i. t. in the Scotch unive18itie&
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CHAP. IV.

Of P erbal a.tl Ruil QUellion,.

§ 1.

THE ingenious autb'or of the Philosophy of Rhetorie
having maintained, or rather assunled, "that Logic· is appli
cable to Verbal controversy alone, there rnay be an ad
vantage (though it bas been my aim throughout to show
the application of it to all Reasoning) in pointing out the
difference between Verbsl and Real Questions, and the
probable origin of Campben's mistake; for to trace any
error to its source, will often throw more light on the sub
ject in hand than can be obtained if we rest satisfied with
merely detecting and refuting it.

Every Ql1~stion tbat cali arise, is in fact a Question
whether a certain Predicate is or is Dot applicabJe to a
certain subject, or what Predicate is applicable; * and
whatever other account may be given by any writer, of
the nature of any matter of doubt or debate, will be found
Dift"erence ultimately to resolve itself into this. But some
:::.i:n~ a times the Question turns on the Dleaning and
...........t.ioa. exteot of the tenn, employed; sometimes, on
the thing' signified by the·m. If it a be made to appear,
therefore, that tbe opposite sides of a certain Question
may be h~ld by persons not differing in their opinion of
tAe matter in band, then that Question may be pronounced
Verbal; as depending on the different senses in which
they respectively employ the 'e,."... If, Oft the eontrary,

* See Chap. iii. § i.
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it appears that they employ the terms in the same sense,
but still differ as to the application of one of them to the
other, then it may be pronounced that the Question is
Real, -that they differ as to the opinions they bold of
the things in Question.

If, for instance, two persons contend whether Augustus
deserved to be calied a "great man," then, if it appeared
that the one included, under the term "great," disinter
ested patriotism, and on that ground excluded Augustus
from the class, as wanting in that quality; and that the
other also gave him no credit for that quality, but under
stood no more by the terlD "great," than higb intellectual

,qualities, energy of character, and brilliant actions, it
would follow that the parties did not differ in opinion ex
cept as to the use of a terln, and that the Question was
Verbal. If, again, it appeared that the one did give Au
gustus credit for such patriotism, as the other d~nied him,
both of them including that idea in tbe term " great," then
the QueftioD would be Real. Either kind of Question,
it is. plain, is to be argued according to Logical principles;
but the middle terms employed would be different; and for
this reason, among others, it is important to distinguish
Verbal from Real controversy. In the former case, e. g.
it might be urged with truth, that the cornmon use of the
expressiorl "great and good," proves that tbe' idea of
good is not iluplied in the ordinary sense of the word
great; an argument which could have, of course, no place
iD deeidiog the other Question.

19*
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.§ 2.

Verbal Qae.. It is ~y no means to be supposed that all
::nr: Verbal Questions are trifting and frivolous. It
Ileal. ' is often of the highest importance to settle cor-
rectly the meaning of a word, either according to ordinary
use, or according to the meaning of any particular writer
or class of men : but when Verhal Questions are mistaken
for Real, much confusion of thou,ght and unprofitable
wrangling will be generally the result. Nor is it always
so easy and simple a task" as might at first sight ap
pear, to distinguish them from each otber: for several
objects to which one common name is applied will often
'have many points of difference, and )get that name may
perhaps be applied to them all in the same sense, and
may be fairly regarded as the genus they come under,
if it appear that they all agree in what is designated by
that name, and that the differences between them are in
points not essential to the character of the genus. A
cow and a borse differ in many respects, but agree in
an that is implied by the term "quadruped," whi~h is
.therefore applicable to both in the same sense.* So also

* Yet the charge of, equivocation is sometimes DDjUltly
brooght agaiOlt a writer, in COD8equenQe of a gratuitou8 ..
~1JDlption of our own. An Eastern writer, e. g. may be speaking
of "beasts of burden;" and the reader may chance to have the
idea occur to his mind of Horses and Mules; he thence takes
'for grnnted that these were meant; and if it afterwards come
out that it was Camels, he perhaps complains of the writer fer
miIleading him .by not expressly mentioning the Ipecies; lay
ing, "I could not know that he meant Camels." He did flO'
mean Camels, in particular; he meant, as he laid, "beasts or
bl1l'den ;" and camels are such, as weU as Hare. IDd Mules.
Be is not accountable for your 8uppoeitioDL
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~ houses of tbe .ancients diiFered in many r~spects from
ours, aI)d their ships still more; yet no Ollt) would coOt
teo.d that the terms '-' house" and "ship," as applied to

both, are ambiguous, or ~hat olxo~. lnight not fairly be ren
dered house, and )'av~ ,kip; because the essential cbarac
teri$1ic of a house is, not its being of this or that form or
materials, but its beipg a dwelling for men; these there
fore _would be called two doi.fferent kind, of houses; and
conse.quently the terO) " house" would b~ applied to eacb,
without any equivocation, in the same seose : and so in
~J\e other inst.ances, On the other hand, two or moro
.things may bear the s.ame n81ne, and may also have a J'e
o~~mblance in many points, and may from that resem~

bl8Jlce have come to bear the same name, and yet if tb~

circumstance which is essential to each be wanting in
,the other, the term may be pronounced ambiguous.
E. G. The word "Plantain" is the name of a common
herb in Europe, .and of an Indian fruit-tree; both are
~egetables; yet the term is ambiguous, because it does not .
4enote them so far forth as tney agree. Again, the word
" Priest" is applied to the l\'Iinisters of the Jewish and of
the Pagan religions, and also to those of the Christian;
and doubtless the term is so used in consequence of tbeif
being both minister, (in some sort) . of religion. NOf

would every difference tbat might be found between th~

Jlriests of different religions constitute the term ambiguous,
provided such differences were non-essential to the idea,
su.ggested by the word Priest; as e. g. the Jewish Priest \
s~rved the ~rue God, and- the Pagan, false Gods: this is
~ most important difference, but does not constitute th~

term ambiguous, because neither of these circumstances i4
implied and suggested by the term CI~q~v.; which accord-
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ingly was applied both to Jewish and Pagan Priests; But
the terro CIEqEv~ does seem to have implied the office of
offering sacrifice; atoning for the sins of the people, and
acting as mediator between man and the object of his wor
ship; and accordingly that term is never applied' to any
one under the Christian systeln, except to the ONE great
l\lediator. The Christian nlinisters not bavi,ng that office

which was implied as essential in the term 7Eqw~, were
never called by that name, but by that of nqEafJVT:Eqo~.* It
may be cO,ncluded, therefore that the term Priest is ambig
uous, as corresponding to the terms 'Eq~V~ and nqEa{J.ne-
f~ respectively, notwithstanding that there are points in
which these two agree. .These therefore should be reck
oned, not two different kind, of Priests, but Priests in: two

different senses; since (to adopt the phraseology of
Aristotle) the definition of them, so far forth as thet are
Priests, would be different.
. It is evidently of much importance to keep in mind the

above distinctions, in order to avoid, 00 the one hand',
stigmatizing as Verbal controversies, what in reality are
Dot such, merely because the Question turns 00 the· .ap
plicability of a certain Predicate to a certain subject;
or, on tbe other hand, falling into tbe opposite error- of
mistaking \vords for things, and judging of men's a~ree

ment or disagreement in opinion in every case, merety
from their agreelnent or disagreement in the terms em
ployed.

• From which our word Priut is derived. 'but which (it is
morkable) is never translated" Priest" in cnrr· version of 1h.o
Scriptures, but" Elder."
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CSAP.'V.

Of Realum.

~ 1.

NOTBING has a greater telldency to lead to the mistake
just noticed, and thus to produce undetected Verbal Ques
tions and fruitless Logomachy, than tbe prevalence of the
DOtiOD of the Realists,* that genus and species are some
real THINGS, existing independently of ~ur conceptions
aDd expressions; and tbat, as in the case of singular
terms there is some real individual corresponding to each,
.so in common terms, also, there is ~omethiDg cOl'lrespond
We to each. whic1l is lb.a object of our though" wbep we
employ any such terln.t

* It is well known wbat a IODg and furious controversy long
existed in all the universities of Europe between the lects of
the Realista and the N omillalists; the beat of which was allayed
by the Reformation, .which,withdre\\T men's attention to a more
important question.

t A doctrine commonly, but falsely attributed to Aristotle,
_ who expressly contradicts it. He calls individuals "primuy

Substances" (.~., ,lwSIU), Genus and Species "secondary," 88

DOt denoting (..'J...,) a "really-existing thing," n.,. ~ ,/wS. 3••;
...~..., ,,,,..r,.,,. 'E..) ,..1, ,8, ..;, Wt""'" 'H';' .,.,.."IU"".." .~

,jA"II, I,..", I .., ..a. "., ",,.s,.,· 4".,,.., 'Y&t ••) 1, ~""" ,.~ 3ttA,~,..",

I,..,.. 'xw) n".;, ),w't", ''''';'' ~AINETAI ,.1, ~,..t", .., 'X~
.;, ..,.",,,'tl., ..D• .., ",,.1,.,,, Itr., 4~ III",.,." • ~I' OT MHN
rB AAUeIJ· ~u1 ,...~ ..,;~, .., ",,.,,s.... ..... A. Ariatode,
Ot*g. 5s.
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There is one circumstance which ought to be noticed,
as having probably contributed not a little to foster this
Technical error :,1 mean the peculiar tecbnical sense of
:i:~b~:pe- the word" Species" when applied to organized
=:~~i~ Beings. It bas been laid down in the course oC
Deinp. this work, that when several individuals are ob-
served to resemble each other in some point, a commOD

name may be assigned to them denoting that point,
applying to all or any of thern so far forth as respects that
common attribute, --.: and distinguishing then} frorn all
olhers; as, e. g. the several individual buildings, which,
however different in other respects, agree in being con
structed for men's dwelling, are called by the common
Dame of" House:" and it was added, that as we select
at pleasure the circumstance that we choose to abstract,
we may thus refer the same individual to several different
species, according as 0 it suits our purpose; and the same
in respect of the reference of Species to Genus: whence
it seems plainly to follow that Genus and Species are no
real things existing independent of our thoughts, but are
creatures of our own Ininds. Yet in the case of Species of
organized Beings, it seerns at first sight as if this rule did not
hold good; but that the Species to which each individual
belongs could °not be in any degree arbitrarily fixed by us,
but roust be something real, unalterable, and independent
of our thoughts. Cresar or Socrates, for instance, it may
be said, must belong to the Species Man, and CRn belong
to no other; and the like, with any individual Brute, or
Plant. On the other band, if anyone utters sucb a· prop
osition as " Argus was a mastift~" to what head of. Predi
cables would this Predicate be referred? Surely our
logical principles would lead us to answer, that it is the
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species; since it could hardly be called an Accident, and
is manifestly no other Predicable. .\nd yet eve~y Natu
ralist would at once pronounce that Mastiff is no distinct,
Species, but only a variety of the 'Species Dog. This
however does not satisfy our inquiry as to the head of
Predicables to \vhich it is to be referred.

The solution of the difficulty is to be found in the con
sideration of the peculiar technical sense of the word
" Species" when applied to organized beings: Species db

in which case -it is always applied (when we ~~~~~~i!l~by
are speaking strictly, as naturalists) to such indi~ from variety.

viduals as are supposed to be descended from a common
stock, or which m'ight have so descended; viz. which
resemble one another (to use M. euvier's expression) as
lnuch as thos~ of the same stock do. Now this being a
point on which all (not Inerely Naturalists) are agreed,
and since it is a D18tter of fact" that such and Queationlof

h · dO·d I h d fact and. sue 10 IV) ua s are, or are not, t us CODnecte ,questioDI of ...,

it follows, that every question whether a certain arrangement.

individual Animal or Plant belongs to a certain Species or
Dol, is a question not of mere arrtJngement, but of fact.'
But in the case of questions respecting Genus it is other-
wise. If, e. g. two Naturalists differed, in the one placing
(as Linoreus) aU the species of Bee under one Genu"
which the other suBdivided (as later writers have done) .
into several genera, it would be evident that there was DO

que!tion of fact debated between them, and that it was
only to be considered which was the more con"enient
arrangement; if, on the other hand, it were disputed
whether the African and the Asiatic Elephant are distinct
Specie" or merely Varieties, it would be ~quaIJy manifest
that the question is one of fac~; since both would allow
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that if they were descended (or might have descended)
from tbe same .tock, they were ofthe same Species, and jf
otherwise., of two: this is the Cact, which they endeavour
to 8seertaio. by such indications as are to be fOUD~.

For it is to be further observed, that this fact being one
which cannot be direaly known, the consequence is, t~
the marlu .by which any Species of Animal or Plant is
kRttHUn, are not the very Differentia which con,titutes tba1
Species. Now, in the case of uDorganized beings;. these
ItaJk b1 two coincide; the (narks by which a diamond.
:=e:il e. g. is distinguished from other minerals, being
~:..~ ~:: the very Differentia tbat;coDstitutes the Species
Dift"erentia. Diamond. And. the same is the case in the

Genera of organized beings likewise: the LinDman Genus
"felis,'; e. g. (wben considered as a Species, i. t. as fall
ing under some more comprehensive class) is distinguish
ed from others under tbe same Order, by those very
marks which oen$litute its Differentia. But in the Infimz
Species (according to the view of a Naturalist) of plants
aDd animals, this, as bas been said, is Dot the case; since
here the Differentia which constitutes each Species in
cludes in it a circumstance which cannot be directly as
certained (~iz. the being sprung from the same stock),
but which we conjecture from circumstances of _resem
blance; so that the marks by which a Species is known,
are not in truth the whole -of the Differentia itself, but ia
dKation, of the existence of that Differentia; t7iz. indica
tions of descent from a COW1DOD stock.*

* There are .few, aad but a few, other Species to which the
same observatioJlS will in a great degree apply; I mean in which
the Differentia wh~ch comlitute. the Species, and the mark by
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Bence j,t·is that Species, in the case or organized beiags.
.ppears .to 'be something real, and' independent of our

thoughts and lang~age; and hence, Da~urally eoough, the
.me ootiGOs have been ~ften extended to the Gene.ra
also, aod to Species of other tAing,: so that men have
an idea of each individual of. every description ,trur,
belOnging to some one Species and no other; and eacb
Species in like mallner to some ODe Genus; wbether we
bappen to be rigbt or not in the ones to which we refer
~m.

Few, if anY'indeed, in the present day avow end main.
tiin this doetrine; but tbose who are not especially 00

their ~uard, are perpetually sliding into' it unawares.
~otbing· so much conduces to this as the transferred

llodsecondary use oftbe words" sarnet" * "ooe Amhicoityflt

and the same,"" identical," ~c. when it is not ~~:a::~:
clearly perceived aod carefully borne in mind, ,. OQe," -ke.

that tbeyare employed in a secondaa·y sense, aod toot
m~re frequently' even than in the p.·ilnary.

Suppose, e. g. a thousand persons are thinking of tbe
Sun, it is evident it is one Rod tbe salne individual object
00 which all these, minds are employed; so far all is
clear: but suppose all these persons are thinking of a

Triangle; - not any individual triangle, but TJiangle .i~

which the Species is knoum, are not the same: e. g. " Murder: "
the Differentia of which is that it be committed "with malice
aforethought;" this cannot be directly ascertained; and theM
fore we "'~"Amurder from any other homicide by circum
tltaDcel of preparaUon, ~c. which' are not in reality the DiJfe
~entia, but indications of the .Differentia; i. e. grounds for COD

cluding t,pat the malice did exist.
• See Appendix, No. I. art. Same.

20
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general; - and considering, perhaps, the equality o-f its
Iflgles to two right angles. it would seem as if, in this
case also, their minds were a)) employed 00 "one and
the same ,t object: and this object of their thoughts, it

,may be said, cannot be the mere word " triang)~," but that
which is meant by it; nor again, can it be every thing
that the word will apply to, for they are not thinking of
triangle., but of ~ne thing. Tbose Who do not acknowl
edge tbat this " one thing" has an existence independent
of tbe human mind, ar~ in general content to tell us, by
way of explanation, that the object of their thoughts is
the abstract" idea" of a triangle; • an explanation whicb
satisfit,s, or at least silences many; though it may be
doub~ed whether they very clearly· understand what sort
of a thing an " idea" is, which may thus exist in a thou
sand different minds at once, and yet be " one and the
same."

The (act is, Ib3t " unity" and " sameness" are in such
cases elnplayed, not' in the primary sense, but to denote
perfect similarity_ When we say that ten thousand diffe
rent persons have all" one and the same" Idea in their
minds, or are all of "one, and the same" Opinion, we
mean no nlore than that they are all thinking ezactly
olikA; when we say that they are all in the" same"
posture, we mean that they are all placed alike; and so

also th~y are said all to have the " same" disease, when
they are all diseased alike.

One instance of the' confusion of thougb~ Bod endless
logomachy which may spring from inattention to tbis am-

~ Cotleeptualiat, is a name 80methnes .applied to those who
adopt thiB explanation; to which class Locke is referred.

I
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biguity of ..the words." same," 4-c., is afFerde~ by the coq
troversy arising out. of a ,gel'mOO of Dr. King (Archbishop
of Dublin), pliblisb~d ahout a century ago. He re
Olarked (witbout exp~e5sjng himseif perhaps \vith so muoh
guarded precision as the. vebemence of his opponents
reodered needful), that " the attributes of the Deity (viz.
Wisdom, Justice, O/C ) are not to be regal'ded as the same
with ,those h~lInan qualities which bear the same DaInes,
but are cailed so by resemblance and analogy only."
For this he was decried by Bishop Berkeley and ~ bost
of other objectors, dO\\'ll to the present time, 'as an Athe~

ist, or little. bettel'. If the divine attributes, they urged,
are not precisely the same in kind (though sl1pel'ior in
degree) with the human qualilies which bear the same
Dame, we cannot imitate the Deity as the Scriptures
require ; - we cannot know on what principlcs \va shall,
be judged; -'we cannot be sure that God exists at all;
wilh a great deal more to the same purpose; all of which
would have been perceived to be entirely needless, had
the authors. but recollected to as~rtaiQ the meaning of
the principal word erDployed. For, 1st, When any two
persons (or other objects) are said to have the" ,ame "
quality, accident, o/c., .\vhat we predicate of thern is evi
dently a certain resemblance, and nothing else. One mao,
e. g. does not feel another'8 sickness; but they are said to
have the " same" disease, if they are precisely similar in
respect of their aHlnents: and so also they are said to
have the sarne cOlnptexion, if the hue and texture of their
sIdos be alike. 2dly, Such qualities as afe entirely rela
tive, - which consist io the relation borne by the subject
to certain other things, - in these, it is manifest, the only
,."embltJnce tbat elIn exist, is, ruembltJt&Ce of relation, i. e.
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ANALOGY. C~urage, e. g. consists in, the relation' iDa
Which one stands (~" ..p ~X2t" "', 1tq;'~, Arist.) towards
dangers; Temperen~e or Intemperen~e, towards bodily'
pleasurest -4-c. When it is said, therefore~ of tWt) cout8
geous men, tbat they have both the game quality, the
only meaning this expression ca'n bave, is, that they are,
so far, completely analogous in their churaC1ers ; - bat
ing similar ratios to certain similar objects. In short, as,
in all qualities, samene,s can mean only strict resemblance,
1iO, in those. which are of a ,relative nature, resembltrnct
can glean only'analogy. Thus· it appears, tha1 what
Dr. King has been so ve'hemently censured for asserting
respecting the Deity, is literaJJy true even with respect to
men themselves; 'l1iz. that it is only by Analogy that two
persons can be said to possess the same virtue, or other

I such quality. 3dJy, But what he llJean'S is plainly, that
this .analogy is far less exact and complet~ in (he case or a
~omparison between the Deity and his crenfores, than b&
tween one mao and another; which surely no one would
't"enture to deny. But the doctrine against which the
attacks hafJe been directed, is self-evident, the moment we
consider the IDeaning of tbe term employed.-

In the Introduction and Notes to th-; last edition or
Archbishop Ki,ng's Discourse, I have considered the mat
ters in debate more {uny;; but thi~ slight notice of them
bas been introduced in this place~ as closely connected
l.'ith the present subject.

* See Dr. Copleston's excellent Analysis and ~efeDce of
Archbishop King's principles, in the Notes to his Ie Four Dis.'
oourse!."
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§ 2.
The orIgin of this secondary sense of the

Origin or the . d " "·d· l' fl. (ambiguity of wor s "same " aIle "1 eotlca ' 'J c. an
.. 8amo," b. .' '.I' t •

atteobon to winen would clear away an Incalcu-
lable mass of coufused Reasoning and Logomachy,) is
easily to 'be traced to,'tbe use of Language and of oth~r

signs, for the purpose of lnutual communication. If 80y ODe

litters the " one single " word " triangle,". a~d, gives "one
single" definition of it; each of the persons who bear
him fornls a certain notion in his own mind, not differing
in any respect from that of each of the rest; tbey. are
said therefore to have all "one and the same" notion,
,because resulting from, and corresponding with, (that
which is, in the primary sense) "one and the same"
expression; and there is said to be " one single" idea of
every triangle (consi'dered merely as a triangle) because '
one single name or definition is equally applicable to each.
In like manner, all the coins struck b, the same single
die; are said to have" one and the same" impression,
merely because the (numericaIJy) one description which
suits one of these coins, will equally suit any other that I

is exactly like it.
It is not iotended t~ recommend the disuse of the

words" same," "id~Dtical," 4-c. in this transferred sense;
which, if it were desirable. would be utterly impracticable;
but merely a steady attention to the ambiguity thus intrb
dticed, and watchfulness against the errors thence arising.*

• It is with tJIOrtU as' with money. Those who know the
value of it best, are not therefore the least liberal. We may
leratl readily and lugel)'; and though this be done quietly and

20*
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184 ON TIlE PROVM,* .. REASONING:.. ·(.... 1••
I

The difficulties and perplexities which have involved the
questions respecting persoual identity t among otbers, may
be traced principally to ibe neglect of tbis caution.*
But a fult consideration of that question would be unsuita- ,
ble tU the subject of this work.

\Vilhout ostentation, there is no hunt in keeping an exact ae
C(Mnt in our private memorandam-book of the SUtDs, the pe1"So.,
.. the GeeuiODS OD whicll they were Ieat. It Ibay be, we
abaJl want them again for out own 11S8; oi' they may be em
plo)'ed by the borrower for a wrong purpose; or they mar haye
.been 80 long in his possession that he ,begins to look upou them
a his own. In either of' which cases it is allowable, and even
tight, to call them ib. "Logic Yiridie:lted:" Oxford, 1809.

* I mean that maftY writers have I sooght aD explanation Of
'the prUlaty sanae of ideJrtit.Y (ftz. perlonal) by looking to the
tecorulsry. Any grown malJ, e. 1". ill, ill the primary .ense, tlut
.GJDe penoD he was when 8 child: this sameness is, I conceive,
a simple notion, which it is vain to attempt explaining by an1
other more simple; but when philosophers seek to gain a clear·_
8'r notion of it by looking to the cases in which sameness is pred
icated hl another tense, rh. BitniJarity, Bueh as exists between
.veral iodi,iduais denoted. by a common name, (as whell we
aa, that therQ are growing on Lebaaon some of the .ame trees .

