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PREFACE.

TrE Lectures comprised in the present Volumes form
the second and concluding portion of the Biennial Course
on Metaphysics and Logic, which was commenced by
Sir William Hamilton on his election to the Professorial
Chair in 1836, and repeated, with but slight alterations,
till his decease in 1856. The Appendix contains various
papers, composed for the most part during this period,
which, though portions of their contents were publicly
taught at least as early as 1840, were only to a very
small extent incorporated into the text of the Lectures.

The Lectures on Logic, like those on Metaphysics,
were chiefly composed during the session in which they
were first delivered (1837-8) ; and the statements made
in the preface to the previous volumes, as regards the cir-
cumstances and manner of their composition, are equally
applicable to the present course. In this, as in the
preceding series, the Author has largely availed himself
of the labours of previous writers, many of whom are
but little known in this country. To the works of the
Gterman logicians of the present century, particularly to
those of Krug and Esser, these Lectures are under espe-
cial obligations.




viii PREFACE.

In the compilation of the Appendix, some responsi-
bility rests with the Editors ; and a few words of explan-
ation may be necessary as regards the manner in which
they have attempted to perform this portion of their task.
In publishing the papers of a deceased writer, composed
at various intervals during a long period of years, and
treating of difficult and controverted questions, there are
two opposite dangers to be guarded against. On the
one hand, there is the danger of compromising the
Author’s reputation by the publication of documents
which his maturer judgment might not have sanctioned;
and, on the other hand, there is the danger of commit-
ting an opposite injury to him and to the public, by
withholding writings of interest and value. Had Sir
William Hamilton, at any period of his life, published a
systematic treatise on Logic, or had his projected New
Analytic of Logical Forms been left in a state at all
approaching to completeness, the Editors might probably
have obtained a criterion by which to distinguish between
those speculations which would have received the final
tmprimatur of their Author, and those which would not.
In the absence of any such criterion, they have thought
it better to run the risk of giving too much than too
little ;—to publish whatever appeared to have any philo-
sophical or historical interest, without being influenced
by its coincidence with their own opinions, or by its
coherence with other parts of the Author’s writings. It
is possible that, among the papers thus published, may
be found some which are to be considered rather as
experimental exercises than as approved results ; but no
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papers have been intentionally omitted, except such as
were either too fragmentary to be intelligible, or mani-
festly imperfect sketches of what has been published
here or elsewhere in a more matured form.

The Notes, in these as in the previous volumes, are
divided into three classes. Those printed from the
manuscript of the Lectures appear without any dis-
- tinctive mark : those supplied from the Author’s Com-
monplace-Book and other papers are enclosed within
square brackets without signature ; and those added by
the Editors are marked by the signature “ Ep.” These
last, as in the Lectures on Metaphysics, are chiefly con-
fined to occasional explanations of the text and verifica-
tions of references.

In conclusion, the Editors desire to express their ac-
knowledgments to those friends from whom they have
received assistance in tracing the numerous quotations
and allusions scattered through these and the preceding
volumes. In particular, their thanks are due to Hubert
Hamilton, Esq., whose researches among his father’s books
and papers have supplied them with many valuable ma-
terials ; and to H. W. Chandler, Esq., Fellow of Pem-
broke College, Oxford, who has aided them from the
resources of a philosophical learning cognate in many
respects to that of Sir William Hamilton himself.
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LECTURES ON LOGIC.

LECTURE 1°

INTRODUCTION.

LOGIC.—I. ITS DEFINITION.

GENTLEMEN,—We are now about to enter on the con- LEct.
sideration of one of the most important branches of _*
Mental Philosophy,—the science which is conversant L8P

,—mode
about the Laws of Thought. But, before commencing e
the discussion, I would premise a word in regard to iy ot

the mode in which it ought to be conducted, with a %
view to your information and improvement. The Endof
great end which every instructor ought to propose nateton.
in the communication of a science, is, to afford the
student clear and distinct notions of its several parts,
of their relations to each other, and to the whole of
which they are the constituents. For unless he ac-
complish this, it is of comparatively little moment
that his information be in itself either new or impor-
tant ; for of what consequence are all the qualities of
a doctrine, if that doctrine be not communicated —
and communicated it is not, if it be not understood.

But in the communication of a doctrine, the me- Methods of

a The first seven Lectures of the delivered by 8ir W. Hamilton as a
Metaphysical Course, (Lectures on General Introduction to the Course of
Metaphysics, vol. i. p. 1-128), were Logic proper—ED.

VOL. I. A
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2 LECTURES ON LOGIC.

thods to be followed by an instructor who writes,
and by an instructor who speaks, are not the same.
They are, in fact, to a certain extent, necessarily dif-
ferent : for, while the reader of the one can always
be referred back or forward, can always compare one
part of a book with another, and can always meditate
at leisure on each step of the evolution ; the hearer
of the other, on the contrary, must at every moment
be prepared, by what has preceded, to comprehend at
once what is to ensue. The oral instructor has thus
a much more arduous problem to solve, in accom-
plishing the end which he proposes. For if, on the
one hand, he avoid obscurity by communicating only
what can easily be understood as isolated fragments,
he is intelligible only because he communicates no-
thing worth learning: and if, on the other, he be
unintelligible in proportion as his doctrine is concate-
nated and systematic, he equally fails in his attempt ;
for as, in the one case, there is nothing to teach, so,
in the other, there is nothing taught. It is, therefore,
evident, that the oral instructor must accommodate his
mode of teaching to the circumstances under which
he acts. He must endeavour to make his audience
fully understand each step of his movement before
another is attempted ; and he must prepare them for
details by a previous survey of generals. In short,
what follows should always be seen to evolve itself
out of what precedes. It is in consequence of this
condition of oral instruction, that, where the develop-
ment of a systematic doctrine is attempted in a course
of Lectures, it is usual for the lecturer to facilitate the
labour to his pupils and himself, by exhibiting in a
Manual or Textbook the order of his doctrine and a
summary of its contents. As I have not been able to
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prepare this useful subsidiary, I shall endeavour, as LECT.
far as possible, to supply its want. I shall, in the first

Place, endeavour always to present you with a general Anthor
statement of every doctrine to be explained, before Pt
descending to the details of explanation ; and in order

that you may be insured in distincter and more com-
prehensive notions, I shall, where it is possible, com-

prise the general statements in Propositions or Para-
graphs, which I shall slowly dictate to you, in order

that they may be fully taken down in writing. This

being done, I shall proceed to analyse these proposi-

tions or paragraphs, and to explain their clauses in
detail. This, I may observe, is the method followed

in those countries where instruction by prelection is
turned to the best account ;—it is the one prevalent

on the Continent, more especially in the universities

of Germany and Holland.

In pursuance of this plan, I at once commence by
giving you, a8 the first proposition or paragraph, the
following. I may notice, however, by parenthesis,
that, as we may have sometimes occasion to refer