. with which the Temple was built, meaninr cedars of that 6pe

au,) this is surely as idle 8S if we were to attempt explaining
the primary sense, e. g. of " rage,'·' as it exists in the human
mind, by directing OUf attention to the'" rage" of the °sea.
.Whatever pereobal identity doeseoDsist in, it is pla~n that it
hal nothing to do with similarity; since eyery one woUld be
.ready to 8ay, "When I WAS a cai1d~ I th9ulht as a childt 

I spake as a child, - I understood as a child,; bu' whea I be-
.caine a maD, I put away childish things." .
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'Vahle.
Wea.lth..
Labor.
Capital.
Ileat.
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APPENDIX.

LIST OF.. WORDS EXPLAINED IN THE FOLLOWING
APPENDIX.

Argam81lL Renee. - See Reason, Same.
Authority. Why. 19in.
C'Aul. - Bee M8Y" IdeIltieaI. - &e One,. TIleNfon. - ...Why.
c..pable. - -See Possi- Same. Truth.

Me, Impossible, Ne- Ilnpossibility. Why.
_-.ry. Indi1Fel'eDce. Wheaee. -- SeA WhJ.-

Case. Law.
CBtt8e. - 8ee Reuoa, May•...:.../Jt!eJ _ ..t.

Why- ~eeeual'J.
Certain. Old.
dtureh. ODe.
Election. PersoD..
Expect. Possible.
lbjItaelNe. Prielt•.
Falsehood.-SeeTntth. Reason.
Gospel. Regenetatitm-.

No.. L

ON CERTAIN TERMS WHICH ARg PBCULIAKLY LIAULZ T8

BE USED AMBIGUOUSLY.

1'1' has appeared to me ie.ilable to illulUue the jqper
tlUlce of attending to the ambiguity of tam.,. by ...rea_
"'lIa" of instances thaD could have beeD eGDYeDieau,
either inserted in the conle,xt or inuoclaoed ia a Dote,
:trithout too mueh iatcmuptitag the ooane of the cUfJOUI

eiGD of Fallacies.
I have parpoeely .1eClttd inst••oea fNa .ariou•••b

jeetl, and MJme from til. 1IIOe& baportllDt; .8,. CeJIb.
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l'inced that the disregard and contempt with which logi
cal studies are usually treated, may be traced, in part, to
a notion, that the' science is incapable of useful appliea
ti«:?n to any matters of real im.portance, and is merely cal
culated to afford an exercise of ingenuity on insignificant
truisms ;.:- syllogisms to prove that a horse is an animal,
anc) distinctions of the different. senses of" canis" or
"gallus;" a mistake which is likely to derive some coun
tenance (however unfairly) from the exclusive employ-
ment of such trifling exemplifications. ,

The words and phrases which may be employed -as
ambiguou8 middle terms are of course innumerable: 'but
it may be in several respects of service to the learner, to
explain the ambiguity of a few of those most frequently
occurring in the most im~rt~nt discussions, and whose
double meaning has been the most frequently overlOf)ked;
and this, not by entering into an examination of aU the
senses in which each term is e~er employed, but of those
only which are the most liable to be confounded toget4er.

It is worth observing, that the words whose ambiguity
is the most frequently overlooked, and is productive of the
greatest amount of confusion, of thought. and fallacy, are
among the commonest, and are those of whose meaning the
generality CODsider there is the least room to doubt. It
is indeed from those very circumstances that the danger
arises; words in very common use are both the most liable,
ti'oD1 the looseness of ordinary disoourse, ,to slide from one
fJfJose,'into aoother, and. aleo the least likely to hav•. that
ambiguity suspeoted. Familiar aequaintance is. perpet\l
ally· mistaklen for Qecu~(Jte krwtDledge.

It" may be neceuary ·here to remark, that ioaco;uracyDGt
unfrequently occurs in the employment of the very phlale,

.." laeh;an antAor uses ."eb· a ·word. in this 01" that 88D88,"

or "lDliaDl 10 aDO 10-, by tbil word." We should ~not u'S.
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these expressions, <as some ha,e inadyertant)y doDe,) in
refe'rence, neceslarily, to the notion wbjeh 'm'ay exist, i"
tlte author's mind, of the object in questioD; of which"the
notions con"eyedto oll(rs by the fJDord may often·fall short;
nor again should we regard the Bense in whieh they un
derstand him, as necessarily Ais sense (though it is t~irs)

oftbe word employed, since they may .istake his meaning;
but we must consider what sense it is likely he expected
and inlended to convey, to those to whom he addre'ssed
himself. And a judicious writer will always expect each
word to be understood, as nearly as the context wilJ allow,
_in the. sense, or in ODe of the senses, which use has estab-.
JiBhed, except so far aa he may have giyen some different
explanation. But there are many who, from various
causes, freqoently fail of conveying the 8eD~e they design.

It is .but fair perhaps to add this warning to my read
ers; that one who takes pains to ascertain and explain
the sense of the words employed in aoy di,cU8SioD, what
ever eare he may use to show that what he is inquiring
after is the received sense, is yet, almost sure to be
charged, by the inaccurate, and the sophistical, with at
tempting to introduce some fielD seDle of the words in
question, in order to serve a purpose..

ARGUMENT, in the strictlogiealseD8e, haa been de
fined in the forego!ng treatise; (Compendium, Book II.
Ch. iii. ~ 1 ;) in that seose it includ.es (al is there remark
ed) the Conclusion as well as the Premile8: aQd tbu8 it
is, that we say a syllogism consists of tire, propositioD8 ;
"iz. th~ ConcJ01tion which is proved, as well as those by
which it is proved.

But in ordinary discourse, argumeDt is -very often used
for the Premises alone, in c9Dtracl.i8tinction to the Con
elusion; e. g. "the Conclusion which this Argument is
intended to establish is 80 and 80."
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·It oil 4stt1IOIDe&i-.emplQre4w denote.what ii, Itr.ie~
.tkiog,. ~ '"re..,. ,or ·wNs -of such Arguments; wDen &

..tt4iaGoooluaKHa is 8stAlbli.hed.bJ P.remises, whieh ...
tHml6lveEl, .in the -a&me -di.e~tatioo, ptOVed hy other ,pro
pIlIiticNn, a.d perhaps ,those a,aiB, 8Y other.s~; the whf>l~

of this dissertation:is~n called &Il Arp~ 10 PJ:o.~

tJr.e ul"te·ooneluaioo deaignoo "0 De ~8tab)i8bed ; thoqgb
in fact -it is a eMan of 4.J.gumente. It is ·in this sen.,
e.6. that-we speak ,of "W.burton'.8 Argu1INfIt to j)l'O,Ve

the diviu legation ofMOBeB," 4-e•
, Sometimes also the word is used to denote what ma.y be

properJ-y oaYec1 a Disp_Mtion; i. e., 16110 trai88 of argu.
meat opposed to each other- : :&8 when we 88Y that A. aDd

B·.aad 'a long Argumea.t on eaeh .d such a subjeot; .a84
tnt A had the -best ofthe Argument. DotlDtles. the uae
of fJle -word in tbi88en8e has eOBtr.ibllt~d to foster the po
U entertained bf many, that Logie is the" art of
wJ'aagling,~'.that it makes men cQotentiou8, ~,.: they
have beard that it is elllployed about Arg..ettt, ; iaod
ustily oeaehlde that it is. conioed to eases -where tbttre
is oppositi••afWl eOatetJt.

It may be WlH"th 'mentiouiug in this -pllloe, that the "..
rious forms of stating·aD Argument 8l'e sornetitues epokeD
of as different kinds of Argument: as. when we speak of
'8 C.tegorioal or 'H:ypothetieal Argument, or .or one in the
fint·'Or some other figure; though every logician kln!JWl

that the same individual AirgumeDt may be stated in :va-

rioue figures, ttt. ..
-This, no doubt, haS' oontributed -to the erroT of tllQle

who speak oftbe S,lJogi8Q1 '88 a peculiar ·kiBd of Alp
. ment; Bod of U Syllogistie Reasoning," as a dif4inet
~ude oC;Reasoniitg; instead of-being only a omain 1-,..
of expressing -any arg&meDt.
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A.UTHORITY. - 'l'hiS word is 8ometim~JJ employed
in its primary sense when we refer to anyone'. example,
testimony. or jlUigment: aafteD, f. g. we speak of cor
reeting a reading in. some book, on the Authority of an
ancieBt MS. - giving a statement of some fact, OD the
Authority of sueh and· such historiUls, 4-,;.

In this sense the word answers pretty nearly to the.
Latin " Auctoritas."

Sometimes again it is employed as e.quivalent to U Po
testas," Power: as when we speak of the Authority of a
Magistrate, ~c.

Many instances may be found in which w:iters have
unconsciously slid from one sense of the word to another,
so as to blend confusedly in their minds the two ideas.
In no case ·perhaps has this more frequently happened
than when we are speaking of the Authority ofthe Church:
in which the ambiguity of the latter word (see the Article •
Church) comes in aid' of that of the (orlner. The Author-

..ity (in the primary sense) of the Catholic, i. e. Universal
Church, at any particular period, is often appealed to, in
support of this or tha t doctrine or practice: and it is,
jusny, supposed that the opinion of the great body of the
Christian World affords a presumption (though only a pre
sumption) in favor of the eorreetness of any interpreta
tion of Scripture, or the expediency, at the time, of any
ceremony, regulation, ~c.

On the other hand, each particular Church has Au
thority in the other sense, viz. Power, over its own mem
bers, to enforee any thing not contrary to God's Word.
But the CatAolic or Universal Church, Dot being one re
ligious community on earth, can have no Authority in the
sense of POflJer; since, whatever the ~mani8ts may pre
tend, there never was a time when the power of the Pope,
or a Council, or of any other btl_Ulan Governors, over all

21
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Chr~8tian8, was admitted, or could be proved to have any
jUlt .claim to be admit.ted.
. .Authority again in the sense of Auetoritu may have

every degree of weight, from absolute infallibility, (sach
u, in religious matters, Christians attribute to the Scrip
tures,) down to the faintest presumption. See Hawkins
on Tradition. Hinda's History oftle Early Progress of
Clristianity, Vol. II. p. 99. Hinds on Inspiration. Er
rors of Romani'm, Chap. iv. And Essay on tie Omis
sion of Creeds, ~c. in tAe New Testament.

CA.N. -See '.'MAY."

CAPABLE. - See "POSSIBLE," "IMPOSSIBLE," and
" NECESSARY."

CASE. - Sometimes Grammarians use this word to
signify (which is its strict sense) a certain "variatio.D in
the writing and utterance of a Noun, denoting the rela
tion in which it stands to some other part of the sentence; "
Jometimes to denote that relation itself: whether indicat
ed by the termination, or by a preposition, or by its eol
location; and there is hardly any '''riter on the subject
who does Dot occasionally employ the term in each sense,
"'ithout explaining the ambiguity. Much conf~sion and
frivolous debate has hence resulted. Whoever would see
a specimen of this, may find it in the Port Royal Greek
Grammar; in which the Authors insist OD giving the
Greek language an Ablative \ case, with the same termi
natioD, however, as the Dative: (though, by the way,
they had better have fixed on the Genitive, which oftener
answers .to the Latin Ablative,) urging, and with great
trtltb. ~hat if a distinct termination be necessary to COD
stitute a case, many Latin NOUQS will be witbo~t a~. Ab-
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lati"e, some without a Genitive or without a Dative, and
all Neuters without an Accusative. And they add, that
since it is possible, in every instance, to render into Greek
the Latin Ablative, consequently there must be an Abla
tive in Greek. If they had known and recollected that
in the langoage of Lapland there are, as·we are told, thir
teen Cases, they would have hesitated to use an argument
which would prove that there must therefore be thirteen
Cases in Greek and Latin also! All this confusion might
have been avoided, if it had but been observed that the
word " Case ", is used in two senses.

CAUSE..- See (( REASON" and "WHY."

CERTAIN.-This is a word whose ambiguity, to
gether with that of many others of kindred signification,
{as "may," "oao," cc must," "possible," ~c.) has oc
easioned infinite perplexity in discussions on some of 'the
mM~ important subjects; such as the freedom of human
a~tions, the divine foreknowledge, ~c.

. In its primary sense, it is -applied (according to its ety
mology from cerno) ~o the state of a person's mind; de
noting anyone's full and complete conviction; and,
generally, though not always, implying that there is suf
ftcient ground for sueh convietion. It was thence easily
transferred to the trut"'s or events, respecting which this
conviction ill rationally entertained. And Uncertain (as
well as the substantives and adverbs derived from these
adjectives) follows the same rule. Thus we say, U it is
certain that a battle has been fought:" cc it is certain
that the moon will be full on such a day:" it is uncer
tain whether such a one is alive or dead:" "it is uncer
taiQ. whether it will rain to-morrow:" meaning, in these
and in aU othe. eales, that fIJI are certain or uncertain
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relpeetiye)y; not indicating any difference in the charac
ter of the eDen's themsdves, except ill reference to our
knowledge respecting them j for the 8ame thing may be,
'at the same time, both certain and uncertain, to differeDt
individuals; e. g. the life or death at a particular time,
of anyone, is certain, to his friends on the spot;· uncer
taiD or contingent, to those at a distance.

From not attending to this oireumstance, the word.
H uncertain" and H contingent" (which is employed
nearly in the same sense as U uncertain" in ·its secondary
meaning) have been considered by many writers· a8 de
noting some quality in the things themselves; and have
thus become inyolved in endless confusion. U Contin
gent" is indeed applied to events only, not to persons:
but it denotes no quality in the events themselves; ODJ"
81 has been said, the relation in which they stand to ~

person who has no complete knowledge respecting them.
It i. from overlookihg this principle, obvious &s it is when
once distinctly stated, that Chance or Fortune has come
to be loegarded as a real agent, and to have been, by the
ancients, perlOoified as ~ Godde8~~ and represented by
statues.

CHURCH is sometimes employed to signify the Church,
i. e. the Universal or Catholic Church, - the Society
eomprehending in it all Christians, who are "Members
one of another," and who compose the Body, of which

* Among others, Archbishop King, in his discourse on Predestina
tion, has fallen into this error; as is explained in the Notes and
the Appendix to my editioJl. of that work.

it may be allowable to mention in thi,. place, that I have been
represented ~ coinciding with him. as to the point in question, in a
note to Mr. Davison's work on Prophecy; through a mistake, which
the author eudidly acknowledged, and promieed to rectify.
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Christ is the Head; which, collectively takett, has no
visible supreme Head or earthly gorernor, either indi.
vidual, or council; and which is one, only in reference
to its One invisible Governor and Paraclete, the Spirit of
Christ, dwelling in it. See Hinds's Hist'!ryof tke Rise
of Christianity, and Blanco White's Preservati"e against
Popery. '

Sometimes again it is employed to signify a Church;
i. e. anyone branch of that general Society; having gOl'·

ernors on earth, aud existing as a community possessing
authority over its own members; in \vhich sense we read
of the "Seven Churches in Asia; " - of Paul's having
"the care of all the Churches," ~c. This ambiguity
has often greatly favored the cause of the Church of
Rome; which being admitted by her .opponents to be a
Church, i. e. a branch, though an unsound and corrupt
one, of the universal Church of Christ, is thence as
sumed to be tAe Church, - the Society in which aU
men are called upon to enrol themselves. - See the ar
ticle "TRUTH."

The Church is also not unfrequently used to denote
the Clergy, in contradistinction to the Laity; as, when
we s)eak of anyone's being educated for the Church,
meaning, "for the Ministry." Some would perhaps add
that it is in this sense we speak of the end01Dments of the
Ch~rch; since the immediate emolum~ntof these is re
eeiyed .by clergymen. But if it be considered that they
receiY8 it in the capacity of public instruttors and spirit-_
ual putors, these endowmeots may fairly be regarded as
belongin" in a eert~iD sense, to the whole body, for
whose benefit they are, in this way, oalculated; in the
••me maDDer as we cODsider, e. g. the endowment of a
profel80rship in a university, 88 a benefaction, Dot to the
1'"'f~,..r8 .aleee, but to the univer8ity at large.
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ELEC.,ION. -This is one of the terms which is often
to aU practical purposes ambiguous, when Dot employed;
mietly speaking, in tW,G different sea,e., but with dif.
ferent applicatioras, according to that whieh is understood
in conjunction with it. - See Book III. § 10. See also
ESla!!s OR stmle of tlae Di};e.lties, ~c. Essay III. "On
Election." ·

EXPECT.-This word is liable to an ambiguity,
which may sometimes lead, i~ conjunction with other
causes, to a practical bad effect. It is sometimes uled
in the lense of U anticipate," - "calculate OD," 4·c.
(I1nl'OJ) in short, cc consider as probable'; '" sometimes
for "require, or demand as reasonable," - " consider as
rigAt," (eXitm.)

Thus, I may fairly" expect" (a~tw) that one who hal
received kindness from me, should protect me in dia
tress; yet I may have reason to expect (a1r~".) that he
will Dot: "England expects every man to do his duty ; "
but it would be chimerioal to expect, i. e. anticipate, a
universal performance of duty. Hence, when men of
great revenues, whether civil or ecclesiastical, live in the
splendor and sensuality of Sardanapalus, they are apt to

plead that this is expected of them; whioh is true, in the
lIense that such conduct is anticipated as probable; Dot

true, a8 implying that it is required or approved. Thus
&180, because it would be romantic to expect (i. e. calc.·
late upon) in public men a primary attention to the, pub
lic _good, or in men in geDeral an adl1erell08 to the rale
of doing as you would be dOBe by, many are apt to Sat
ter themselves that tht'y caanot reuonably be upeetetl
(i. e. fairly called upon) to aot on 8uch prioeiple.. What
may rellOuabl, be expected (ill ODe leDl8 of tlte .orci)
..oat be pree.iaely the prao&iee of &he maiNi,,; eiDOe'.
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is the majority of instances that constitutes probability:
what may reuonabJy be expected' (in the other seDse) is
something much beyond the practice or the generality ;
as long at least as it shall be true that "narrow is tbe
way that leadeth unto life, alld few there be that find it."

EXPERIENCE. - This word, in its strict sense, ap
plies to what has occurred within a person's own knowl
edge. Experience, in this &ense, of oourse, reJates to
the past ~Ione. Thus it is that a man know. by expe
rience what sufferings he has undergone in some disease.
or what height the tide reached at a certain time aDd
place.

More frequently the word is used to denote tha~ J udg
ment·whieh is deriyed from experience in the primary
sense, by reasoning from that, in combination with other
data. Thus, a man may aseert, OD the ground of Expe
rience, that. he was cured of a disorder by such a medi
cine, - that tbat medicine is, generally, beneficial in that
disorder, - that tbe tide may always be ex.pected, under
such circumstances, to rise to luch a height. Strictly
speaking, none of these can be known by ExperieBce,
but are conclusions derived fro. Experience. I' is iD
this sense only that Experience caD be applied to the
jut.re, or, which comes to the same thing, to any §'eneral
faet; aS f e. g. when it is said that we kaow by Espe
rieaee that water exposed to a certaiD temperature will
freeze.

There are agai. two di1ft!rent application. of the wprd
(see Boo~ III. § 10), whick, when Dot carefully WltUr
g••W, lead in pnctice to the aame c-AlB.fusioa u the
81QP1Gyment of .it in two Bease.; tJi~. we sometimes wa..·
4er••(Ml ...r ... perIODa) experience i IOmetimel, ,e,.,..
,.Elperi.-ee. H... ku availed JaiIBeelC of &bis (pry.
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tical) ambiguity, in bis Essay on Miracles; in which.he
obserYes, that we have experience of the frequent falsity
of Testimony, but that the occurrence of a miracle is
contrary to our Experience, and is consequently what DO

testimony ought to be allowed to establish. Now had he
explained whose Experience he meant, the argument
would have come to nothing: ,if be means the Expe
rience of mankind universally, i. e. that ; Miraele hal
never come under the Experience of anyone, this is pal
pably begging the question: if he means the Experience
of each individual who has never himself witnessed a
Miracle, this would establish a rule, ("iz. that we are to
believe nothing of which we have not ourselves expe
rienced the like,) whieh it would argue insanity to act
upon.. Not only was the King of Bantam justified (as
Hume himself admits) in listening to no evidence for the
existence of Ice, bot no one tlJould be authorized on tlis .
principle to et;pect his own death. His Experience in
forms him, directly, only that otlters have died. Every
disease under which lte Aimself may have labored, his Ex
perieMe must have told him has not terminated fatally;
it he is to judge strictly of the future by the past, accord
ing to this rule, what should hinder him from expecting
the like of all future diseases 1

Some have never been struc-k with this eODseqoenae
of HUlne's principles; and some have even failed to· per
cei'e it when pointed out: but if the reader think8 it
worth his while to consult the author, he will see that
his principles, aceording to hi. own account of them,
are Bueh as I have stated.

Perhaps however be meant, if indeed he had any die
tinct meaning, something- intermediate between_~
'iJI, and indif1idaal ~perieDee; "iz. the Experience or
the .6,nerdlitg, - 81 to ~hat is common a~d or ordinary
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oeeurrenee; in which sense the maxim will only amount
to this, that false Testimony is a thing of common ocour
renee, and that Miracles are not; an obvious truth, ia
deed; but too general to authorize, of itlelf, & conclusioD .
in any particular eallo. . In any other individual questioD,
as to the admissibility of evidence, it··would be reckoned
absurd to consider merely the average clane!!, for the
truth of Testimony in the abstract, without inquiring
tJJlat the Testimony is, in the particular instance before
us. As if, e. g. anyone had m'aintained that DO testi
m~ny could e.stablish Columbus's account of the disoov~

ry of America, beeause it is more common for travellers
to lie, than for D6W Col1tinents to be discovered. See
Hist",.ic Doubts r~latifJe to Napoleon Bonaparte.

It is to be observed by the way, that there is yet aD

additional ambiguity in the mtwe plrase "contrary to
experience; " in one sense, a miracle, or any other eveDt,
may be called contrary to the experience of anyone' who
bas nefJer UJitnessetl the like; as the freezing of wa~rwas
to that of the King of Bantam; in ,another and strieter
sense, that only is contN/,,.y to a man's eiperience, which
he knows by experience not to be true; as if one should
be told of an infallible remedy for some disorder, he hay
ing seen it administered without effect. No testimony
can establish what is, i1& 'Ais latter sense, contrary to ex
perience. , We need not wonder that ordinary minds
should be bewildered by a sophistical employment of
such a mass of ambiguities.

Such reasonings as these are accounted ingenious and
profound, on account of the Subject on which they are
employed; if applied to the ordinary affairs of life, the1
would be deemed unworthy of serious notice.

The reader is not to suppose that the refntatioD of
Hume's Essay on 'Mi,acles was my object in this Artiele,
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"That might have been 8uftieiently accOmplished, in the
way of a "reductio ad absurdum," by mere reference
to the ease of the King of Bantam "adduced by the author
himself: But this celebrated Essay, though it has often
perhaps contributed to the amusement of an anti-christian
sophist at the expense of those unable to ~xpo8e its fal
lacy, never probably made OD~ convert. The author
,himself seems plainly to have meant it as a specimen or
his ingenuity in arguing on a given hypothesis; for be
disputes against miracles as against the Course of N a
ture; whereas, according to him, there is no such thing
as a Course of Nature; his skepticism extends to the
whole external world; - to every thing, except the ideas
or impressions on the mind of the individual; so that a
miracle which is believed, has, in that circumstance
alone, OD his principles, as much reality as any thing

can have.
But my object has been to point out, by the use or

this example, the fallacies and blunders which may re
8ult from inattention to the ambiguity of the word II Expe
rience ": and this canDot be done by a mere indirect ar
gument; which refutes indeed, but does not ezplaia, all

error.

FALSEHOOD and FALSITY. - See "TauTH."

. GOSPEL. - This is instanced as one of the words
which, is practically ambiguous, from °its different appli..
cations, even though not employed (as it sometimes is)
in different senses. '.

Conformably to its etymological meaning of " Good~

tidings," it is used to signify (and that espeeially and
exclusively) the welcome jnteJligenee of Salvation to
maD, as preached by oar Lord and his {onowars. Bq,
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it was afterwards traDsitively applied to each of the four
histories of our Lord's life, published by those who are
called the. Evangelists. And the term is often used to
express eolIectively the Gospel-doctrines; i. e. the in
structioDs given men how to a"ail themselyes of the offer
of. salvation: and preaehing the Gospel, is accordingly
often used to include not only the proclaiming of the
good tidings, but the teacking of what is to be believed
and done, in oonsequence. This ambiguity is one souree
of some inlportant theological errors: many supposing
that Gospel truth is to be found exclusively, or ehiety,
in the Gospels: to the neglect o( the other Sacred
Writings.

Again, since lesus is. said to have ,preached' the "Gas
pel/~ and the same is said of the Apostles, the cODcln
eioD is often hence drawn, that the discourses of ollr
Lord and the Apostolic Epistles must exactly coincide;
and that in case of any apparent difference, the former

_must be the standard, and the latter most be taken to
bear DO other sense than what is implied by the other;
a notion whieh leads inevitably and immediately to the
neglect of the Apostolic Epistles, when every thing they
contain must be limited and modified into a complete
coincidence with our Lord's Discourses. Whereas it is

. very conceivable, that though both might be in a certain
lenle U good tidings," yet olle may contain a much more
.Atll developlMnt of the Cbrietian scheme thaD the other j

\vhieh is confirmed by the coDsideration, that the prio
eipal events on which, the Religion is founded (the
8«>ning sacrifice and resurrection of Christ) had not

-takeD plaee, Dor could be clearly declared by our Lord,
=whe. lie preached, s.yiDg, U the KiDgdom of Heaven is
.", 1HJN;" Dot that it was actually elttJbliB~d; .1' it was,
'wheo bis' Apoltles were lent folth to preaeh to .11 Da-

tioDs. See Essay. Oil tie Di.#t,iUie" &c. Essay II.
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IDEN'l'lCAL.....8u "0•• " ad U BAlD.·"

IMPO·SSIBILITY.'-A.coordiog to .tlle defiDitioD 1V•

• aJ choose to give .f this word, it may be said either'
t.bat there are three Specie. of it, or 'hat it may be used
in three different "Dies. 1st. What may be called &

..Aeaatical impoelibility, is that which iDyolves an ab
8urdity and self-contradiction; e. g. that two straight

. lines should inclose a space, is not only ilBpossible, but
ioooneeivabJe, &s it would be at variance with the defi
nition of a straight line. And it should be ob8erved,
that inability to aceomplish any thing which is; in this
Rose, impossible, implies no limitatioll of pDUJST, and is
compatible, even with omnipotence, in tbe fulle&t sense
of the word. If it be proposed, e. g. to construct a tri
angle having one:: of its sides equal to the other two, or
to find two numbers having the same tatio to each other
as the side of a square and its diameter, it is Bot from a
defect of power that we are precluded from solving such
a problem as these; since in fact the problem is in itself
unmeaning and ab.urd: it is, in reality, RoUiag, that is
required to be done.

2dly. What J;Day be ealled a Pl"~,it;al Impo88ibility is ·
,lOlDethiDg at variance with- the existjIJI Laws of Nature,
ud which coDsequeDUy DO BeiDg, subject to thOle LawI,
(as we are) ean au.rmoant; but we can easily conoeive a
Being capable of briDlmg about what iD the ordinal'
course of Nature is ilPp08.ibl~: I. g. to multiply fiV8

.Ioaves into food for a IIUIltitaule, Gr to walk on the .,.
laoe of the waves, ue tllinge physically ilDpossible, but
,implyae coutradictioD; oa 'he oODuar" we caDaoi bIa&
RppoH that tile BeiDI. if tiler. be .- an OD8, ••



,--

AMBIGUOUS TERMS. ~5S

1.

created the Universe, is able to alter at will the proper
ties of any of the Substances it ~ontain8.·

And an occurrence of this character we call 1JIiracu~

lOUSe Not but that one person may perform without 8U

pernatural power what is, to another, physically impossi
ble; as, e. g. a man may lift a great weig~t, which it would
be physically impossible for a. child to rai8~; because it
is contrary to the Laws ~f Nature that a muscle of tAil
degree of strength· sh9Uld overcome a resistance which
one of that degree is equal to. But, if anyone perform
what is beyond the natural powers of man universally,
he has performed a miracle. Much. Sophistry has been
founded on the neglect of the distinction between these
two senses. It has even been contended, that no evi
dence ought to induce a man of sense to admit that. a
miracle has taken place, on the ground that it is a thing
impossible; in other words, that it is a miracle; for if it
were not a thing impossible to loan, there would be no
miracle in the case: so that· such an argument is palpa-
.hly begging the question; but it has often probably been I

admitted from an indistinct notion being suggested of
Impossibility in the first sense; in which sense (viz. that
of self-contradiction) no evidence certainly would justify
belief:

3dly. Moral Impossibility signifies only that high de
gree of improbability which leaves no room for doubt. In
this sense we often call a thing irnpossible, which implies
-00 contradiction, or any vioJalion of the ·Laws of Nature,
but which yet we are rationally convinced will never oe-

o cur, merely from the multitude of- chances against it; BS,

e. g. that unloaded dice should turn up the same faces

.. See an able disquisition on Miracles, subjoined to the Life or
ApoloniUl TyUUBUI. in the E".ditJ Jletroptilit41f4.

22
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ODe hundred times successively. And in this sense, we
canDot accurately draw the line, 80 as to determine at
what point the improbability amounts to an Impossibility;
and hence we often have occasion to speak of. this or that
as almost impossible, though not quite, 4-c. The other
Impossibilities' do not admit of degrees. That a certain
thr-ow should recur two or three times successively, we ·
should not call very· improbable; the improbabili~y is in
creased at each successive step; but we cannot say ex
actiy when it becomes impossible; though no one would
scruple to call one hundred such recurrences impossible.

In the same sense we often call things impossible which
are completely within the pOfIJer of known agents to bring
about, but \vhich we are convinced no one pf them ever
flJill bring about. Thus, e. g. that an the civilized people
in the world should' with on,e accord forsake their habita
tions and wander about the world as savages, eve!y one
would call an impossibility; though it is plain ,they have
the power to do so, an~ that it depends on their choice
which they will do. In like manner, if we were told of a
man's having disgracefully fled from his post, whom we
knew: to be possessed of the most undaunted courage, we
should without scruple (and with good reason, supposing
the idea formed of bis character to be a just one) pro
nounce this an Impossibility; meaning that there is su~

fi~ieDt ground for being fully convinced that the thing
eould never take place; not from any idea of his pot hav
ing pMDer and liberty to fly if he would; for our certain-.
ty is built on the very circumstance of his being free to
act as he will, together with 'his .being of such a disposi
tion 8S Dev~r to have the wiJl to act disgracefully. If,
again, a man were bound hand and foot, it would b~, in
the other 8ense, impossible for him to fly; t1iz. 'out of hi.
ptJfIJer. cc Capable JJ hu a correlponding ambiguity-
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The performance of any thing that is morally impossible
to a mere man', is to be reckoned a miracle, as·much as if
the impossibility were physical. E. G. It is morally im
possible for poor Jewish fishermen to have framed such
a scheme of ethical and religious doctrine as the ~ospel

exhibjts.. It is morally impossible for a man to foretell
distant and improbable future events with the exactitude
of many of the pophecies in the Old Testament.

Much of the confusion of thought which has pervaded,
and bas interminably protracted the discussions respect
ing the long-agitated question of human freedom, has
aris~n from inatte~tion to the ambiguity wbich bas been
here noticed. If the Deity, it is said, "foresees exactly

'what I shall do on any occasion, it must be impossible for
me to act otherwise;" and thence it is inferred that·
man's actions cannot be free. Th~ middle term employ
ed in such an argument as this is "impossible," or "im
possibility" employed in two senses: he to whom it is in
one' sense impossible, (viz. physically) to act otherwise
than he does, (i. e. who has it not in his power,) is not a

_free agent; correct foreknowledge implies impossibility
in another sense, viz. moral impossibility; - the absence
of all room for doubt.·" And the perplexity is aggravated
by resorting, for the purpose of explanation, to such
words as" may," "can," "possible," "must," ~c., all

* It should be observed, tbt many things which are not, usually
termed" mathematically" necessary or impossible, will at once ap.
pear such when stated, not abstractedly, but with all their'teal cir
cumstances: e. g. that" Brutus stabbed Cresar," is a fact, the denial .
of which, though a falsehood, would not be regarded as self-contra
dictory (like the denial of the equality of two right angles;) because,
a1J8tractedly, we can conceive-Brutus acti~g otherwise: but" if we in
sert the cirtu/mstamu (which of course really existed) of his having

-complete pmDer, "werty, and also a pr6domi'llant will, to do 10, then,
the denial of the action amounts to a "mathematical n impOllibility,
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of which are as-ected by a corresponding ambiguity.
(Bee Tucker's Light of Nature, in the Chapters on Prov
idence, on Free-will, and some others.) I have endeav
oured to condense and to simplify some of the moat
valuable parts of his reasonings in the Dotes and appen
dix to an edition of Archbishop King's Discourse on Pre-
~destiDation.

INDIFFERENCE, in its application in respect or the
WiU, and of the Judgment, is subject to an ambiguity
which some of my readers may perhaps think hardly

" worth noticing; the distinction between unbiasled eandor
and impartiality, on the one side, and carelessness on the
other, being 80 very obvious. But these two things nev
ertheless have been, "from thei!: bearing the same name;
confounded together ; or.at least represented 8S insepara
bly connected. I have known a person maintain, with
lOme plausibility, the inexpediency i with a view to the
attainment of truth, of educating people, or appointing
teachers to instruct them, in any particular systems or
theories, of astronomy, medicine, religion, politics, ~c.t on
the ground, that a man must wisl. to believe and to find
good reasons for believing, the system in which he has been
trained, and which be has been engaged in teaching; and
this wish must prejudice his understanding in favor of it,.
and consequently render him an incompetent judge oftruth.

Now let anyone consider whether such a doctrine ~8

this could have been even plau'sibly stated, but for the am
biguity of the word "Indifference," and others connected
with it. For it would follow, from such a principle, that

or self·contradiction ; for to act voluntarily apinlt the dictate. ora
predominant will. implies an effect without a cawte.

OfFuture events, that Being, and DO other, can have the 8UIIle

knowledge U olthe p~t, who is acquaiJited with all the CaUIle8, I&t

"mote or immediate, iDtemal and eztemal, on which each depeD"
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DO physioian is to be trusted, who has been instructed in
a certain mode of treating any disorder, because he must
wish to think the theory correct which he has learned:
Day, D9 physician should be trusted who is not utterly in
different whether his patient recovers or dies; since else,
he must wish to find reasons for hoping favorably from
the mode of treatment pursued. No plan for the benefit
of the public, proposedj by a philanthropist, should be
listened to; since such a man cannot but wish it may be
successful j etc.

No doubt the judgment is oft~n biassed by the inclina
tions.; but it is possible, and it should be our endeavour,
to guard against this bias.- If a scheme be proposed to
anyone for embarking his capital in some speculation
which promises great wealth, he will doubtless wish to
find that the expectations held out are well-founded: but
everyone would call him very imprudent, if (as some do)
he should suffer this wish to, bias his judgment, and

* It is curious to observe how fully aware of the operation of this
bias, and how utterly blind to it, the same persons will be, in opp~site

cases. Such writers, eo g. U 1 have just alluded to, disparage the
judgment of those who have .been accustomed to study and tQ teach
the Christian religion, and who derive hope and satisfactiod from it ;
on the ground that they must wish to find it true. And let it be ad.
mitted that their aut/writy shall go for nothing; and that the ques
tion shall be tried entirely by the reasons adduced. But then, on the
same principle, how strong must be the testimony of the multitudes
who admit -the truth of Christianity, but to whom it is a source of UD

easine. or of dismay: who have not adopted any antinomian system
to quiet their conscience whil~ leading an unchristian life; but, when
they hear of cc righteousness, temperance, and judgment to come,
tremble," and try to dismiss such thoughts till a more convenient
season. The case of these, who have every reason to wish Christi
anity untrue, is passed by, by the very same persoDs who are insi.t
ing on the inlluence of the opposite bias. According to the homely
but e.zprellive proverb, they are " deaf on one ear."

22·
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should believe, OD insufficient ground8~ the rair pr~mises
held out to -him. But we should Dot think such impru
dence an inevitable consequence of his desire to inereale
his property. His wishes, we should 8ay, were both nat
ural and wise; but since they could not render the event

· O)ore probable, it was most ~nwise tq allow them to inlJu
enee his decision. In like manner, a good man ~ill in
deed wish to find the evidence of the Christian religion
satisfactory; but a wise man does Dot for that reaSOD
take for granted that it is satisfactory; but weighs the
evidence the more carefully on aeeount of the importance
of the question.

And it may be added, that it is utterly a mistake ~
suppose that the bias is always in favor of the conclu
sion wished for: it is often in the contrary direction.
The proverbial expression of "too good news to be true,"
bears witness to the existence of this feeling. There is
in some minds a tendency to unreasonable doubt in ease8
where their wishes are strong; - a morbid distrust of ev
idence which they are especially anxious to find conclu
sive: e. g. groundless fears for the health or safety of an
ardently-beloved child, will freq~ently distress anxious
parents.

Different temperaments (sometimes varying with the
state of health of each individual) lead towards these op
posite miscalculations, -lhe over-estimate or under-esti
mate of the reasons for a conclusion we earnestly wish to
find true.

Our"aim sbould be to guard against both extremes,. and
to decide according \to the evidence; preserving the In
difference of the Judgment, even where the· W~ll neither
eall, nor ,iwld be indifferent.
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LAW is, etymologically, .that which is " laid" down;
and is ,used, in the most appropriate sense, to signify some
general injunction, command, or regulation, addressed

- to certain Persons, 'who are called upon to conform to it.
It is in this sense that we speak of " the L'aw of Moses,"
"the Law of the Land," ~c.

I t i~ also used in a transferred sense, to denote the
statement of som~ general fact, the several individual in
stances of which exhibit a conformity to that statement,
analogou,s to the conduct of persons in respect to a Law
which they opey. It is in this sense that we speak of

."the Laws 'of Nature:" when we say that" a seed in
vegitating directs the radicle dow~wards and the plumule
upwards, in compliance with a Law'of Nature," we only
mean that such is universally tAe fac.'; and so, in other
eases.

It is evident therefore that, in this sense, the conformi~ I

ty of individual, eases to the general rule is that which
constitutes a Law of Nature. If water should henceforth
never become solid, at any temperature, then the freez
ing of water would no longer be a Law of Nature: where
as in the other sense, a Law is not the more or the less a
Law from the conformity or non-conformity of individu
als to it: if an act of onr Legislature were to be disobey
ed .and utterly disregarded by everyone, it would Dot OD

that account be the less a Law.
This distinction may appear 80 obvious when plainly

stated, as' h.rdly to .need mention: yet writers of great
Dote and ability have confounded th~8e two senses to
gether; I Deed only mention Hooker (in the opening of
his great work) and Montesquieu: the latter of whom
declaims on the much stricter observance ia the Uni
"erse of the Laws of Nature, than in mankind, of the
divine and human laws laid down for their conduct: '

~I
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not coDsidering that, in the (ormer case, it is the observ
anee that co~titutes the Law.

MAY, and likewise MUST and CAN, (as well as
CANNOT,) are each u8e~ jn two senses, which are very
often confounded together. They relate sometimes to

POUJer, sometimes to Contingency.
When we say of one who has obtained a certain sum .

of money, " now he may purchas~ the field he was wish
ing for," we mean that it is in his pOfDer; it is plain that
he may, in the same sense, hoard up the money, or spend
it OD something else; though perhaps we are quite s'ure,
from our knowledge of his character and situatioD, that
be will not. When again we say, " it may rain to-mor-:
row," or "i.the vessel may have arrived in port, " the ex-

.pression does not at all relate to power, but merely to
contingency: i. e. we mean, that though we are not
sure such an event will happen or has happened, we are
Dot sure of the reverse.

When, again, we say "this man, of so grateful a
di~position, must have eagerly embraced such an' op
portunity of requiting his benefactor," or" one who
approves of the slave-trade must be very' hard-hearted."
we only mean to imply the absence of all doubt on these
points. The very notions of gratitude and of hard
heartedness exclude the idea of compulsion. But when
we say that" all men' must die," or that" a man must
go to prison who is dragged by foree," we mean" wheth
er they_will or not" - that ihere is no power to resist.
So also if we say that a Being of perfect goodness " Ct.UI

Rot" aet wrong, we do Dot mean that it is out of his
pOtJJer ; since that would imply DO goodness of eharacter ;
but that there is .sufficient reason for feeling sure that
he toill Dot. It is in a yery difFerent seDse that we say of
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a man fettered in a prison, that he " cannot U escape:
meaning, that though he has the lDili, he wants the
ability.

These words are commonly introduced, in questions
connected with FatlHisID and the Freedom of human
actions, to explain the meaning ~f "necessary," ·u im
possible," etc.; and having themselves a corresponding
ambiguity, they only tend to ~nerease the perplexity.

--- cc Chaos umpire sits,
And by deciding worse embroils the fray."

MUST. -See" MAY."

NECES~AR Y. - This word is used as the contrary
to " impossible" in an its senses, and is of course liable
,&0 a corresponding ambiguity. Thus' it is " mathemati
cally Necessary" that two sides of a triangle should be
greater than the third; there is a " physical Necessity U

for the fa.ll of a stoDe i and a "moral Necessity" that a
Being of a certain character should act, when left per
fectly free, conformably to that character; i. e. we are
.sure' he will act so; though of course it is in his power
to act otherwise; else there would be no moral agency.
This ambiguity is employed sopbisticaUy to justify im
moral conduct; since no one is responsible for any thing
done under II necessity," - i. e. physical necessity; a8

when a man is dragged any where by exte~nal fo,,"ce, or
falls down from being too weak to stand j and then the
same excuse is fallaciou.sIy extended to U moral"necessi
ty" also.

There are likewise numberless different applications
of the word "neeessary" (as well as of those derived

• See the article ce Impossibility j " Dote.
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from it) in which there is a practical ambiguity, from the
· difference of the things understood in conjunction ·with

it:. ~e. g. food is "necessary;" viz. - to life: great
wealth is U necessary" - to the gratification of a man
of luxurious habits; the violation of moral duty is in
many eases" necessary" - for the attainment of certain
worldly objects; the renunciation of such objects, and
subjugation of the desires is "necessary" - to the
attainment of the Gospel-promises, ~c. And thus it is
that "necessity" has come to be "the tyrant's plea;"
for as no one is at all responsible for w.hat is a matter of
physical necessity, - what he has no power to avoid,
so, a degree of allo,,"ance is made for a man's doing
what he lias power to avoid, when it appears to be the
least of two evils; as, e. g. when a man who is famish
ing takes the first food he meets with, as "necessary'"
to support life, or throws over goods in a storm, when it
is " necessary," in order to save the ship. But if the

l
plea of necessity be admitted without inquiring for what
the act in question is necessary, anyrthing whatever may
be thus vindicated; since no one commits any crime
which is not, in his view, "necessary" to the attain
ment of some supposed advantage or gratification.

The confusion of thought is further increased by the
employment on improper occasions of the phrase "abso
lutely necessary;" which, strictly speaking, denotes a
ease in which there is no possible alternative. It is
necessary for a man's safety, that be should remain in a
house which he cannot quit without incurring danger:
it is absolutelyJ or simply, necessary that he should -re
main there, if he is closely imprisoned in it.

I have treated more fully on this fruitful source of
sophistry in the Appendix (No. I.) to King's "Discourse
on Predestination." In the course of it, I suggested an
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etymology of the word, \vhich I have reason to think is
not correct; but it should be observed, that this makes
DO difference in the reasoning, which is not in any de
gree founded on that etymology; nor have I, as some
hue represented, attempted to introduce any new or un
usual sense of the word, but have all along appealed to
common use, --the only right standard, - and merely
pointed out the senses in which each word las actually
been ~mployed. &e the Introduction to this Appendix.

OLD. - This word, in its strict and primary sense, de:'
notes the length of time that any object, has existed; and
many are not aware that t4ey are accustomed to use "'it in
any other. It is, however, very frequently employed in-

\ stead of " Ancient," to de~ote distance of time. The
same transition seems to have taken place in Latin.
Horace says of Lucilius, who was one of the most an~im'
Roman authors, but who did not live to be old-

--.--" quo fit ut omnia
Votiva pateat veluti descripta tabella
Vita Smis."

The present is a remarkable instance of the influence of
an ambiguous word over the thoughts even of those who
are not ignorant of the ambiguity, but are not carefuUy
on the watch against its _effects; the impressions and I

ideas associated by habit with the word when used in
one sense, being always apt to obtrude -themselves una
wares when it is employed in another sense, and thus to
affect our reasonings: e. g. "Old times," - U the D.ld
World," ~c. are expressions in frequent use, and which,
oftener than not, produce imperceptibly the associated
impression of the superior wisdom resulting from expe
rience, which, 8S a general rale, we attribute to Old ...

,
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Yet DO ODe is really ignorant.. that the world is older DOW

than ever it wu; and that the instruotion to be derived
&em observations on the 'past (which i. the adY&ntage
that Old per-lOftS possess) must be greater, supposing
other things equal, to every successive geDera~ioD: and

'. Baeon's remark to this purpose appears, as soon as dis
tinctly stated, a mere truism; yet few, perhaps, that he
made, are more important. There is always a tendency
to appeal with the same kind of deferen~e, to the authori
ty of "Old times," as of aged men.

It should be kept in mind, however, that ancient ellS- ,

'OllIS, iAStitutiOfts, ~c. when they stiU ezisi, may be literal
ly called Old; and have this advantage attending them,
that their effects may be estimated from long experience;
whereas we cannot be sure, respecting any recently-es- ,
tablished Law or System, whether it may not produce iD
time some effects which were not originally contemplated.

ONE - is sometimes employed to denote strict and
proper numerical Unity, sometimes, close Resemblance ;.
- correspondence with one single description. - See
~I SAME."

----." Facies non omnibus UNA,
Nee diversa tamen; qualem deeet esse 8oromm."

(h. Metam. b. li.

It is in the secondary or improper, not the p:rimary and
proper sense of this \vord, that men are exhoJ:ted to cc be
of one mind;" i. B. to agree in their faith, pursuits, mu
tual affections, ~c.

It is also in this sense that two guineas, t. g. struck
from a wedge or uniform fineness, are eaid to be cc of
ODe and the same form and weight," and also, cc of ODe

and the lame substaDce." In this seconduy or i...
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proper 8ense aho, a child is said to be "of one and the
8ame (bodily) substance with its mother:" or simply
ec of the substance of its mother:" for these two pieces
of money, and two human Beings, are numerically distinct.

It is evidently most important to keep steadily in view,
and to explain on proper occasions, these different uses
of the word; lest men should insensibly slide into error
on the most important of all subjects, by applying, in the
secondary sense, expressioDs which ought to be under
stood in the primary and proper. - &, ~'PERSON."

.PERSON,· in its ordinary use at present, invariably
implies a numerically distinct substance. Each man is
one Person,. and can be but one. It has also a peculiar
theological seDse, in which we apeak of the "three Per
SODS" of the blessed Trinity. It was probably thus em
ployed by our Divines as a literal, or perhaps etymologi
cal, rendering of the Latin word "Persona." I am in
clined to think, however, from the language of Wallis
(the Mathematician and Logician) in the following ex
tract, as well as from that of some other of our older
writers, that the English word" Person" was formerly not

so strictly confined as now, to the seDse it bears in com
mon conversation among us.

" That Which makes these expressions" (viz. respecting the
Trinity) "seem harsh to some of these men, is because they
have \lsed themselves to fancy that notion only of the word
Per8oD, according to which three men are accounted to be
three persoDS, and these three persons to be three men. Bat
he may consider that there is another notion of the 1Vord Per
IOD, and in common use too, wherein the same man may be
laid to susbin divers persoDS, and those persoDS to be the same

• Moet of the following obllern.tioDB will apply to the word ".Per
101I&1it)'Itt

23
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IDUl :. that i8, the Bame man at 8ultaining divers capaei~
As Wat Raid but DOW of Tully, Tru PerBOfIIIJI Unu .UOReo; ,
.eam, ad"er,arii, judicU. And then it will seem DO more
harsh to say, The three Persons, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost,
are one God, than to 8ay, God the Creator, God the Redeem
er, and God the Sanctifier, are one God ••••• it is mucll
the same thing whether of the t\\10 farms we ose."-LelIer8
OR the Trinity, p. 63-

"The word Perlon (per,07UJ) is originally a Latin word, &Del
doth Dot properly signify a Man, (so that another pefBOA IBtI8t
needs imply anolAer man,) for then the word HOfAO would have
served, and tbey needed not have taken in the word PerMmtJ ;

. but rath('r, one '0 circumBtantiated. And the lame Man, if
considered in other· circums~ces (considerably different) is
reputed anothu ptTson. And that this is the true notion of the
word Person, appears by those noted ph~ases,personam induere,
personam deponere, personam ngert, and many the like in ap-
proved Latin authors. Thus the same man may at once sus
tain the Person of a King' and a Father, if he be invested
both with regal and paumal authority. Now because the King
and the Father are for the most part not only different persons,
but different men also, (and the like in other cascs,) hence it
comes to pass that another Per80R is sometimes supposed to im
ply another man; but not always, nor is that the proper sense
of the word. It is Englished in our dictionaries by the atate,
quality, or condition, whereby ant man differs from another; and
80, as the condition.alters, the Person alters, though the man
be the same.

"The hinge of the controversy is that notion concerning
the three .OtMtDhat8, which the Fathers (\vho first used it) did
intend to design by the name Person; 80 that we are not from
the word Per.on to determine what wu that Notion; but fiom
that Notion which they would expre8s, to determine in what
sense the word Person is here used," ~c. ~c. - LeIter JT. i •
.Il.UtDer to tht ~ria",', JTindication.*

* Dr. Walli.'s theological works, considering bi. general celebrity,
are wpnderfolly little known. He seem. to have beeD, in hi. clay,
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What was precisely the notion which these Latin
Fathers intended to convey, and how far it approached
the classical signification of the word U Persona," it may
Dot be easy to determine. But we must presume that
they did not .intend to employ it in what is, ~ow, the ordi
nary sense of the word Person; both because " Persona"
never, J believe, bore that sense in· pure Latinity, and
also because it is evident that, in that sense, "three di
vine Pe!sons" would have been exactly equivalent to
II three Gods;" a meaning which the orthodox always
disavowed.

It is probable that they had nearly the same view with
. which the Greek theologians adopted the word "Hypos
~asi8"; which seems calculated to express "that which
stands under (i. e. is the subject of) Attributes." They
meant, it may be PJ"esumed, to guard against the sus
picion of teaching, on the one hand, that there are three
Gods, or three Part~ of the one God; or, on the other
hand, that Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are no more than
three Names, aU of the same signification; and, they
employed accordingly a term which might serve to de
Dote, that (though divine Attributes belong to all and
each of these, yet) there are Attributes of each~ respec
tively, which are not so strictly applicable to e~ther of

one of the ablest DefelidE(rs of the Church'. docuine, against t4e
Arians and Socinians of that period. Of course he incurred the
censure, not only of them, but of all whot though not professedly
Arian, gave luch an exposition of the doctrine as amounts virtually
to Tritheiam. I beg to be understood, however, as not demandiDr
an implicit deference for hil, or for any other human authority, how
ever eminent. We are taught to "call DO man Master on earth."
But the refereDce to Dr. Wallis may serve both to show the use of the
word in his day'll and to correct the notion. should any have enter.
tamed it, that the views of the subject here taken are, in our
Church. any thing Dovel.
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the others, as such; as when, fot instance, the Soa is
called especially the "Redeemer," and the Holy Spirit,
the "Comforter or Paraclete," ~·c. The notion thus
conveyed is indeed very "faint and imperfect; but is pet
haps for that very reason, (considering what Man is, and
what. God is,) the less likely to lead to error.' One may
wnvey to a blind man, a notion of seeing, correct as far
as it goe~, and instructive to him, though very imperfect:
if he form a more full and distinct notion of it, his ideas
will inevitably be incorrect. - See Essay VII. § 5: Second
Series.·

It is perhaps to be regretted that our Divines; in ren
dering the Latin "Persona," used the word PersoD,
whose ordinary sense, ip the present day at least, diff'er.&
in a most important point from the theological sense, and
yet is .Dot 80 remote from it as to .preclude all mistake
and perplexi~y. If" Hypostasis," or any othet complete
ly fo~eign term, had been used instead, no idea at aU
would have been conveyed except that of the explanatioD
liven; "and .thus the d.anger at least of being misled by.&
word, would have been avoided.t

Our Reformers however did. not introduce the word
into their Catechism; though it has been (I must think,
injudiciously) employed in some popular exp.ositions of
the Catechism, without any. explanation, or even allusion
to its being psed in a peculiar sen-se.

* It is worth obse"ing, as a striking instance of the little relianee
to be placed on etymology as a guide to the meaning of a word, that
., Hypostasis," U Sultetantia," and" Understanding," 80 widely die.
fennt in their eeDIe, corre-pond in their etymology.

t I wiMl it to be obeerved, that it is the a'fll11ipiiy of ~e.wordp,...
~ which renders it objectionalJle ; not, its being nowhere employed
in &riptu,.e in the teohinal sense .of theologian.; .fol' this okeum
Rance is rather an advantage. - See EM.y VI. (Second Seriee),
§ 4, note.

,-
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As it is, the danger of being not merely not under
Btooa, but misunderstood, should be guarded against most
sedulously, by all who wish not only to keep clear of er
ror, but to irtculeate important truth; by seldom, or never ·
employing this ambiguous word without some explanation 
or caution, For if we employ, without any such cartt,
terms which we must be sensible are likely to mislead, at
least the unlearned and the unthinking, we cannot stand
acquitted on the plea of not having directly inculcated
error.

I am persuaded that Dluch heresy, and s.ome infidelity,
may be traced ill part to the neglect of thia caution. It
is Dot wonderful that some should be led to 'renounce a. -

doctrine, which, through the ambiguity in question, may
be represented to them as involving a 8elf-~ontradictionJ

or as leading to Tritheism ; - that others sh.ould insen
sibly slide into this very error; - or that ,many more
(whieh I know to be no uncommon ease) should for fear
of that error, deliberately, and on principle, keep the
doctrine of the 1'rinity out of their thoughts, as a point
of speculative belief, to \vhich they have assented once
for aU, but w~ich they find it dangerous to dwell on ;
though it is in fact the very Faith into which,· by our
Lord's appoiutmeot, we are baptized.
- Nor should those who do understand, or at least have
once understood, the ambiguity in question, rest satis
fied that they are thenceforward safe from all danger in
that quarter. It should be remembered that the thoughts
are habitually influenced, through the force of 1l8socia
tiOD, by the recurrence of the ordinary sense of any word
to the mind of those who are Dot especially 00 their
guard against it. See" Fallacies," § 5.t

• al, "'N"., "italo the Name; Dot "i" the Name-It Matt. DYiiL 19.
t The correctne. of a fortMJ, and tWi6.,.ate Ctm/_Iioft of Faith, is

23*
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Nor again i. the habitual aekJiowledgmeat of O"e God,
of iuelfa suffioient safeguard; sinee, ·from the addition
al ambiguities of "One '-' and" Unity," (noticed in',_
preceding Article,) we may gradually fan into the DGtio.
of a merely figurative Unity j such as ·Unity of substaace
merely, (see the preeeding Article,) - Unity ofpurpose,......
concert of action, ~c. 8ueh as is often deaoted by t~
phrase "one mind." &,," SAIIE/' in .this Appendix,
and "Dissertation," Book IV. Chap. v. '

When however I speak of the necessity of ezplanatiOll', 
the reader is requested to keep in mind, that I ~ean,

Dot explanatioDs of the nature of the DBity, but, of our II",.

'"' of words. On tbe_ one hand we must ~ot content
ourselves with merely saying that the 'whole subject is
mysterious and must not be too nicely pried into; wh~
we neglect to notice the distinction between divine reve
lations, and human explanations of them; - betweell in
quiries into the mysteries of the Divine nature, and .into
the mysteries arising from the ambiguities of language,
and of a language too, adopted by uninspired men. For,
whatever Scripture declares, the Christian is bound to

receive implicitly, however unable to understand it: but
to claim an uDinquiring assent to expressions ofmUl's fum-

I ing, (however judiciously framed,) without even an at-

Dot alway., of itself, a 8ufficient eafeguard against error in the 1acJb8.
ual tmpre"iof&/l on the mind. Romanists 1latter themselves tha.t *1
are safe from Idolatry, because they distinctly acknowledge the
truth, that ," God only is to be 'eT11ed; uN. with" Latria;" though
they allow ADORATION, (" hyperdulia It and cC dulia ") to the Virgin
and other Saints, - to Images, - and to Relics: to w:hich it has
been juatly replied, that supposing this distinction correct in itle~'it

would bet in practice. Duptory ; mce the IDU8 of the people .._
IOOD (as experience provee) 1018 light Of it entirely in their. habitual
devotioDi.
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tempt·to aseertaia t·beir meaning, is to#fall into one of the
worst error-I ~f the Rom.niats.

On the.other hand, to require e.p')anatio~8of what God
is ·in Himself, is to attempt what is beyond the reach of
tbe human faculties, and .foreign from !tbe apparent de
8ign of Scripture-revelation;· which.seems Ito be,chiefty,
if not ~holly, to declare to us, (at least to insist on among
-the essential articlea.offaith,) with a view toour practieal
benefit, and to the influencing of onr feelings and con
duet, 'l1ot so much the intrinsic nature of the Deity, as,
what He is relatively to U8. Scripture teaches us (and
our Church-Catechism .direots our attention t~ these
points) to iiC believe in God, who, as the Father, kath made
us and all the World, - a~ the Son, katA redee'fned us and
all mankind, - as the Holy Ghost, sanctifietk us, and all
the elect people of God." t And this distinction is, as I
have said, pointed out in the very form of Baptis·m.
Nothing indeed can be more decidedly established by
Scripture, :..... nothing more indistinctly e~plai7led (except
8S far as rel~tes to us) than the doctrine or. the 'rrinity; t
nor· are we perhaps capable, with our present faculties, of
comprehending it more funy.

* In these matters our inquiry, at least our firlt inquiry, should
&1ways be, what is re'D«iled : nor ifanyone refuses to ad{)pt as an are
ticle of faith, this or that expositioDt should he be' understood as ne.
ceasarily maintaining its fohity. For we are sure that there must be
mallY truths relative to the Deity, which we have no means ofucer- .
tailling: Dor does it follow that even every truth which etm be ascer
tained, muat be a part of the essential faith of a Christian.

t Hawkins's Manual) p. 12.
*Compare together, for instance, such~I as-the followiDI;

for it is bYeofAp4ring Scripture with Scripture, not by dwelling on
itMv.latea1extait that the Word of God is to be rightly nndel'ltooG:
LUke i .. 36, and John xiv. 9; John xiv. 16, 18, iG, Matt. zzriii. 19,
10; John xri. 7, Coloss. ii. 9; ·Philipp. i.19t I.Cor. n. 19; Matte.x.
W), and John xiv. ?3.
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And as it is wise to reserve for mature age, 8uoh in
structions as are unsuitable to a puerile under8tandial,
80, it seems the part of a like wisdom, to abstain, during
this our state of childhood, from curious speculations on
subjects in which even the ablest of human minds can
but Ie see through a glass, darkly." On these, the Learn-

t ed can have no advantage over others-; though we are
apt to forget that any mysterious point inscrutable to Man,
as Man, - surpassing the utmost reach of human intel
lect, - must be such to t.he learned and to the ignorant,
to the wise and to the simple alike; - that. in utter dark
ness, the strongest sight, and the weakest, are on a level.-

* U Sir, in these matters," (said one of the most eminent of our Re
formers, respecting another mysterio11S point,)" I am so fearful, that
I dare speak no further, ye~ almost none otherwise, than as the
Scripture doth as it were lead me by the hand."
. And surely it is much better thus to consult Scripture, a.n~ take it

. for a guide, than to resort to it merely for conJi,rmati0'fl,8, contained in
detached texts, of the several parts of some System of Theology,
which the student fixes on as reputed orthodox, and which is in fact
made the guide which he permits to" lea.d him by the hand;" while
passages culled out from various parts of the Sacred Writings in sub
serviency to such system, are formed into what may be called an
AfIII,gra1ll of Scripture: and then, by reference to this system as aetan
dud, each doctrine or discourse is readily pronounced Orthodox, or
Socinran, or Arian~ or Sabellian, or N estorian, tc.; and all this, on
the ground that the theologica1scheme which the student has adopt
ed, is supported by Scripture. The materials indeed are the stones
of the Temple; but the building constructed with them isa fabric of
human contrivance. If instead of this, too common, procedure, stu
dents would fairly search the Scriptures with a view not merely to
defend their opinions, but to from them, - not merely for arga'11W1&t6
but for tndA, - keeping human expositions to their own proper pur
poses, [See E888.Y VI. First SeriesJ and not allowing these'to be-
.come, practioally, a standard, - i( in short, they were lUI honeBt1y
de.irous to be OR t1s 8itU oj Striptura, as they naturally are to have
Bcript:ure 011 their 8itU, how much BOunder. as well as more charita
ble; would their conclusions often be!
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,With preluOlptuous speculations, suoh as I have allud
ed to, many theologians, even of those who lived near,
,and iDdeed during, the Apostolioal times,· seem to have
been alike chargeable, .. widely as they differed in respect
of: the particular explanations .adopted by each : '

" Unus utrique
Error; sed variis illudit partibus."

The 'Gnostics+ introduced a theory of .lEons, or sue- '
cessive emanations from the divine "Pleroma" or Ful
ness; one of whom was Christ, and became incarna,te in
the man Jesus. t 1'he Sabellians are reported to have
described Christ as bearing the same relation to the Fa
.ther, as the illuminating (~o)TL(JnXOJ1) quality, does to
the SUD; while the Holy Ghost corresponded to the
warming quality (balnoJ1): or again, the Three as cor
responding to the Body, Soul, and Spirit of a man; or
again, to Substance,'--' Thought o.r Reason, - and :Will
or Action. The Ariana again appear to have introduced
in reality three Gods; the Son and the Holy Spirit, cre- I

ated Beings, but with a certain imparted divinity. 'rhe
Nestorians and Eutychians, gave opposite, but equally
fanciful and equally presumptuous explanations of the In
carnation, ~c. ~c.

* It is important to remember, - what we; are very liable to l08e
light of; - the circumstance, that not only. there arose grievous er
rors during the time of the Apostles, and consequently such were
likely to exist in the times immediately following, but also that when
these inspired guides were removed, there was no longer the same
infallible authority to decide what tDtJB error. In the absenCe of
8UCh:& guide, lOme eno.might be leceived· as orthodox, ao.d some
IOUDd doctrines be- condemned &8 heterodu.

t Oftheee, and several other ancient heretics, we have no accounts
but those of th~ir opponents; which however we may presume to
contain more or leu of approximatiolrw-nat "WaS.really maifttained.

t These heretic8 appear' to ~fttna. 'fJPlit -inf;o'malfy ·W&reiDt eee.,
teaching various modifioatiolll ofthe same-eblurdities. - See B.,.ttm,'.
"ptoA 1M'.,... '
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Nor were those who were accounted orthodox, alto
gether exempt from the same fault of presumptuous spec
ulation. "Who," says Chrysostom, "was ~e to whom God
said, Let us make man? who but he ..... the Son or
God 1" And Epiphanius, on the same passage, says, "this
is the language of G?d' to his Word." Each of these
writers, it may be observed, in representing God (under
tAat title) a's addressing Himself to the Son as to a dis
tinct Being previously to the birth of Jesus on earth, ap
proaches ,ery closely to the Ari~n tritheisnl. And J us
tin Martyr in a similar tone, expre8sly speaks of God as
"One, not in number, but in judgment or designs." - I
will not say that such passages as these m·ay not be so in
terpreted as to exclude both the Arian and every other
form of tritheism ; but it is a dangerous' thing, to use
(and that, Dot in the heat of declalnation, but in a pro-
,Cessed exposition) language of such a nature that it is a
mere chance whether it may not lead into the most UD

scriptural errors. If the early writers had not been ha
bitually very incautious in this point, that could hardly
have taken place which is recorded respecting the coun
cil held at Rimini, (A.D. 360,) in which a Confession or
Faith was agreed upon, whicb the Arians soon after boast
ed of as sanctioning their doctrine, and" the Church,"
we are' told, " was astonished to find itself unexpectedly
become Arian.." t

The fact is, that numberless \\9riters, both of those who
were,'and who were Dot, accounted heretics, beingdispleas
ed, and justly, with ODe another's explanations of the mode
ofexistence of the Deity, in8~ead of taking warning arig~t

• 06.,." • • • • • • "'''t-I'''''''' e ••" ''''If'' &no, ..,u ..a ...,,,.. tr'"
-",.., 9 ••;, "t,l'" A',.",. I16AA' ,11 ",."',; tee

o t See ~8say VI. (Se,?ond Series) § 2. Note b.
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from the errors of their neighbours, sought, each, the rem
edy, in some otler explanation instead, concerning matters
unrevealed and inexplicable by man. They found noth
ing to satisfy a metaphysical curiosity in the brief and in
distinct, though decisive, declarations of Scripture, that
"God was in Christ, reconciling the World ,unto Him
self;" - that" in Him dwelleth all. the F~)ne88 of the
Godhead, bodily;"- that U it is God that worketh in us
both to will and to do of his good pleasure; " - tb.t if we
" keep Christ's saying, He dwelleth in us, and we in
Him; " - that " if any man have not the Spirit of Christ
he is none of his;" - and that "the Lord is the
'Spirit," ~c.· They wanted something more full, and
more philosophical, than all this; and tbeir theology ac
cordingly was" spoiled, through philosophy and vain de
ceit, after the tradition of men, after the rudiments of the
World, and not after Christ." Hostile as they were to
each otber, the grand mitltake in principle was common to

many of aU parties.
. And in latter ages the Schoolmen kept up the same
Spirit, and even transmitted it to protestants. " Theolo
gy teaches," (says a passage in a Protestant work,) " that
there is in God, one Essence, two Processions, three Per
SODS, fou'r Relations, five Notions, and the Circuminces
SiOD, which tbe Greeks call Perichoresis." ...• What
follows is still more to my purpose; but I cannot bring
myself to transcribe any further. "Who is this that
darkeneth council by words without knowledge 1 JJ

Bu\ the substance of great part of what I have been say..'
ing, has been ~xpressed in better language than mine, in
a late work which displays no ordinary ability, Mr. Doug
las's Errors regarding Religion.

• .. Not, as in our 'Version, " tlua Spirit; " 'O~)l JUc'" TO na",.& .....".

.. I



" The n.dical mWake in all thel8 &yBteIDs, whether heretieal
or orthodox, which have embroiled.mau.kind in 80 maD)' sCl.nd..
lou disputes, and absurd and pernicious opwons, proceeds from
the disposition 80 natural in man of being wise above what is
written. They are not satisfied with believing a plain declara
tion of the Saviour, ' I and the Father are one.' They unde.r
take with the utmost presumption and folly to explain in what
manner the Father and the Son are oDe; but man might as wen
attempt to take op the ocean in tlie hollow of his hand, as endeav..
our by his narrow undelltanding to comprehend the maDIler of
the Divine existence." •••• P. 50.

"Heresies, however, are not confined to the heterodox.
While the Arians and Semi-Arians were corrupting the truth
by every subtilty of argument an~ ingenious perversion of terms,
the c~hodox all the while were dogmatizing about the Divine
nature with a profusion of words, which either had no meaning,
or were gross mistakes, or inapplicable metaphors when applied
to the infinite nnd spiritual existence of God. And not content
with using such arguments against the heretics as generally
produced a new heresy witbout refuting the former one, 8S

soon as they obtained the power they expelled them from the
Roman empire, and sent them with all the zeal which "persecu
tion confers, and which the orthodox, from their prosperity, had
lost, to spread every variety of error amongst the nations of.the
barbarians.

"Orthodoxy was become 3. very nice affair, from the rigor of
its terms, and the perplexity of its creed, and very unlike the
highway for the simple, which the Gospel presents. A slip in a
single expression was enough to make a man a heretic. The
use or omission of a single word occasioned a new rent in Chris~

tianity. Every herely produced a new creed, o.nd every creed
a Dew heresy • • • • • • • Never does human folly aDd learned
ignorance appear in a more .disgusting point of view than in
these disputes of Christians amongst themselves; Dor does any
study appear 80 well calculated to foster infidelity as the histo
ry of Christian sects, unless the reader be guided by light from
above, and carefully distinguish the doctrines of the Bible from
the miserable disputes of pretended Christians."~ P. 53.
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To discuss ·this important subject more fully (or per
llaps indeed as fully as-' it has been here treated of) is
hardly suitable to a logical' work: and yet the impor
tance of attending to the ambiguity I have now been
considering, cannot be duly· appreciated, without offering
some remarks on the subject-matter with which that
ambiguity is connected; and such remarks again, if

. scantily and irnperfeGtly developed, are open to cavil or
mistake. I must take the liberty therefore of referring
the reader to such works, both my own, and those of
others, as contain something of a fuller statement of
the same views. - See Essays (First Series), Essay II.
~ 4, aDd Essays.IV. and V. i-Second Series, Essay VI.
~ 2, p. 199; VII. ~ 3; and IX. ~ 1.- Origin of Ro
mish Errors, Chap. ii. § 1. Archbishop King's Sermon
". Predestifl,ation, ~c., and Encyclop. Metropol. Hill
tory, Chap. xxvii. p. 589, and Chap. xxxiv. p. 740.

POSSIBLE. - This word, like the others of kindred
meaning, relates sometimes to~ contingeJl,cy, sometimes to
pOUJer; and these two senses are frequently conf~unded.

In the first sense we say, e. g: Ie it is possible this patient
IDay recover," Dot meaning, that it depends on his choice;
bot that we are not sure whether the event will Dot be such.
In the other sense it is U possible" to the best man to vio
late every rule of morality; since if it were out of his power
to act so if he ehose it, there would be no moral go~dness
in the ease; though we are quite sure that such never
will be his eboiee.-See U IMPOSSIBLE."

PRIEST.-See U DISSERTATION," Book IV. Ch. iv.

§ 2.
Etymologically, the word answers to Presbyter, i. e.

Elder in the Christian Church; and is often applied to
24
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the second order of Christian Minister. at tile pre.ent
day. But it is remarkable that it never OCQIUS in tUa.
sense, in our translation of the Scriptures: tI1e word
1rr~u6vleqOl; being always rendered by Elder; and its
deri..ative, Priest, always given as the translation of
Cl~qw~. This latter is an office assigned to none under
the Gospel-scheme, except ~he ONE great High Priest, or
whom the Jewish Priests were types, and who offered a
sacrifice (that being the most distiDguishing office of a
Priest in the sense of cl~Vft'~)' which is the only ODe under
the Gospel.

It is incalculable how much confusion has arisen from
confounding together the two senses of the word Priest,
and thence, the two offices themselves.

I h~ve enlarged accordingly on this subject in a Ser
moo, preached before the Uniyersity of Oxford, and sub
joined to the last edition of the BamptoD Le~tures. See
also Errors of Romanism, Chap. ii.

REA~ON.-This word is liable to ma~y ambiguities.
of which I propose to notice only afew of the most im
portant. Sometimes it is used to signify all the intellec
tual powers colleetively; in which sense it can hardly be
said to be altogether denied- to brutes; sinee several of
what we reckon intellectu.al procegees' in the human
mind, are eviden~ly such as some brutes are capable of:

Reason is, however, freqnently employed to denote
those intellectual powers exclusively in which man iliffers
from brutes; though what these are no one. has been
able precisely to define. The employment at will of the
faculty of Aostraction seems to· be the principal; that
being, at least, principally concerned in the use of Lan
guage. The Moral faculty, or power of distingoishing
right from wrong, (which a~pears also to be el~8ely eo~
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neeted with Abstraction,) is one of wbich brutes are des
titute; but then 'Dr. Paley and some other ethical writers
deny it 'to man alSO". The description gi,en by that
author of our discernment of good and bad conduct, (vi%.
as wholly dependent on expectation of reward and pun
ishment,) would equally apply to many of the brute-crea
tion, especially the more intell~gent of domestic animals,
u dogs and horses. It is in this sense, however, that
some writers speak of U Reasoa " as enabling us to judge
of virtue and vice; not, as Dr. Campbell in his Philoso
phy of Rhetoric has understood them, in the sense of the
power of argumentation. .

Reason, however, is often used for the faculty of car
rying' on the third operation of the mind; tJiz. ReasoMing.
ADd it is from inattention to this ambiguity (which has
been repeatedly noticed in the course of the foregoing
treatise), that some have treated of Logie as the art of
~ightly employing the mental faculties in general.

Reason is also employed to signify the Premiss or
Premis~8 of an argument; especially the minor Premiss;
and it is from Reason in this sense that the word" Rea
soning" is derived.

It is also very frequently used to signify a Cause; as
when we 8ay, in popular language, that the "Reason of
an eclipse of the sun is, that the moon is interposed be
tween it and the earth." This should be strictly called
the cause. ~n the other hand, U Because" (i. e. by·
Cause) is used to. introduce either the Physical Cau~e

or the Logical Pr.oof: and "Therefore," U Hence,"
"Since," U Follow," "Consequence," and many other
kindred words, have a corresponding ambiguity: e. g.
U the ground is wet, because it has rained;" or "it has

"rained, and hence the ground is wet; " this is the assign
ment of the Cause; again, "it has rained, because the
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ground is wet;" "the ground is wet, and therefore it
has rained;" this is assigning the logical proof; the
wetness of the ground is the cause, Dot of the rain having
fallen, but of our knoI/Jing that it has fallen. And this
probably it is that has led to the ambiguous use in alJ
languages of almost aU the words relating to these two
points. It is an ambiguity which has produced incalcu
lable confusion of thought, and from which it is the
harder to escape, on accQuot of its extending to those
very forms of expression which are introduced in order
to clear it up.

What adds to the confusion is, that the Cause is often
employed as a Proof of the' effect: - as when we infer~
from a great fall of rain, that there is, or will be, a flood;
which is at once the physical effect, and the logical eon
elusion. The ca8~ is just reversed, when from a flood
we infer that the rain has fallen.
. The more attention anyone bestows on this ambiguity;

the more extensive and important its resolts will ap
pear. -See Analytical Outline, § 2.

REGENERATION. - This word is employed by
some Divines to signify the actual ne~ life and character
which ought to distinguish the Christian; by others, a
release from a state of condemnation, - a reconciliation
to God, - adoption as his childreD, ~c., t which is a
necessary preliminary to the entrance on such a state;
(but which, unhappily, is not invariably followed by it) :

* See cc Fallacies. U "Non causa pro causa." Book III. § 14.
t" .... Baptism, wherein 1 1Das m,ade a. member of Christ, a

child of God, and an inheritor of the Kingdom of H~aven." • . •.•
" A death unto sin, and a new birth unto righteousness,o/c." ••••
Cc We being regenerate, and made thy children by adoption and
gr&C~, 4-e."
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aDd these are, of course, as different things as a grain of
seed SOWD, and "th~ full corn in the ear."

Much controversy has taken place as to the time at
which, and the circumstances under .which, "Regenera
tion" takes place; the greater part of which may be
traced to this ambiguity.

SAME (as well 8S "One," "Identic.al," and other
words derived from them) is used frequently in a sense
very different from its primary one; (as applicable to a
single object;) viz. it is employed to denote great si",i~

larity. When several objects are undistiogaishably aiike,
One single deseription will apply equally to any of them;
and thence they are said to be all of one and the same
nature, appearance, ~c.: as, e. g. when we say, "this
house is boilt of the same stone with such another," we
only mean that the stones are undistinguishable in their
qualities.; not, that the one building was pulled down,

_ and the other constructed with the materials. Whereas
Sameness, in the primary sense, does not even necessari- .
Iy imply Similarity; for if we say of any man that he is
greatly altered since such a time, we understand, ,and in
deed imply by the very expression, that he is One per8on,
though different in several qualities, else it would not be
lie. It is worth observing also, that U Same," in, the
secondary sense, admits, according to popular usage, of
&gree.: we speak of two things being nearly the same,
but not entirely: personal identity does Dot admit of
degrees. .

Nothing, perhaps, has eont;ibuted more to the error of
Jl,ealism than inattention to this ambiguity. When seve"
raJ persoDs arf' said to have One and tAe &me opinion..
thought - or id~a, - many mep, overlooking the ~rue

.i_pIe tlAteJDeDt of' the o.ee, whioh is, that sbey Gr, tJll
24*
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thinking alike, look for something more abstruse and my...
tical, and imagine there must be some On~ tAi"g, in the
primary sense, though not aD individual, which is present
at once in the mind of each of these persons: and thence
readily sprung Plato's theory of Ideas, each of which
was, according to him, one real, eternal object, existiag
entire and complete in each of the individual objects that
are known by ODe name. Hence, first in poetical my
thology, and ultimately, perhaps, in popular belief, For
tune, Liberty, Prudence,. (Min~rYa,) a Boundary, (Te••
minus,) and even the MHde·w of Corn, (Rubigo,) 4-c.,
'becatne personified, deified, and. represenoted by Statues;
somewhat according to the process which is described by
Swift, in his humorous manner, in speaking of Zeal, (i.
tbe Tale of a Tub,) "how from a notion it beeame a
word, and from thence, in a hot 'summer, ripened into a
tangible Substance." We find Seneca thinking it neces
sary gravely to combat the position of some of his Stoieal
predecessors, " that the Cardinal Virtues are Animals: "
while the Hindo08 of the present day, from observing the
eimilar symptoms whieh are known by the name of Small
pox, and the communication pf the like from one pat~ent

to another, do not merely call it (as we do) ORe disease,
but believe (if we may credit the accounts given) that
the Small-pox is a Goddess, who becomes incarnate iB
each infected patient. All these absurdities are in fact
but the extreme and ultimate point of Realism.. - &" Dis
sertation, Book IV. Chap. v.

SIN, in its ordinary aeceptati9n, means some actual
transgression, in thought, word, or deed, of the moral
law, or of a positive divine precept. It has also, what
may be oalled, a theological 8enl!l~, in which it is used for
that ,injlllftt,ls or frailty, - that liability, or prODenell, to
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transgression, which all men inherit from their first pa-
rents, and which is commonly denominated "original"
Sin ;. in which sense we find such expressions as II in
Sin hath my mother conceived me." The word seems
also to be still further transferred, to signify the state of
t:tnIdemnatinn itself, in which the children of Adam are,
Ie by nature born," in consequence of this sinful tenden
cy in them: (or, according to -some divines, in conse
quence of the very guilt of Adam's offence being actually
imputed to each individual of his posterity.) t It m~st
be in the sense of_ a "state of condemnation" that our
Church, in her office for Infant Baptism, speaks of " re
mission of Si~8," with reference to a child, which is DO

moral agent: "following the innocency of children,"
(i. e. of at:tual Sin) being mentioned within a few sen
tences. And as it is plain that ae~ual Sin cannot, in the
former place, be meant, so neither can it be, in this
place, man's proneness to Sin: since the baptismal office
would not pray for, and hold out a promise of, "release U

and "re~issio1&" of that cpqo'll'rjpa oa~xo~ which, according
to the Article, Ie remains even in the regenerate."

Though all Theologians probably are aUJare of these
distinctions, yet much confusion of thought has resulted
(rom their not being always attended to.

• Of the degree of this depravity of our nature, various ac~ountl
are given; some representing it as amounting to a total lOll of the
moral faculty, or even, to a preference of evil for its own sake; oth
ers making it to consist in a certain undue preponderance of the
lower propensities over the nobler sentiments, O/CO But'these seem
to be Dot dHFerences as to the Beue of the 1DOrtl, (with which alODe

we are here concerned,) but as to the state of the faa.
f I must again remind the r~ader that I am inquiring only into the

lenses in which each word has tJd:uaJly been uled; Dot into the truth
or falsity of each doctri1lS in question. On the present que.tioD, see
I:aGP Oft tM 1Ji8it:itl,tlu in St. PAW," WriAng8, Ellty VI.
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THEREFORE.-liJa uRBA80N," I,Qd "WHY."

TRUTH, in the strict logical lense, applies to Prope.
.itioos, and to nothing else; and eoosists in the oon
formity or the deelaration made to theaetoal state of
the case; agreeably to Aldrich's defibitioo- of a "true I~

propoiition .:.... yera est, que qlUJd res est dicit.
It would be an advantage if the word " Trueness" or

4C Verity" could be introduced and employed in this
sense, since the word "Truth" is 80 often used to de
note the II true Proposititm itHlf. "·What I tell you i.
the Trutl; the TnttA of what I say shall be proyed : U

the term is here used in these t\"O senses. In like man
ner Falsehood is often opposed to Truth in both these
senses; being commonly used to signify the quality of a
false proposition. But as we have the word Falsity,
which properly denotes this,. I have thought it best, in a
seientifie treatise, always to employ it for that purpose.

In its etymological sense" Truth signifies that which
the speaker "trows," or believes to be the fact. The
etymology of the word .tLA.H6EZ seems to be similar;
denoting rum-concealment. In this senle it is opposed to
a LiB" and may be called Moral, as the other may Logi
cal, Truth. A witness therefore may comply with hi.
oath to speak the Truth, though it so happen ~hat he is
mistake~ in some particular of his evidence, provided he
is fully ~oDviDced that the thing is as he states it.

Truth is not unfrequently applied,in loose and inae
eurate language, '0 arg!1ments; where the proper ex..
pression would be "eorrectoell,JJ "coDclusiyeness," or
,CC validity.'"

Truth~ again, is often used in the sense of Reolity.
People speak of the Truth or Falsity of fat;ts; properl!
speaking, the1 are either, re. or ficti'iD.,: it iI the ,tIM-
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menl that is "true" or U false." The" trae" cause of
aa1 thing, is a common expression;' meaning "that
which may with Truth be assigned as the cause." The
senses of Falsehood correspond.

" Truth" in the sense of " reality" is also opposed to
shadows, - types, -pictures, ~c. Thus," the Law was·
given' by Moses, but grace and 'truth' came by Jesus
Christ:" fot the Law had only a " shadow of good things
to come."

The present is an ambiguity of which the Romanists
bave often availed themselves with' great effect; tbe am
biguity of tbe word," Church" (which see) lending its aid
to the fallacy. "Even the Protestants," they say, "dare
Dot deny ours to be a TRUE CHURCH; now there
can be but ONE 1'RUE CHURCH;" (which they
support by those passages of Scripture which relate to
the collective body of Christians in all those several
branches which also are called in Scripture Churches;)
"ours therefore must be the true Church; if you for
sake us, you forsake the truth and the ChurcA, and eon
sequently shut yourself out (rom the promises of the Gos
pel. Those who are of a logical and accurate turn of
mind will easily perceiYe that the ·sense in which the
Romish Church is admitted... by her opponents to be a
tMle Church, is that of reality; - it is a real, not a pre-
~tended CAllrcA; - it may be truly said to be a Church.
The sense in which the Romanists seize the concession
is, that of a Church teacAi1Jg 'true doctrines; which was
never conceded to the Church of Rome by the Prote~

tants; w~o bold, that a Church may err without ceasing
to'be -a:Church.

WHENCE.-See "WHY," and "REASON."
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WHY' - As aa interrogative, this word is employed
in three senses: Wz. U By wbat prooft" (or Reason)
U From what Cause 1" "For what purpose 1 ", This
last is commonly called the" final eause." E. G. ~'Why
is this prisoner guilty of the crime 1 " "Why does a
atone fall to the earth 1 " U Why did you go to Lon
don ! " Much confusion has arisen from Dot distinguish
iag these different inquiries. &e" RBASON." •

N. B. As the Wi)rds which follow are all of them eon
nected together in their significations, a-nd I)S the expla
nations of their ambiguities have been furnished by the
kindness of the Professor of Political Economy, it seemed
ad,isable to plaee them by themselves, aDd in the order
in which they, appeared to him moat Daturally to arrange
them-selves.

The foundatioDfJ of Political Economy being a few
general propositions deduced from observation or from
eODsciousness, and generally admitted as soon as stated,
it might ha\'e been expected that there would be as lit
tle difference of opinion among Political-Economists as
among Mathematicia~8;- that, being agreed ~D their
premises, they eo~ld not differ in their eonclusions, but
througb some error in reasoning, so palpable as to be
readily detected. And if they had possessed a vocabu
lary of general terms as precisely defined as the math&
matical, this would probably have been the ease. But u
the terms of this Science are drawn from common d.
course, and seldom carefully defined by the writers who
employ them, hardly one of them has any settled and in
..riable meaning, aDd their ambiguities are perpetu-
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ally overlooked. The principal terms are oaly seyen:
ei,;. VALUIJ, WBALTB, LABOR, CA..I'..L, R••T, WAG:&S,
PaOI'IT8.

1. VALUE. As Taloe is the ooly relation with which
Political Economy is conversant, we might expect all
Economists to be agreed as to its meani'Dg. There is DO

subject as .to which they are less agreed.
The popular, and rar the most cODyenient, use of the

word, is to signify, the capacity of being giyen and r..
eeived in exchange. So defined, it expresses a relation.
The value of anyone thing must consist in the seyeru
quantities of all other things which can be obtained in ex
change for it, and can never remain fixed for an instant.
Most writers admit the propriety of this definition at the,
outset, but they scarcely ever adhere to it.

Adam Smith deines Value to mean, either the utility
of a particular object, or the power of pureAaang otlMr
goods which the possession of that object conveys. The
first he calls U Value in use," the second u. Value in ex-'
change." Bot he soon afterwards says, that equal quaD
tities of labor at all times aDd places are of equal ,Value
to the laborer, whatever may be the quantity of goods he
receives in return for them; and that labor never varies
in its own,Value. It is clear that be affixed, or thought
he had affixed, some other meaning to the word; as the
first of these propositions is contradictory, ~d the seeoDd
false, whichever of his two definitions we adopt.

Mr. Ricardo appears to set out by admitting Adam
Smith's definition of Value in exchange. But in the
greater part of his "Principles of Political Eeonomy,"
he uae~ the word as synonymous with Cost: and by
this ODe ambiguiiy has readered hie. great wor~ a long
enigma.

~I
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Mr. Malthu8· defines Value to be .the power of par
chasing. In the yery next page be distinguishes abso
lute from relative Value, a distinction contradictory to

his definition of the term, as expressive of a relation.
Mr. M'Culloch t distinguishes between real and ex

changeable, or relative, Value. And in his nomencla
ture, the exchangeable, or relative, Value of a commodity
consists in its capacity of purc~asing;- its real Value
in the quantity of labor required, for its production or ap
propriation.

All these differences appear to arise from a confusion
of cause and effect. Having decided that commoditi~
are Valuable in proportion to the labor they have respec
tively cost, it was natural to call that labor their Value.

2. WEALTH. Lord Lauderdale has defined Wealth
to be," aU that man desires." I Mr. Malthus, t "those
material- objects which are necessary, useful, or agre~

able." Adam Smith confines the term to that portion of
the results of land and labor whi,?h is capable of being
accumulated. The French Economists, t~ the net pro
duct of land. 'Mr. M'Calloch § and M. Storch, II to those
material products which have exchangeable value; ac.
cording' to Colonel Torrens ff it cODsists of articles which
possess utility and are produced by some portion of volun
tary effort. M. Say·· divides wealth into natural and
socia), and applies the latter term to whatever is suscep-

• CI Measure of Value," p. 1.
t " Principles of Political Economy," Part III. sect. 1.
*"Principles of Political Economy," page 28.
§ " ~upplement to the Encyclopredia Britannica," Vol. VI. p. 217.
II " COUlS d'Economie Politique," Tome I. p. 91. Paris edit.
~ d Production of Wealth," p. 1•
.. " Trait' d' EcoDomie Pol/' Liv. II. Chap. ii.
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tible of exchaage. It will be obleiyed that the principal
difference between these defin itionl coosilts in the ad
mission or rejection of the qualificatioDs II exchange
able," aDd." material."

It were well if the ambiguities of this word had done
no more than puzzle philosophers. One of them gave
birth to the mercantile system. In common language,
to grow rich is to get 8Dne,; to diminish in fortune is
to lose mo~t!l; a rich man is said to have a great deal of
1II,oRey: a poor man, very little; and the terms U Wealth"
and " )Iooey" are in short employed as synonymous..
In consequence of the. popular notioD8 (to use the
\vords of Adam Smith) all the different natioDs of Eu
rope I have studied every means of accumulating gold and
silver in their respective countries. This they haye
attempted by prohibiting the exportation of money,
and by giving bounties on the exportation, and imposing
restrictions on the importation, of other commodities, in
the hope of produeing what has been called a II favorable
balance of trade;" that ii, a trade in wbicb, the imports
being always of less value tban the exports, the difference
is paid in money: a conduct 8S wise as that of a trades·
nlan who should part with his goods only .for money;
and instead of employing their price in paying his work
men's wages, or replacing his stock, should keep it for
ever in his till. The attempt to force s~ch a trade "has
been as vain, as the trade, ifit could have been obtained,
would have been mischievous. But the results have
been fraud, punishment, and poverty at home, and dis
cord and \var without. It has made natioDs consider
the Wealth of their customers a BOuree of loss instead of
profit; and an advantageous market a curse instead of a
blessing. By inducing them to refuse to profit by the
peculiar advantages in climate, soil, or iBdustry, pOI-

- 25
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seIsed by their neighbours, it has forced them in a great
measure to give up their own. It has for centuries done
more, and perbaps for centuries to come will do more, to
retard the improvement of Europe than all other causes
put together.

3. LABOR. The word "Labor" signifies both the
aGt of laboring, and the result of that act. It is used in
the first sense when we talk of the wages of labor; in
the second when we talk of accumulated labor. When
used to express the ~ct of laboring, it may appear to haye
a precise sense, but it is still subject to some ambiguity.
Say's definition- is, "action sui,ie, dirigee vers un
but." Storch's,f" }'action des facultes humaines dirigee
v~r8 un but utile." These definitions include a walk
taken for the purposes of health, and even the exertioDs
of an agreeable converser.

The great defect of Ad~m Smith, and of our own
economists in general, is the 'want of definitioDs. There
is, perhaps, no definition of Labor by any British Econo
mist. If Adam Smith had framed one, he would proba
bly have struck out his celebrated distinction between
" productive" .and "unproductive" laborers; for it is
difficult to conceive any definition of Labor which wiU
admit the epithet" unproductive" to be applied to any
of its 8ubdivi8ions~ excepting that of misdirected labor.
On the otber. hand, if Mr. M'Culloch or Mr. Mill had
defined Labor, they would Bcarcely have applied that
term to the growth of a tree, or the improvement of wine
in a cellar.

* " Traite," &c. Tome II. p. 506.
t " Cours," &0. Liv. I. Chap. iv. _
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4. CAPITAL. This word, as might have been ex
pected, from the complexity of the notions which it im
plies, has been used in very different senses.

It is, as usual, undefined by Adam Smith. The general
meaning which he attached to it will however appear
from his enumeration of its species. He devides it •
into Fixed and Circulating: including in the first what the
capitalist retains, in the second what he parts with. Fixed
Capital he subdivides into - I.~ Machinery j 2. Shops and
other buildings used for trade or manufacture; 3. Improve
ments of land; 4. Knowledge and skill. Circulating Cap
ital he subdivides into - 1. ~oney; 2. Provisions in the
hands of the provision-venders; 3. Unfinished materi
als of manufacture; 4. Finished work in the hands of the
merchant or manufacturer; such as furniture in a cab
inet-maker's shop, or trinkets in that of a je\veller.

The follo\ving is a list of the definitions adopted by
some of the most eminent subsequent economists:

Ricardo t - " that part of the wealth of a country which
is employed in production; consisting of food, clothing,
tools, raw materials, machinery, ~c., necessary to give
effect to labor."

Malthus t - "that portion of the material possessioDs
of a country which is destined to be employed with a
view to profit." ,

Say ~ - "accumulation de valeurs soustraites a la
cODsomptioD improductive." Chap. iii. " Machinery,
necessaries of the workman, materials."

Storch 11- " un fonds de richesses destine a la prQ
duction materielle,"

• Book II. Chap. i.
t " Principles of Political Economy," p. 89, 3d edit.
*,e Principles," &C. p. 293.
§ "Traite," &C. Tome II. p.454.
U U COUll," &C. Liv. II. Chap. i.
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M'Colloeh • - " that portion of the produce of indus
try, which can be made directly available to support hu
man existence or facilitate productio'n."

Mill t -" something produced, for the purpose ofbeing
employed as the mean towards a further production."

Torrens t~ "those things on which labor has been
bestowed, and which are destined, not for the immediate
supply of our wants, but to aid us in obtaining other arti
cles of utility."

It is obvious that few of these definitions exactly coin
cide. Aqam Smith's (as implied in his use of the term;
for he gives no formal definition) excludes the neoessaries
of the laborer, when in his o,,:n possession; all the rest
(and perhaps with better reason) admit them. On the
other hand, Adam Smith admits (and in that he seems to
be right) those things whicb are incapable of productive
consumption, provided they have not yet reached their
consumers. All the other definitions, except perhaps
that of Mr. Malthus, which is ambiguous, are subject to
the inconsistency of affirming that a diamond, and the
gold in which it is to be set, are Capital while the jewel
ler keeps them separate, but cease to be 80 when he has
formed them into a ring; almost all of them, also, point
edly exclude knowledge and skill. The most objectiona
ble, perhaps, is that of Mr. M'Culloch, wbicb, while it ex
cludes ~Il the finished contents of a jeweJler's shop, would
include a racing-stud.

Adam Smith, however, is far from being consistent in
his use of the word; thus, in the beginning of his second
book he states, that all Capitals are destined for the main
tenanee of productive labo~ only. It is difficult to see

• " Principle8," &0. p. 92.
t u Elements," &0. p.19, Sdedit.
*II Production of Wea1th/' p. 5.
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what labor is maintained by what is to be unproductive
Iy consumed.

5. RENT. 6. WAGES. 7. PROFIT.

Adam Smith first divided revenue into Rent, Wages,
and Profit; and his d~vision has been generally followed.
The following definitions will best show the degree of
precision with which these three terms have been em
ployed.

ADAM SMITS.

1. Rent. What is paid for the license to gather the
produce of the 'land. - Book I. Chap. vi.

2. Wages. The price oflabor.-Book I .. Chap. v.
3. Profit. The revellue derived from stock by the per

son who manages or employs it. - Book I. Chap. vi.

SAY. (Traite d'Ecoftoulie Politique.) 4eme Edit.

1. Rent. Le profit resultant du service productif de la
terre. - Tome II. p. 169. .

2. Wages. Le prix de l'achat d'uD service productif
industriel. - Tome II. p. 503.

3. Profit. L~ portion de la yaleur produite, retiree par
Ie capitaliste. - Tome I. p. 71, subdivided into interet,
profit industriel, and profit capital.

STORCD. (Cours d'Economic Politique.). Paris, 1823.

1. Rent. Le prix qu'on paye peur l'usage d'uD fonds
de terre. - Tome I. p. 354.

2. Waaes. Le prix du travail. -p. 283.
25-
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8. Profit. The retarDI to capital are considered by
Storch, under the heads, reote de capital, and profit de
;I'entrepreneor. The first he diyides into loyer, the hire
of fixed capital, and interet, that of circulating capital.
The second he CODsiders u compolJed of, lit, remunera
tion for the use of capital; 2d, &Ssurance against risk;
Bd, remuneration ror trouble. - Liv. III. Chap. ii.
yiii. xiii.

SISMONDI. (N01'tJeQ,U, Principes, ~t.)

1. Rent. La part de la recolte anonelle du sol. qui
revient au proprietaire apres qu'il a acquitte les frajs qui
I'ont fait nattre; and he analyzes rent into, 1st, la com
pensation' du travail de la terre; 2d, Ie prix de monopole j

3d, la mieox yaleur que Ie proprietaire obtient par la com
paraison d'une terre de nature 8uperieur& aune terre in
rerieure; 4th, Ie revenu des eapitaux qu'il a fixes lui-meme
lur la terre, et n-e peut pius en retirer. - Tome I. p. 280.

2. Wages. Le prix du travail.-p. 91.
3. Profit. La valeur dont I'ouvrage aeheve surpasse

les avances qui )'ont fait faire. L'avantage qui resulte
des 'travaux passes. Subdivided into interet and profit
mercantile. - p. 94, 859.

MALTBU8. (Printiples, 4-t.)

1. Rent. That portion of the value of the whole pro
duce of land whieh remains to the owner after payment
of all the outgoings of cultivation, including average
profits on the capital employed. The excess of price
above wages and profits. - p. 134.

2. Wages. The remuneration of the laborer for his
personal exertioDs. - p. ~40.
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3. Profit. The dUrerenC8 between the value of the
advances necessary to produce a commodity, and the
yaloe of the commodity when produced. - p.•S.

MILL. (Elstamts, 4-e.) 3d Ed.

1. Rent. Th~ diiFerence between the return made to
the most productive, and that which is made to the least
productive portion of capital employed on the land.
p.33.

2. Wages. The price of the laborer's share of the
commodity produced. - p. 41.

3. Profit. The share of the joint produce of labor and
stock which'is received by the owner of stock after re
placing the capital consumed. The portion of the whole
anDual produce which remains after deducting rent and
wages. Remuneration for hoarded labor. - Chap. ii. iii.

TOBRBNS. (Com Trade.) 3d Ed.

1. Rent. That part of the produce which is given to
the land-proprietor for the use of the 8~il. - p. 130.

2. Wages. The articles of wealth which the laborer
receives in exchange for his labor. - p. 83.

3. Profit. The excess of value which the finished
\vork possesses above the value of the material, imple
ments, and subsistence expended. The surplus remain
ing after the cost of production has been replaced.
Production of Wealth, p. 53.

M'CULLOCB. (Principles, ~c.)

t. Rent. That portion of the produce of the earth
which is paid by the farmer to the landlord for the use of
the natural and inherent powers of the soil. - p..265.
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cost something in every ease, from that of the handicraft
apprenlice, to that of the legal or medical student; and
a Profit on this outlay is of coorse l~ked for, as in other
disbursements of capital; and the higher profit, in pro
portion to the risk; t1iz. the uncertainty of a man's suc
cess in his business. Part, therefore, and generally far
the greater part, of ,vhat has been reckoned the wages of
his labor, ought more properly to be reckoned profits on
tbe capital expended in fitting him for that particular
kind of labor. And again, all the excess of gains ae
Ruired by one possessing extraordinary talents, opportu
nities, or patronage (since tbese correspond to the pos
session of [land, - of a patent-right - or other monopo
ly, - of a secret, ~·c.) may be "more properly regarded as
Rent than as Wages.

Another most fruitful source of am biguity arises from
the use of the word ~'Wages," sometimes as expressing a
quantity, sometimes as expressing a proportion.

In ordinary language, Wages means the amount of
lome commodity, generally of silver, given to the laborer
in return for a given exertion; and they rise or fall, as
that amount is increaseq or diminished.

In the language of Mr. Ricardo, they usually mean tbe
laborer's proportion of what is produced, supposing that
produce to be divided between him and the Capitalist.
In this sense they generally rise as the whole produce is
diminished; though if the word be used in the other
sense, they generally fall. If Mr. Ricardo had constant
ly used the word "Wages," to express a proportion, the
only inconvenience would have been the necessity of al
ways translating this expression into common language.
But he is not consistent. When he 8ays,· that' "what-

* ,~ Prinoiple8,U ltc, p. 312.
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ever raises the Wages of labor lowers the Profits of
stock," he considers Wages as a proportion. When he
says,· that " high Wages encourage population;." he
considers wages as an amount. Even Mr. M'Culloch,
who has clearly explained the ambiguity, bas not escaped
it. He has even suffered it to affect his reasonings. In
his valuable essay, "On the Rate of Wages," t he ad
Inits that" when Wages are high, the Capitalist bas to
pay a larger share of the produce of industry to his la
borers:" an admission utterly inconsistent with his
general use of the word, as expressing the amount ofwhat
the laborer receives, which, as he has himself observed, j
may increase while his proportion diminishes.

A few ooly have been noticed of the ambiguities which
attach to the seven terms that have been selected; and
these terms have been fixed on, not as the most ambigu
ous, but as the most important, in the political nomen
clature. "Supply and Demand," "Productive and Un
productive," "Overtrading," aDd very many others, both
in political economy, and in other subjects, which are
oftell used without any more explanation, or any more
suspicion' of their requiring it, than the words "trjangle"
or "twenty," are perhaps even more liable to ambigui
ties than those above treated of. But it is sufficient for
the purpose of this Appendix to have noticed, by way of
specimens, a few of the most remarkable terms in several
different branches of knowledge, in order to show both
the frequency of an ambiguous use of language, and the
importance of clearing up luch ambiguity.

* " Principles," Stc. p. 83. t P. 161.
~ cc Principles ofPolitical Economy," p. 365.

.... I
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No. II.

MISCBLLANEOUS BXAMPLES POR TRIl: EXERCI8B OP

L.A..NERS.

N. B. In such of the foJlowing Examples as are not in a
8yllogistic for!D, it is intended tbat the student should
practise the reduction of them into that form; those of
them, that is, in which the reasoning is in itself BOund:
"i~. where it is impouible to admit the Premises and
deny the Conclusion. or loch &S are apparent 8yll0
,isms, the validity must be trie~ by logical rules, which
it may be advisable to apply in the following order:
1st. Observe whether the argument be Categorical or
Hypothetical; reconeeting that an hYPothetical Premiss
does not necessarily imply an hypothetical Syllogism,
unles8 the reasoning turDS on the bypothesise If this
appear to be the ease, the rules for hypothetical 8yll0
gism must be applied. ~dlYe If the argument be cate
gorical, count the terms. 3dly. If only three, Ob8~rYe

whether the Middle be distributed. 4thly. Obserye
whether the Premises are both negative; (i. e. really,
and not in appearance only,) and if one is, whether the
Conclusion be negative also; or affirmative, if 'both
Premises affirmative. 6thly. Observe what terms are
diltributed in the ConclusioD, and whether the lame
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are distributed in the' Premises. 6thly. If the Syllo
gism is Dot a Categorical in the first Figure, reduce it
to that form.

1. No one is free who is enslaved by his appetites: a
sensualist is enslaved by his appetites: therefore a sensu
alist is not free.

2. None but Whites are civilized: the ancient Ger
mans were Whites: therefore they were civilized.

3. None but Whites are civilized: the Hindoos are hot
Whites: therefore they are not civilized.

4. None but civilized people are Whites: the Gauls
were Whites: ~herefore they were civilized.

5. No one is rich who has not enough: no miser has
enough: therefore no miser is rich. -

6. If penalla~s against Papists were. enforced, they
would be aggrieved: but penal laws against them are not
enforced: therefore the Papists are Dot aggrieved.

7.- If all testimony to miracles is to be admitted,
the popish legends are to be believed: but the popish le
gends are not to be believed: therefore no testimony to
miracles is to be admitted.

8. If men are not likely to be influenced in the per
formance of a known duty by taking an oath to perform
it, the oaths commonly administered are superfluous: if
they are likely to be so influenced, everyone should be
made to take an oath to behave' rightly throughout, his
life; but one or the other of these must be the ease:
therefore either the oaths commonly administered are su
perfluous, or every man should be made to take an 08th
to behave rightly throughout his life.

9. The Scriptures must be admitted to be agreeable to
truth; and the Church of England is conformable to the

26
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Scriptures: A. B. is a divine of the Churcia of England;
and this opinion is in aooordance with his lentilDellu:
therefore it most be presumed to be true.

10. Enoch (according to the testimony of Scripture)
pleased God; bot without faith it is impossible to please
Him; (for he that cometh to God must believe that He
is, and that He is a rewarder of them that diligently seek
Him): therefore, 4-c•

11. "If Abraham were jU8ti6~d by works, then had he
whereof to glory [before God:] bot not [anyone can have where

otto glory] before God:" therefore Abraham was Dot jus

tified by works.
12,. "He that is of God heareth my words; ye there

fore bear them not, because ye are not of God."
13. Few treatises of science convey important truths~

without any intermixture of error, in a perspicuous and
interesting form; and therefore, though a treatise would
deserve much. attention which should possess such excel
lence, it is plain that few treatises of science do deserve
much attention. I

14. We are bound to set apart one day in seyen for
religious duties, if the fourth commandment is obligato
ry on us: but we are bound to set apart one day in, seven
for religious duties; and hence it appears that the fourth
c~mmandment is obligatory on us. -

15. Abstinence from the eating of blood had reference
to the divineJnatitution of sacrifices: one of the precepts
delivered to Noah was abstinence from the eating ofblood :
therefore one of the precepts delivered to Noah eontained ,
the divine institution of sacrifices.

16. If expiatory sacrifices were divinely appointed be
fore the Mosaic law, they must have been expiatory, net
of ceremonial sin (which could not then exist), but of
moral sin: if 80, the Levitical sacrifices mUlt have haci
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DO Jess efficacy; and in that cue, the atonements UDder
the Mosaic law would have" made the comers thereun
to perfect as pertaining to the conscieoce;" but this was
Dot the case: *herefore, ~c. [Davison on Prophecy.]

17. The adoration of images is forbidden to Christians,
if we suppose the Mosaic law designed not for (he Israel
ites alone, but for aU men: it was designed, however, for
the Israelites alone, and Dot. for all men: therefore the
adoration of images is not forbidden to Christians.

18. A desire to gain by another's 1088 is a violation of
the tenth commandment: an gaming, therefore, since it
implies a desire to profit at the expense of another, in
volves a breach of the tenth commandment.

19. _All the fish that the Det enclosed were an indiscrimi
nate mixture of various kinds: those that were set aside
and saved a8 Taluable, were fish that the Bet enclosed:
therefore those that were set aside and saved as valuable,'
were an indiscriminate mixture of various kinds.

20. All the eleot are finally saved t such persons as
are arbitrarily separated from the rest of mankind by the
divine decree are the elect: therefore such persons u
are arbitrarily separated frOID the rest of mankind by the
di"ine decree, are finally saved. [The opponents of this Con
clueion generally deny the MiDor Premi•• and admit the Major; the
reverse would be the more sound and the more effectual objection.]

21. No one who lives with another on terms of confi
dence is justified, on any pretence, in killing him: Bru
tus lived on terms of confidence with Cmsar: therefore
he was Dot justified, on the pretence he pleaded, in kill
iDg him.

22. He that destroys a man who usurps despotic power
in a free country deserves well of his countrymen: Bru-,
tus destroyed Cmsar, who usurped despotic power ia
Rome: therefore he deserved well of the Romans.
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23. If virtue is voluntary, vice is voluntary: virtue is
voluntary: therefore 80 is viee. [Ariet. Eth. B. iii.]

24. A wise lawgiver must either recognise the rewards
and punishments of a future state, or must be able to
appeal to aD e~traordinary Providence, disPensing them
regularly in this life; Moses did Dot do the former:
therefore he must have done the latter.

25. Nothing which is of less frequeDt occurrence tlian
the falsity of testimony can be fairly established by testi
mODy: any extraordinary and uDusual fact is a thing of
less frequent occurrence than the falsity of testimony
(that being very common): therefore DO extraordinary
and unusual fact can be fairly established by testimony.

26. Testimony is a kind of evidence which is very
likely to be faIse: the evidence on whieh most men be
lieve that there are pyramids in Egypt is testimony:
therefore the evidence on which most men believe that
there are pyramids in Egypt is very likely to be false.

27. The religion of the ancient Greeks and Romans
was a tissue of extravagant fables and groondless super
stitions, credited by the vulgar and the weak, aod maiD
tained by the more enlightened, from selfish or political

, views: the same was clearly the case with the religion of
the Egyptians: the same may be said of the Brahminical
worship of India, and the religion of Fo, professed by the
Chinese: the same, of the romantic mythological system
of the Peruvians, of the stern and bloody rites of the Mex
icans, and those of the Britons and of the Saxons: hence
·we may conclude that all systems of religion, however

. varied in circumstaDces, agree in being superstitions kept
up among the vulgar, from interested or political vie~8

in the more enlightened classes. [See Dil8ertatioD, Chap. i.
§ 2. p. 188.]
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~. No man can p08sess power to perform·impoBsibiJi.
ties; a miracle is an impossibility: therefOre no man can
possess power to perform a miracle. [See A.ppendix; p. ZJ9.]

29. A. B. and C. D. are each of them equal to E. F. :
therefore they are equal to each other.

30. Protection from punishment is plainly doe to the
il1noeent: tberefore, as you maintain that this perlon
ought not to be punished, it appears that you are con
.inced of his innocence.

31. All the most bitter persecutioDS have been relig.
ious persecutions: among the most bitter persecution.
were those which occurred ,in France during the revolu
tion: therefore they must have been religious petaeca.
tions.

32. He who cannot possibly ~et otherwise than he
doee, has neither merit nor demerit in his action: a lib
eral and benevolent man cannot possibly act otherwise

.than he does in relieving the poor: therefore such a llian
bas neither merit nor demerit in his action. [Bee Appendir,

pp. 254,9)5.]

33. What happens every day is not improbable: some
things against which the chances are many thousands to
one, happen every day: therefore some things agaiolt
·whioh the chances are many thousands to one, are not
improbable.

34. The early and general assignment of the Epistle
to the Hebrews to Paul a8 its author, must have been either
from its professing to be hie, and containing his name, or
from its really being his; since, therefore, the former ef
these is not the fact, the Epistle must be Paul's.

35. "With some of them God was Dot well pleased: Cor
tlley were overthrown in the wilderness."

36. .A sensu.alist wishes to enjoy perpetual gratificatioD'
without satiety: it is impossible to enjoy pe,,.tual gr.

26-
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fieations without satiety: therefore it is impossible for a
sensualist to obtain his wish.

37. If Paley's system is to be reeeived, one who has no
knowledge of a future state bas DO means of distinguish
ing virtue and vice: now one who has DO means of dis
tinguishing virtue and vice can commit no sin: therefore,
if Paley's system is to be received, one who hal DO

knowledge of a future state can commit no sin.
38. The principle~of jusuee are variable : the appoint

ments of nature are invariabl~: therefore the principles
of justice are no appointment of nature'. [Ariet. Eth. B. v.]

39. Everyone desires happiness: virtue is happiness.:
therefore every ODe .desires yirtue~ . [Arist. Eth. B. iii.}

40. A story is not to be believed, the reporters of which
give contradictory a~C0\1nt8 of it;. the story of the life
and exploits of Bonaparte is of this description: there

- fore it is not to be believed. [Vide Elements, p. 23.]

41. When the observance or the firstday of the week,
as a religious festival in commemoration of Christ's res
urrection, was first introduced, it must have been a novel
ty: when it was a novelty, it must have attracted notice:
when it attracted notice', it would lead to inquiry respect
ing the truth of the resurre,ction: when it led to this in
quiry, it most have exposed the story as an imposture,
8upposing it not attested by Iiviog witnesses: therefore,
when the observance of the first day of the week, ~c. wu
first introduced, it must have exposed as an imposture the
ltory of the resurrer,tion, supposing it not attested by liv
ing witnes8es.

42. All the miraelee of Jesus would fill niore books
than the world eould contain: tbe things related by the
Evangelists are the miracles of Je80S: therefore the
things related by the Evangelists would fill more books
than the world could contain.
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43. If the prophecies of the Old Testament had.been
written .without knowledge of the. events of the time of
Christ, they could not cbrrespond with them exactly;
and if they had been forged by Christians, they would
not be preserved and acknowledged by the \lews : . they
are preserved arid acknowledged by the Jews, and they
correspond exactly with the events of the time of Christ,:
therefore they were neither written without knowledge
of those events, nor were forged by Christians.

44. Of two evils the less is to be preferred: occasional
turbulence, therefore, being a less evil than rigid despot
ism, is to be preferred to it.

45. According to theologians, a' man must possess
faith in order to be acceptable to the Deity"; DOW he who
believes all the fables of the Hindoo mythology must pos
seS8 faith: therefore sueh an one must, according to the
ologians, be acceptable to the Deity.

46. If Abraham were justified, it must have been
either by faith or by works: now he was not justified by
faith (according to St. James), nor by works (accordiDg
to St. Pau]) : therefore Abraham was not justified.

47. No evil should be allowed that good may come of
it: all punishment is an evil: therefore no punishment _
should be allowed that good may come of it.

48. Repentance is. a good thing: wioked men abound ~

in repentance [Ariet. Eth. B. i%.]: therefore wicked men
abound in what is good.

49. A persoD infected with the plague will (probably)
die [.uppose three in five of the infected die]: this man is (proba
bly) infected with. the plague [suppose it an even chance] :

tberefore he will (probably) die. [QKery. What is ·tlre
alDount ofA this. probability? Again, IDppoee the probability .of the
major to be (iutead ofJ) t, and of the minor. (iDlltead.o£-j) to!bef,
Query. What will be the probability of the conclusion P] .

..... I
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DO. It malt be admitted, indeetl, that a maD who has
heeD accustomed to enjoy liberty oanoot,be happy in the
eolldition of a slave: man, of the Degroos, however, ma,
be happy in the condition of slaves, because they h&ye
D~Yer been aooustomed to enjoy liberty.

61. Whatever is dictated by Nature is allowable: de
votedlle88 to the pursuit ofpleuure in youth, ~d to that or
gain in old age, ar~dictated by Nature [ArisL net. B. ii.] :

therefore they are allowable.
6~. He is the greatest lover of any ODe who seeks that

penon's greatest good: a virtuous man seeks tbe greatest
good for himself: therefore a virtuous man is the greatest
lover of himeel£ [Arist. Bib. B. ~.]

03. He who hal a oonfirmed habit of any kind of ac
tion, exercises no selC·denial in the -practioe of that ac
tion: a good man )las a confirmed habit of Virtue; the~
fore he who exercises self-denial in the practice of- Virlae
is not a -good mao. [Ariat. Eth. B. ii.]

M. That man is independent of the caprices of For
tUDe who places hie chief happiness in moral and intel
lectual excellence: a true philosopher is independent of
the caprice. of Fortune: therefore a true philosopher is
ODe who places his chief happiness in moral and intellec
tual excellence.

60. A sy8tem of government which extends to those
actions that are performed secretly, must be ooe whid:l
refers either to a regular divine providence in thillife,
or to the rewards and punishments of aDot~er world:
every perfect system of government mUlt extend to tho.
actione which are performed secretly: no system or gov.
emme.t therefore can be perfect, which does Dot refer
either to a regular diviDe pro,idence in this Jife, or to

the rewards aDd pllDilhmeat8 of another world. [W......
ton'. Divine L.p&ioD.)
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56. For those who are bent on cultivating their minds
by diligent study, the incitement of academical honors is
unnecessary; and it is ineffectual, for the idle, and such

,as are indifferent to mental improvement: therefore the
incitement of academical honors is either ttnneeessary or
ineffectual.

57. He. who is properly called an actor, does Dot en
deavour to make his bearers believe that the sentiments
he expresses and the feelings he exhibits, are really his
own: a barrister does this: therefore he is not properly
to be called an actor.

58. He who bears arms at the command of 'the magis
trate does what is lawful for a Christian: the Swiss in
the French service, and the British in the American ser
vice, bore arms at the command of the magistrate: there
fore they did what waa lawful for a Christian.

59. If Lord Bacon is right, it is improper to stock a
new colony with the 'refuse of Jails: but this we must al
low not to be improper, if our method of colonizing New
Soutb Wales be a wise ODe: if this be wise, therefore,
Lord Bacon is not right.

60. Logie is indeed worthy of"being coltivated, if A.ris
totle is to be regarded as infallib.le: but he is not: Logie
therefore is not worthy of. bein'g. cultivated.

61. All studies' are useful ··whioh tend to advance a
ma~ in life, or to increase' national 'and private wealth:
but the course of studies 'pursued at Oxford has no such
tendency: therefore it is:not'useful.

62. If the exhibition' of 'criminals, publicly executed,
tends to heighten in otbers' the dread of undergoing the
same fate, it may be expected that those soldiers who
have seen -the most service,.sbould bave the most dread
of death in battle: but 'the reverse of this is the ease:
therefore the former is Dot to be believed.

.1
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83. If the eY.rlalling favor of God'is Dot beetowed at
random, and OIl DO principle at all, it must be bestowed
either with respect to men's pereoDS, or with respeot to
their cond.ct: but" God is DO respeoter of persoDs:"
therefore hie favor must be bestowed with respect to
men's conduct. [Sumner's Apostolieal Preaching.]

M. If traDsportetion is Dot felt as a severe punishment,
it is in itself ill-suited to tbe prevention of crime: if it is
10 felt, mach of its severity is wasted, from its takinl
place at too great a distance to affect the feelings, or even
oome to the knowledge, of most of thOle whom it is de
eigDed to deter; but OBe or other of these must be the

. case: therefore transportation is not calculated to answer
the purpose of preventing crime.

66. War is produetive of evil: thtrefore peace is Jill.
ly to be productive of good.

66. Some objects of great beauty answer DO, other per
teptible porpGI8 but to gratify tIre si3ht: many flowen
It.fe great beauty; and many of them accordingly aJl
... DO' other purpose but· to gratify the Bigbt".

67. A man who deliberately de'otes himself to a liCe
of sensuality is deserving .of strong reprobation: but
those do Dot deliberately devote themselves to a lire of
sensuality iho are hurried into excess by the impulse of
the passions: ~1Ich therefore as are hurried iDto excess
by the impulse of the passioDs are Dot deserving of strong
reprobation. [Arist. Eth. B. vii.]

68. It is a difficult task to restrain all inordinate d.
sires: to oonform to the precepts of Scripture implies a
reltraint of all inordinate desi~e8: therefore it i. a dim·
oult ta8k to cODform to the precepts of Scripture.

69. Any oDe who is eandid will refrain from conde.8
ing a book without reading it: some Reviewers do not
refrain from thia: therefore some Reviewers are not
~andjd.
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70. If aDy objectioD thatoan. be utged would justify a'
oaange of established lawl, QO law8 could realOnabJy be
maintained: but some laws can reasonably be main•
.taWed: therefore DO objection th,t a.an be urged wiJl
justify a chauge of establiahed lawi.

71. If allY complete theory oould be framed, to explaia
the establishment of Christianity by human eaUles, lOch
a theory would have been pr~posed before now; but
nODe such ever has been proposed: therefore no such
theory can be framed.

72. He who is content with what he hu, is truly rich:
a covetoU8 man is not content with what he has: DO

covetous man therefore is truly rich.
73. A true prophecy coincides precisely with all the

circumstances of lueh an event as could Dot be coujee
tured by natural reason: this is the case with the prophe
oies of the Messiah contained in the Old Testament:
therefore these are true prophecies.

74. The connexion of soul and body cannot b~ com
prehended or explained; but it must be believed: there
fore something must be believed which cannot be eom
preh~nded or explained.

75. I~ia8 lies above Red Sandstone; Red Sandstone
lies above Coal: therefore Liae lies above Coal.
" 76. Cloven feet belonging universally to horned ani.
mals, we may conclude that this fossil animal, sinee.t
appears to have had cloven feet, was horned. t

77. All that glitters is Dot gold: tinsel·glitters: there-.
fore it is not gold.

78. A negro is a man: therefore he who murders a
negro murders a man.

79. Meat and Drink are neeessarie. of liCe: the reve·
nues of Vitelliua were spent on Meat and Drink: there
fOre the revenues of Vitelliul were speDt on the ~ece~8"

ries of life.

.- I
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~ Nothing is heavier than Platina': feathers are
heavier than Nothing: therefore feathers are heavier
than Platina. .

81. The child of Themistocles governed his m~ther:

she governed her husban4; be governed Athens; Athens,
Greece; and Greece, the world: therefore the child or
Theftlistocles governed the world.

82. He who 'calls you a man speaks truly: he who
calls you a fool, calls you a man: therefore he who calls
you a fool speaks truly.

83. Warm coontries alone produce wines: Spain is a
warm country: therefore Spain produces wines.

84. It is an intensely .cold climate that is sufficient to
freeze Quicksilver: the climate of Siberia is sufficient to

freeze Quicksilver: therefore the climate of Siberia is
intensely cold.

SO. Mistleto ~ of the oak is a vegetable excrescense
which is not a plant; and every vegetable excrescenoe
which is not a plant, is possessed of magical 'virtues :
therefore Mistleto of the oak is possessed of magical vir- .
tues.

86. If the hour-hand of a clock be any distance (sup
pose a foot) before the Minute-hand, tbis last, though
moving twelve times faster, can never overtake the other;
for while the minute-hand is moving over those twelve
inches, the hour-hand will have moved over one inch;
so that they \vill then be an inch apart; and while the
minute-hand is moving over that one inch, the hour-band
will have moved over orb inch, 80 that it will stiJl be a
head; and again, while the minute-band is passing over
thai space of I~ inch, which now divides them, the hour
hand will pass over -rti inch; 80 that it will still be a-head,

. though the distance between the two is diminished; 4-1:.
~(:. ~c., and thus it is plain we may go on for ever: there-
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fore tJJe 'lliiaute-haBd -en "ne.er Merta-Ire -the hGur-haod.
fAia u ..e oIrdl. wpbil6W'puzdeluotiee4l by Aldrioll (the JDO.WDg
bodies being, Aeaillee aDd :a ToriD_ J~ bat Jte il Dt),t happy in ..
attempt at,a.solution. ~e proposeI .to 1'eJU,Ove the dUficllby by de
monstrating that, in a certain given time, Achilles tDould overtake the
Tortoise: as it anyone had ever doubted lhat. The very problem
proposed is 'to surmount the aifliculty of a seeming demonstration of
a1hingpalpati11 impossible; to .Aow that·,it .. palpably imp08llil?1e, i.
__wen ofthe f'!8bJem.

.I 'Dye heard the ·pretlOllt'.example aclduae4 M.a~f that the ~e.

t.enmoDs,of Logic B.l'e rutile, .iBee (it wu Aid) tbe mOlt perfectdog
ical demonstration may lead from true premises to an absurd oonclu
sion. The reverse is the truth: the example before us furnishes a
confirmation or the utility of an acquaintance with-the syllogistic

~ fbrm; 1ft fJJ1rieh form' Ote prefend~tI tleMorufrtJtioA in que,tion eGn
fIOt po"ibly lie .1iibited. ,An attempt to ·do 80 ·will evince-the 'Utter
.waat of oonneaioD hetween the .premis•• and the conclusion.] .

87. Theft is a crime: theft was encouraged by the
laws of Sparta: therefore the the laws .of Sparta encour
aged erim.e.

·8S. Every hen comes from- an -egg: "every egg oom.
from a hen: therefore every -egg c~mes from an egg.

89. Jupiter was the son of'Saturn: therefore the son
of Jupiter was the grandson of Saturn.

90. All cold is to ~e expelled by heat: this person's
disorder is a cold: therefore it is to be expelled by heat.

91. Wine is a stimulant: therefore in a case where
stimulants are hurtful, wine is hurtful.

92. Opium is a poison; but physicians advise some of
their patients to take Opium: therefore physicians advise
some of their patients to take poison.

93. What we eat grew in the fields; loaves of bread are
what we eat: therefore loaves of bread grew in the fields.

94. Animal~food may be entirely dispensed with: (as
is shown by the practice of the Brahmins and of some
monks;) and vegetable-food m~y be entirely dispensed

27
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with (as is plain from t1)e esample of the Eequimaux and
others:) but all food coD.iauof animal-food and vegetable
food: therefore all food may be dispeDsed with.

90. No trifling business will enrich those engaged in it:
a mining speculation is no trifling business: therefore a
mining speculation will enrich those engaged in it.

96. He who is most hungry eats most: he who eata
least is most hungry : therefore he who eats least eats mOlt.
[Bee Aldrich'. Compendiom: Nlacim: where this is rightly eolveci.]

97. Whatever body is in motion must move either in
the place where it is, or in a place where it is not: neither
of these is possible: therefore there is no such thing as
motion. [In thi. instance, 88 well 88 in the one lately noticed, Al
drich mistakes the charaoter or the difficulty: which is, not to prove
the truth of that which is leW-evident, but to explain an apparent
demoDstratioD militating against that which nevertheless no ODe ever
doubted. , He says in this cue, " 101vitur ambulando; " but (pace
tanti viri) this i. no solution at all, but is the very thing which en
.atute, lhe difficUlty in question; for it is preci8ely becalUe we know
the possibility of motion, that a seeming proof of its impossibility
produces perplexity. - See Introduction. p. 3.]

98. All vegetables grow, most in the increase of the •
moon: hair is a vegetable: therefore hair grows most in
the increase of the moon.

99. Most of the studies pursued at Oxford conduce to
the improvement of the mind : all the works of the most
eelebrated ancients are among the studies pursued at Ox
ford: therefore some of the works of the most celebrated
ancients conduce to the improvement of the mind.

100. Some poisoDs are veg~table: no poisons are use
ful drugs: therefore some useful drugl are not vegetable.

101. A theory will speedily be exploded, if false, which
appeals to the evidence of observation and experiment:
Craniology appeals to this evidence: therefore, if Crani
ology be a false theory, it win speedily be exploded. [Let
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the probability ofone of these premises be -lo; and of the other t :
Query. What is the probability of the conclusion?]

102. Wilkes was a favorite with the populace: be who
is a favorite with the populace must undersiand how to
manage them: he who understands how to m,anage them,
must be well acquainted with tbeir character: he who is
well acquainted with their character, must hold them in
contempt: therefore Wilkes must ..have held the populace
in contempt. ·

103. To discover whether man has any moral sense, he
should be viewed in that state in which all his faculties
are most fully developed: the civilized state is that in
which all man's faculties are most fully developed: there
fore, to discover whether man has any moral sense, he
should be viewed in a civilized'state.

104. Revenge, Robbery, .Adultery, Infanticide, etc.
have been countenanced by public opinion in several coun
tries: all the crimes we know of are Revenge, Robbery,
Ad~ltery, Infanticide, etc.: .therefore, all the Crimes we
know of have been countenanoed· by publie opinion in
several countries.

lOG•.No soldiers should be brought into the field who
are not wen qualified to perform their part. None 'but
veterans are well qualified to perform their part. None
but veterans should be brought into the field.

106. A monoply of the sugar-refining business is bene
ficial to sugar-refiners: and of the eorn-trade to corn
growers: and of the -silk-manufactuJ;"e to silk-weavers,
etc. etc. ; and thus each class of men are benefited by
some restrictions. Now all these tlasses of men make up
the whole community: therefore a system of restrictions
is beneficial to the community. [See Book iii. § 11.]

107. There are two kinds of things which we oug~t

not to fret about: what we can help, and what we cannot.
[To be stated'. a Dilemma.]
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No. III.

PtlAXIS OF LOGICAL ANALYSIS.

SOliE have expressed mueh contempt for the" mode ia
which Logie is usually taught, and in which students are
examined in it, as comPrising no more than a mere ea.
meratioD of technical rales, and perhaps an application
of tbem to the simplest eu.mples, eshibited in a form at..
ready ~syllogistic, or nearly 80. That 8uch a. del8l'iptioB,
if intended to be unigeraal, is not correct, I am perfectJ)'
certain; though, hitherto, the indi&crimiq&te requisitioD
of Logic from all candidates for a Degree, has confined
both lectures and examinati9Jl8J in a greater degree than
is desirable, to this elementary character. BQt the Btu..
dent who wishes to acquire, and to show that he bas ac
quired, not only the elemental)· rules, but a faeilityof
applying the.m in praetiee, should proceed from the study
of sach examplee as the foregoing, to ",exerciSe hilD8elf in
analysing logically, according to the rules here given, and
lomewhat in the manner of the subjoined specimen, some
of Euclid'•. demoD8trations, - various portions of Aria
totle's Works t - the opening of Warburtonts H Divine
Legation," (which exhibits the arguments in a form very
nearly syllogistic) - several parts of ,Chillingworth's De
felloe of Protestan*m, .... tAe concluding pari of Paley's
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Hore Pauline, - Leslie'. Method with the Deists, - va
rious portions of A. Smith's Wealth of Nations, - and
other argumentative Works on the most· dissimilar sub
jeots. The latter part of ~ 1. Chap. V. of the Disserta
tion OD the Province of Reasoning, will furnish a conven
ient subjeot of a short analysis.

A student who should prepare himself, in this manoer,
in ODe or more such books, and present himself for this
kind of examination in them, would furnish a good test
for ascertaining his proficiency in practical Logic.

As the rules or Logic apply to arguments only after
they have been exhibited at full length in the bare ele
mentary form, it may be useful to subjoin some remarks
on the mode of analysing, and reducing to that form, any
train of argument that may be presented to us: since this
must in general be the first.step taken in an attempt to
apply logieal rules.-

First then, of whatever length the r~asoning may be,
whether treatise, chapter, or paragraph, begin with the
conclading aseertioD ; - not necessarily the last sentence
expressed, but the last point established; - and this
whether it be formally ennunciated, or left to be under
stood. TbeD, tracing the reasoning backwards, observe
on what ground that assertion is made. The assertion
will be your CODclusion; the ground on which it restl,
your Premises. The whole Syllogism thus obtained may
be tried by the rules of Logie.

If 1;\0 incorrectnes8 appear in this syllogism, proceed to
take the premises separately, and pursue with each the

• TbeIe clirectioDi are in Ilubstance, and nearly, in words» extract
ed from the Preface to Hinde'. abridged Introduction to Logic.

~7* .J
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'B is X,
&c.

AIDe plan a. with the cenclulion you. fiflt .&ted. A. pre
mile mult have beea used as 81IGh, either beeau. it ...
quired no proof,' or beeauee it hatl bees -proY8tl If it

. have Dot been proved, consider whether it be 80 self-.ri·
dent aa to have needed DO proof: IfithaTe.beea prated,
you must regard it as a eoncloliOD deriyed frOID other as
serUoD' whioh are premisels to it: .0 that the plOC8l8 with
which you 8et oat will be repeated; t1i~. to Ob88rYe 0.
what grounds the ul8rtion relt., to state these as pre
mises, and to apply the proper rule, to t. syllogism thus
obtained. Having satisfied yourself of the correctnes8 of
this, proceed, as before, to etate its premises, if DeedfttJ~

as conclusions derived Crom other assertions. And thus
the analysis will go on (if the whole chain of argument be
correct) till you arrive at the pr~mise8 with. which the
whole commences;. whieh,of course should be assertioDs
requiring no proof, Of, if the ehain be any where faultYt
the analysis will proceed till you come to some proposition,
either assumed as self-evident, though requiring proof, or
incorrectly deduced from other aS8ertions.-

* Many stude!!ts probably will find it a very clear and conTeDieDt
mode of exhibiting the logical analyaie el & coane ofarguuum&. to

draw it out in the form ofa Tree. or Logical Diviaiou; thu,

[IDtimate CoDchuimL)
ZiaX,

proved by
I

YisX, ZilY;
proved proved by

by , .

I G~......-__~----.;... ~_ tled.]
Ktbe argalOOllt that and by .'thO'

I ar~nttbat

Y is B," I
&c.

~A~~i~8"':IX...., ........J....y...,.i8~C!!'lll.:
&0. &c.
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It will O~D happen that. the same assertion, will haY8

been proved by many diiferent arguments; and then, the
inqui~y into the' truth of the premises will branch out ac
cordingly. In mathematical or other demonstrative relL
8oning, this will of course never take place, since abso
lute gertainty admits of no increase: and if, as is often
the case, the same truth admits of several different de
monstrations, we select the simplest and clearest, aDd
dilCard the rest. But in probable reasoning there is oC·
ten a Cumulation of arguments, each proving the same
conclusion; i. e. each proving it to be probable. In such
cases therefore you will have first to try each argument
separately; and should each of them establish the con
dosion as in some degree probable, 'you will then havo
to calculate the aggregate probability.

In this calculation Logic only so far assists as it Gna
bles us to place the several it~ms of probability in the
mo~t convenient form. As the degree of probability
of each proposition that is assumed, is a point to b~ de.
ter.lDiBed by the reaaouer's own sagacity anq experience
&I.to·the matter .in hud, 10, t;be degr" of probabilitJ 1)(

each conclusion, (given, that of each of its premises,)·
.and &lao t,he ctJllectau probability resultillg from seyeral
a.-.t argumeate all tending to the I8me eoDduioB,
,s aD llritltmetie~t .-qaestioD. But the aesistaoce aWorded
by logical rules in clearly stating the several items so as
.to prepare the w8:Y for the other operations, will not btt
thought lightly of hy JUly wllo have ob8erv~d the eo.
faioa of thoapt and the fallacy, which have often beea
iDttodueed throtlgh tke want ofsaeb I: 8tatement.

• See U F.aU~J," § 14, .....~ §J)d,
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EztJmple of Analysi, app~ied to the First Part of Paley'6
Et1idences.

The ultimate Conclusion, that "The Christian Re
ligion came from God," is made to rest (as far as "the
direct historical evidence" is concerned) on these two
premises; that U A Religion attested by Miracles, is
from God;" and that U The Christian Religion is so

attested."
Of these two premises, it should be remarked, the Mi

nor seems to have been admitted, while the Major was
denied, by the unbelievers of old: whereas at present the
ease is reversed.-

Paley's argument therefore goes to establish the Minor
premiss, about which alone, in these days, there is likely
to be any question. '

He states with this view, two propositioDs: "iz.
Paop. 1.-" That there is satisfactory evidence, that many,

professing to be original witnesses of the Christian miracles,
passed their lives in labors, dangers, and sutrerings, voluntarily
undergone in attestation of the accounts which they delivered,
aDd"101e]y in consequence or their belief of thOle accounts; aDCl.

* It is clear from the nagments remaining or the ancient argu
menta againlt Chri.8tianity, and the allWlioDS to them in Chriatiut
writers, and also from the Jewish ac~ount8 of the liCe orJelUl whicJa
are still extant, that the original opponents of Christianity admitted
that miracles were wrought, but denied that they proved the divine
otigin of the religion, and attributed them to Magic. This conce.
lion, in persona living 80 much nearer to the times Ulignec1 to the \
1DincleI, Ihould be noticed as an important e'fide.. i for, credmo.
• men were in thOle da18 lelpectin, magic, they would hardly.YI
reeorted to thi8 explanation, unle8s lome, at least plausible, evidence
ror the ·miracles had been adduced. And they could not but be leD

able that to prove (had that been pouible) the pretended mirael..
to be iapolturu, would have been the moat deciaiv. coane; .iDee
IltIt would at once haye dUproYed the religion.
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that. they also .su1lmit~dt nOIll,1he,.", motiv.,. to. neWt niea
of CDnducL" '

l'.aop.II.,-~' That there is. BOT s&tisfactDry evidenoe,. tb.
persons pretending to be original witnesses of any other similar
miracles, have acted in the same manner, in attestation. of the
accounts which they delivered, and solely in consequence of
their belief of the truth of those accounts."

Of these twopro~sitions the latter, it will easily ~
perceived, is the Major premiss, stated as the converse by
Negation (Book II. CJlap. ii. § 4) of a universal affirma
tive; the former propo~ition is the'Minor.

As a Syllogism in Barbara therefore, the whole will
stand. thus.

" All miracleel atte8ted by such and such evidence. are.worthy
of credit':" (by conversion, "Done which are Dot worthy of
e~dit are so attested.")

"The Christian miracles are attested by such and such evi- .
dence :" Therefore' "they are worthy of credit."

The Minor premiss is first proved by being takea. as
setleral distinct ones, each of which is separatelyestab
1iabed. - See BOQk II. Chap. iv. § 1.

~. It is proved that the first propagators of Chtistianity
suffered; by showing
1st. .A priori, from the nature of the case, that they

were likely to suffer: [because they were preachers
, of a religion unexpected and unwelcome: 1. to the
JeW8; and 2. to Gentiles.]

~d. From profone testimony.
3d. From the testimony of Christian writings. [And

here comes in the. proof of one of the premises of
. this last argument; viz. the llroof of the credibility,

liS to. this point at least" or the~ C.hristian Writwgs.]



These arguments are ctlmulati"e; i. e. each separately
goes to establish the probability of the one common eon
elusion, that U the first propagator. or Christianity suf
fered."

By similar arguments it is sl10wn that their sufFerings
were sueh as they voluntarily exposed themselves' to.

II. It it! proved that U What they suffered for was a
.iraculous story ;" by \
1st. The nature of the case; They could have had

nothing but miracles on which to rest the claims or
the new religion.

2d. By allusions to miracles, particularly to the Resur
rection, both in Christian and in Profane Writers, a8
the evidence on which the religion rested.-

The same course of argument goes to show that the
. miracles in attestation of which they lufrered were such

u they professed to have witnessed.
These arguments again are cumulative.

III. It is proved that" The miracles thus attested are
what we call the Ckristian miracles;" in other wordlS,
that the story was, in the main, that .which we have
now in the Christian Scriptures; by
§ 1st. The nature of the case; viz. that it is im

probable the original stery should have completely
died away, and a substantially new ODe have occu
pied its place;

~ 2d. by The incidental allusions of ancient writers,
both Christian and profane, to accouqts agreeing
with those of our Scriptures, as the ones then re
ceived;

§ 3d. by The credibility of our Historical Scriptures:
This is establi.hed by several distinct arguments,
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each separately tending to <show that these book,
were, from the euliest ages of Christianity, well
known and cuerull)' preserved among Christians:
fJg.

~ i. They were quote.d by ancient Christian writer.,
~ ii. with peculiar respect.
§ iii. Collected into a distinct tJolume, and
§ iv. distinguished by appropriate names and titles or

respect.
§ v. Publiel!/ read and expou~ded, 'and
~ vi.. had commentaries, ~c. written on them:
~ vii. Were received. by Christians of diJferent seets,;

~c. etc.-
The latter part of the first main proposition, branches

.~fF into two; 'tJi%. 1st. that the early Christians submitted
to new rules of conduct; ~d, t~at they did so, in COftse
quenee of their belief in miracles -wrought before them.

Each of these is established in various parts of the
above course of argument, and by si'milar premises; viz.
the nature of the case, - the accounts of heathen writers,
- aod the testimony of the Christian Scriptures, ~c.

The Major premiss, that II Miracles thus attested are
worthy of oredit/' t which must be combined with the
former, in order to est:.ablish the co:p.e)usioD, that II the

* For lOme important remarks respecting the difFerent ways in
which this part of the argUment is presented to di1Ferent penons,
See "Hinds on Inspiration," p. 30 - 48.

t This is the ultimate conclusion deduced nom the premiu, that
" it is attested by real Jllirade, ,." which, in the prelent day, comes
to the same thiDg: since those for whom he iI writing are ready at
once to aclmit the truth of the reli&ion, if convinced of the reality or
the miracles. .



-Ottrittitm° 'milaoles''aft,. wt«fttll'l or ttreiit,.ft -iii next' to be
_bU"~d.

Preri0fl81y!to 'bie erJteriDg'on tire; seeoud ' lMriu 'propo
sition, (which I have stated to be the Converse IJy~Dega

eleD rof :ttris -Major -premiss) ·he drawe biB conclusion
(Ch. x. Part I.) from the MillOY premiss, iB oembaatioD
with the Major, restmg that MaiM~D

, ~ lJ.'8t. The d pritWi 'imprrHlability ,that 'a false 'story
should have been thus attested: "iz. .

" If it be so, the -religion 1Dt1St ~e 'true. 'wrhelJe "!Den could
Dot be deceivers. By only Dot beariDg testimony,they might
have &\1Oided all these :sufFeriRgs, and :Jla.,e tlived:quietly. WtJuld
men in Buch circumstances pretend to have SeeD what they
.... saw; ...en f&Db whieh..they had DO .lIDowledge.of; go
UoatJying, to teach virtue; and, .though Dot only .conuoed.Af
_Christ's being an impostor, but having seen the success of his
imposture in his ~rucifixio:tl,' yet pe~~t -in carrying it on;
&Ild .80 persist, 8.s to bring. upon themselves, for nothing, and
With a full knowledge of the consequence, enmity and hatred,
aanger Bnd death?"

.§ 2d. That DO false story of Miracles is likely to be 80

attested, is again proved, from the premiss that II DO

false story of miracles ever Aas been 80 attested ;-"
and this premiss again is proved in the form of a
pl8pOlitiob whieh includes.it; .4J~. tahat '~.No ulAer
mir~u8·etory fDiatft1er-,i. 80 ·attested."

f'~''EhiB allertion·.agaill, 16ifurcale4; eM. it is prfted
."re8peeting the 8eVeral-Mories that are !ikely·to De, -or
. that have been adduced, as·'Parill&l to the'Christian,
that either

11~. They are. Dot 80 iututetl : .or
..,2.§...'\I)he.y··,are I tDot pt4>perly ......,., I i. I. that f••

'''Rlittitrg'tlm 'veracity·of lbe'IIa'nltor, it:808nlOt foil...
..that any miracle took'place'; as·in ·"eases ' tbat "111"
be explained by false perc,ptions,-acciikn's, etc.
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In this way tbe learlier may proceed to analyze the
relt of tbe work:, -ad to fill ap the details of thOle partl
of the argument which I have but slightly touched upon.·

* When the Student considers that this' is only otaI out of many
branchel of evidence, all tending to the same point, and yet that
there have been intelli,ent men who have held out againlt them all,
he may be apt to l118pect either' that there must be lOme flaw in
these arguments which he is unable to detect, or else, that there
must be much stronger arpmentl on the other lide than he haa ever
met with.

To enter into a dilCUllion of the various C&UIea leading to infideli
ty would be UDsuitable to this occasion j but I will notice one, 88 be
inl more especially connected with the lubject of this work, and as
being very generally overlooked. cc 1'1& no otMr ifl.ttlnee perhtJp.,"
(saY8 Dr. Hawkil18, in his valuable Essay on Tradition) "hride,
that ofBeligitm, 40 men eommit tM "erg iUogic4l milt4ke, of fird
ean.,alling till the objeetiofll agai," tiny ptJr~r 'Y,tem WM"
prettruion, to truth they would examifu, hqore tMy eomider tile
direct argument, in ii, fafJor." p.82. But why, it may be asked,
do they make such a mistake in thi" cue? An answerJ which I
think would apply to a large proportion of luch penons, is thil: Be
caule' a man having been brought up in & Christian country, haa
liTed perhaps among luch as have been aec118tomed from their in.
{ency to take for granted the truth of their religion, and even to re.
gard an uniaquiring aueDt as a mark of commendable faith; and
hence he has probably never even thought of proposing to himlelf
the question, - WJ:ly Ihould I receive Christianity as a elivine reve.
lation ? Christianity beiJll nothing ReID to him, he is not stimu
lated to seek reasons for belieTin, it, till he finds it controverted.
And when it Y controverted, - when an opponent urges - How do
you reconcile this, and that, and the other, with the idea of a divine
revelation? these objections ,trike by their nOfJeUy, - by their hein,
opposed to what is lenerally received. H~ is thus excited to in
quiry; which he sets about, naturally enough, but very unwisely.
bJ' aeeking for answers to all these objections j and fancies .that un
Ie. they can all be sati~faetorily solved, he ought not to receive the
religion. "As if," (says the Author already cited,) cc there could not
be truth, and truth lupported by irrefragable argumentl, and yet at

28
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It will be ObS8"ed th.,.t to ••oid UDDeee_ry prolixity,
I~have in moat of the abov, syllogislD8 Buppre••ed OD~

premiu, which the learner will be able ea.ily to sapply

the same time obnoxioWl to objections, numerous, plausible, and by
no means easy ,of solution. Ie There are objections" (said Dr. John
8OD) "against a plenum and objections against a ~atuum; but one
of them must be true." He adds, that "sensible men, really de
eiroWl of discoverinr the truth, will perceive that reason directs
them to examine first the argument in favor of that side of the quei
tion, where the first presumption of truth appears. And the pre
sumption is manifestly in favor of that religious creed already adopt
ed by the country. ~ • . • • Their very earliest inquiry therefore
must be into the direct arguments for the authority or that book oD

which their country rests its religion."
But reasonable as such a procedure is, there is, u I have said, &

etrong temptatioD, and one which should be carefully guarded
spinst, to adopt the oPPo8ite course j - to attend first to the objec
tions which are brpught against what is establi8hed, and which, for
that very reason, rouse the mind from a state ofapathy.

When Christianity was first preached, the state of things was re..
vened. "Seeing that all these things eannot be 8poken agaimt, ye
ought to be quiet," was a sentiment which fayored an indolent ac

quiescence in the old pagan worship. The stimulus of novelty was
all on the side of those who came to overthrow this, by a new re-

, ligion. The first inquiry of anyone who at all attended to the sub
ject must have been, not, - What are the objections to Chrisfiam
ty- but, On what grounds do these men call on me to receive them
as divine mel8engers ? And the same appears to be the case·with
the Polynesians among whom our Mi88ionaries are la"boriDg: the)'
begin by inquiring, - Why should we receive this religion? and

. those of them accordingly who have embraced it, appear to be Chris
tians on much more rational and deliberate conviction than JDany
among ttl, even of those who, in general maturity of intellect and
eirilization, are advanced considerably beyond thOle tslanden.

I am not depreciating the inestimable advantages of a religious
education i but, pointing out the petUliar temptatioD. which accom
pany iL The Jew8 and Pagans had, in their early prejudices, great
er difficulties to surmount, than our. j but they were diilicultle8 of •
different kind.
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for himself: E. G. In the early part of this analysis it
will easily be seen, that the first of the series of cumula
tive arguments to prove that the propagators of Chri8tiaD~
ity did Buffer, would at full length stand thus;

"Whoever propagated a religion unwelcome to the Jews and
to the Gentiles, was likely to Buffer;

The Apostles did this;
Therefore they were likely to SUffer," ~c. -"c.
It is also to be observed, that the same proposition

used in different syllogisms may require to be differently
expressed, by a substitution of some equivalent, in order
to render the argument in each formally correct. This
of course is always allowable, provided the exact mea.n
ing be preserved: e. g. if the proposition be, "The'per
sons who attested the Christian miracles underwent suf
ferings in attestation of them," I am authorized to state
the ~ame assertion in a different form, thus, U The Chris
tian miracles are attested by men who suffered in attesta
tion of their reality," ~c.

Great care ho\vever should be used to avoid being mis
led by the substitution of one proposition for another,
when the two ~re Dot (though perhaps they sound so)
really equivalent, 80 that the one warrants the assump
tion of the other.

Lastly, the learner is referred to the Supple~ent to
Chap. iii. § 1, p. 78, where I have treated of the state
ment of a proposition as several distinct ones, each im
plying all the rest, but differing in the division of the
Predicate from the Subject. Of this procedure the above
analysis aWords an instance.
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PRINCIPAL TECHNICAL TERMS.

Jlb,olute terms, page 101.
Abatraction. - The act of "drawing ofF n in thought, and attend

ing to separately, some portion of an object presented to the
mind, 104.

Ab.fract terms, 102.
Accident. - In its widest technicallense, anything that is attributed

to another, and can only be conceived as belonging to some
substance (in whieh sense it is opposed to CI Substance: ") in
its narrower ~d more properly logical sense, a Predicable
which may be present or absent, the ellence of the Speoies re
maining the same, 109•

.Ilccidental Definition. - A. definition which assigns the Properties
of a Species, or the Accident. ofan Individual; it is otherwise
caned a Deseription, 114•

.IlffirmGti11t - denotes the quality of a Proposition which anerts the
agreement of the Predicate with the Subject, 51.

JlntJl6gOUl. - A tenn is so called whose single signification applies
with unequal propriety to more than one object, 100,151.

AtaleeetUAl. - That part of a Conditional Ptoposition on which the
other .epends, 91.

A,prtAm,itm (limpk.)~ The operation of the mind by which we
mentaUy perceive or form a Dotion 01 lOme object, 44.

ArpffNf&'. - An ezpre.ioD in which, from something laid down u
putedt IOmething e1le iI deduced, 60.

28*
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Categtweraa&. - A. word illO called which. may by itMlf be em
ployed u a Term, 47.

ClJtqorit:tJl PropOlition - is one which &8irma or denies a Predicate
ofa Subject,'absolutely, and without any hypothesis, 51.

ComfllOR term - is one which is applicable in the u.me &eD8e to ,
more thaD one individual object, 38, 49, 100.

CMllpatibk terms, 101.
ConclUlioA. - That Proposition whicli is inferred from the Premiles

of an Argument, 21, 61.
COAtt'ae term, 102.
CondilionoJ Proposition - is one which usertl the dependence of

one categorical Proposition on another. A conditional 8,1
lO1P1ID is one in which the reuoning cIepends on moh a Propo
sition, 91.

Comequent. - That part of a conditiona.l Proposition which depends
on the other. (CoD8equeD8),91.

Comequmce. - The connexion between the Antecedent and Con
sequent of a conditional Proposition. (CODIequentia), 91.

Ctmting,nt. - The matter of & Proposition is 80 called wben the
terms of it in part agree, and in part disagree, 52.

Contradictory Propositions - are those which, hariDg the -.me
terma, dHFer both in Quantity ad QualityJ 74.

Contrary PropositiOWJ - are two univerala, aftirmative uad !leg&-

tive, with the same terma, 56
Contrary terJl)8~.l04.

Con""." - 58.
COf,,,errion of a Proposition - i. the traDspoIition of the tenDl, 10

that the subject is made the Predicate, and nee Mr.', 58.
CopultJ. - TAat part of a Proposition wlaiob aftirm8 or denies the

Predicate of the Subject; viz. ii, or iI no', exprel.ed or im
plied, 47.

DtJinite tel'DUl, 1O'J.
Dtdinition. - An exprelsion explaDatory of that which iI defined,

i. e. 8eparated, as by a boundary, from every thin, else, 113.
De,eription. - An accidental Definition, 114.
DiJfere'M,e (DiJfermtio..) - The formal or _ part of tlte

.-nee"ofa Species, lOS..
Dilemma. - A complex kind of conditioual syllopm. baYiq more

&baD. one Antecedent in the MaJor Premia. and a diajunctive
Minor, 87.
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lMeow" ..... The~d operation of the mind, Reuoning,45.
Diljt.mctioe Propollition - is ODe which CODlista of two 01' more

categoricals, 80 stated lUI to imply that some one of them mUlt
be true. A.yllogiam is called disjunotive, the reuoniag of
which turns on such a proposition, 36.·

Di,tributtd - is applied to a Term that ie employed in ita ftill ex
tent, 80 as to comprehend all ita lignific&tn, - every thi1ll to
which it is appUoa~le, 35, 63.

Dieilion, logical- is the diBt.iDct enumeration of 88yera! thinga lig
nified by a common name i and it il 10 called metaphorically,
tram -its being aDalogou to the (real aDd properly oalled) di.
vision ora whole into its put8, 111.

EntJaymeru. - An argument having ODe PremU. expressed, and the
other understood, 94. '

Equit»eGl. - A Term il defined to be equivocal nOlle di1Ferent sig.
nification. apply equally to 18ver:aI objects. Striotly speaking, I

there il hardly a word in any language which may not be re
garded 8.8, in this sense, equivocal; but the title il'11.8ually ap~

plied only in any cue where a word is employed equivocally;
c.. g. where the middle tel'm is ueed in cillFerent senses in the
two Premises; o. where a Proposition is liable to be undellltood
in v.rious 8el1MS, according to the'varioul meaDi.Dgs of one of
its terml, 148.

E"ential Definition - is one which ueign" not the Properties or
Accident.. of the thiug defined, boi what are regarded &8 its ..
sential parts, whether physical or logical, 113.

EltIref1u. - The Subject &ad Predicate or a Propoeition are ealled
its Extremes or Terms, beingt as it were, the two boundaries,
having the copula (in repar order) plaoed 'between "them. In
epeakiDg of a syllogism, the word is o&n understood to imply
the ezuemN of t1uJ CoruIUlio", 47.

li'alltJey. - Any argument, 'or apparent argument, which profeS8el
to be decw"e of the matter at iSIUe, while in reality it i.
Dot, 119.

Falle - in its strict Benee, denotes ....8 quality of a PropoeitioD
whieh state. ~ometbingnot as it ii, 51,284.

l'fgurl of a ByllogiD - denotes a certain litaation of its middle
term iD rete:renC8 to the Ememea of the ConcluioJl- The
Major and Minor tellDl, 68.
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O,nertJIUatioR. - The act of comprehending under a eODlDlon D&IDG

Beveral objects agreeing in some point which we abstract
from each of them, and which that common name serves to in
dicate, 104.

Genu,. - A Predicable which is considered u the material part of
the Species of which it is affirmed, 105.

Hypothetical PropOlJition - is one which &llerts not absolutelyt but
under an hypothesis, indicated by a conjunction. An hypothet
ical Syllogism i. ODe of which the reasoning depends on such a
prop.ilion, 82.

Illati.,e Conversion - is that in which the truth of the Convene fol
lows from the troth of the Ezpoeita., or Propoaition given, 58.

Impo.lihle. - The ~atter of a Propolition is 80 called when the ex
tremes altogether disagree, 56- Ambiguity of, 252.

bukftraite Proposition - is one which has for its Subject a Common
term without any sign to indicate distribution or non-distribu
tion, 53.

Indefinite terms, 102.
InditNlual. - An object which* is, in .the strict and primary sense,

one, and cOD&eqllently c&Dno~ be logically dittidet1; whence the
name, ]]1.

Induehon. -A kind of argument which infers, :respecting a whole
cI&88, what has been ascertained respecting one or more indi
riduals of that class, 183.

III/er. - To draw a conclusion from granted premises. 213. - Sec
Prove. ' .

""Ii- Species - is that which is Dot 8t1bdivided, except into inm
.iduals, lOS.

litIep.tJI1le accident - is that which C&DDOt be leparated nom the
J indiridoal it belongs to, though it may.from the Species, 109.

Judgment. - The lecond operation of the mind, wherein we pro
nounce mentally on the agreement and disagreement of two or
the notions obtained by simple AppreheDSion, 45.

Logical definition - is that which 88sips the Genu and Di1ierenoe
of the Species defined, 113.

MQjtw term of a Sy~ogism-is the Predicate of the conclusion.
The Major Premiu i8 the one which contains the M-iOI term.
In Hypothetical 8yllogislD8t the Hypothetical Premiss iaJ called
the Major, 84, 83. .
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....-u. term of a categorical Syllogism.- i. tht.t. with which the two
extremes of the conclusion are separately compared, 64, 68.

Mvaor term of a categorical Syllogism - i. the subject of the COD

elusion. The Minor Premil8 is that which contaiwl the Minor
term. In Hypothetioal 8yllogi8Dl8, the Categorical Premi. i.
called the Minor, ~, as.

ModtJl categoricall propoeition - is one which Ulertl that the Predi·
cate en.ts in the Subject in a certaia mode or manner, 51, 78.

Mood of a categorical Syllogism - is the deeignatioD of ita three
propositions, in the order in which they.tand, according to their
quantity and quality, 67.

Neee"(J'1/ matter of a propolition- is the essential or invariable
agreement of ita terms, 56. - Nec8lsary, ambiguity or, ~l.

Negation - convemon by (otherwise ca1led conversion by cona.
position),59.

NegaMe categorical proposition - ia ODe which _rta the eli.·
greement of its extremes, 51.

Mgati", terms, 102. ,
Nominal Definition- is o~ whioh expla.ina only the me&lliDg of

the term defined, and nothing more of the. Datum of the thiIIg
Iipified by that Term than ia implietl by the ·Term itMl£.to eye
r, one wla.o UDde1'ltaDds the meaDing or it, 116,9&

OppoHtJ. - Two propoeiti0D8 are said to be oppoeed to each.other,
when having the same Subject and Prediea&e, they dUrer ·either
in quantity 01' quality, or'both,. M.

OppoBition of terma, loa.
Part -logically, Species are called Parts of the Genus tft.~come

under, and individual_, partI otthe Specie_ j really, the Genus
is a Part of the Species, aDd the Speciel, of the Individual. 112.

'ParticultJr proposition"- is ODe in which the Predicate is a8irmed or
denied of some part only of the BUbject, 51. .

Per Aeeid8f&l. - Conversion of a proposition is 80 oalled when the
Quantity is changed, 59.

Phymal definition - i. that which &88igDs ,the pa.rta into which the
thing defined can be aetuallll di,ided, 114-

Poriti"e terms, 101.
PretliMte of a propoeitioD - iI that Term which is atlinned. or de-

nied of the other, 47. \
Pretlieable. - A Term which caD be afBrmatively predioated of&eve

rat others, 106.
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p,.emil,. -·A proposition employed to establish· a .cenem .conclu-..

sion, 61.
P,;"ati"e terms, 102.
Probablevguments, 79, '209.
Property -A Predio.ble- which denotes something essentially-con

joined to the essenee of the Species, 108.
Propolition. - A sentence which asserts, i e.~8 or demes,'50.
PrOfJe. - To adduce Premises which establish ~e' truth of' a cer

tain conolusion, 213.
PtoI:imum Genus of any Species - is· the nearest or leas~ remote

to which it can be referred, 108: .
Pure categorical proposition~ is one which .aSserts simply"that tbe

Predicate is, or is not, contained in the Subject; 51, 78..
ReaJ definition'- is one which explains the nature of the thing de

fined; oiz. either the whole nature of it (as in Mathematics),
or else something beyond what' is necesiarily unde1'8tood by
the Terzp, 115,202.

Rtjermce, - fallacy of, 165.
Relati.,e terms, 101.

Quality of a Proposition-is its atlirming or denying. This is the
Quality of the ezpre,lion, which is, in Lo~c, the essential
oircumstance. The Quality of the matter "is, its being true or
false; whioh i~, in Logic, accidental, being essential only in
lespect of the subject-matter treated of, 5] .

Qutmtity of a Proposition -is tbe extent in which its subject is
take.p.; "ic. to stand for the whole, or for & part only of its
Significates, 52.

Que.tion. - That which is to be establi~hed as a Conolusion stated
in an interrogative form, 61.

8ecOf&d intention Qf a term, 150.
Separable accident - is one which may be separated from the in-

dividual, 109. .

Bignjficate. - The several tJrings signified by a Common Term are
its Significates (Significata), 52.

Singular term - is one which 8tanc:IS for one individual. A Sin
gular proposition is one which has for its Subject either a Sin
gular ·tetm or a Common term limited to ODe individual by a
singular sign, e. g. "This," 49, 53, 101.

Bonte•• - An abridged form of stating a series of Syllogisms, of
which the Conclusion of each is a Premies of the su~eed..
ing, 95,
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SptcU,. - A predicate which is cODsidered as expreuing the whole
eaence of the individuals of whieh it is· aflirmed, 105. - Pecu
liar sense of, in Natural History, 2fl1.

Stl1HJJtem Species and Genus - is that which is both a Species of
some higher Genus, and a Genus in respect of the Specie.. intO
which it is divided. Subaltem opposition, is between a Uni
versal and & ~articular of the same Quality. Of theile, the
Universal is the Subalternant, and the Particular the Suba1te~

nate, 56, 108.
Subcont,.ay opposition -is between two particulars, the affirmative'

and the negative, 56.
Subject of a proposition - i. that term of which the other is affirmed

or denied, 47.
Summum Genus- is that which is not considered as a Species of

any higher Genus, 108.
SgllogiBm. - An argument expre88ed in strict logical form; .u. 10

that its conclusiveness is manifest nom the Btructure of the
e%pression alone, without any regard to the meaning of the
Ter~, 61. .

Syncategorematic words - are luch as cannot singly expre81 a Term,
but only a part of a Term, 47.

Term. - The Subject or Predicate ora Proposition, 47.
7hu PrQposition - is one which states what really is, 52.
Uni"er,al Propp.ition - is one whose Predicate is affirmed or de

nied of the whole ofth~ Subject, 52.
Unif,ocal. - A Common term is called Univocal in respect of those

things to which it is applicable in the same significatio~, 100.

THI: END.
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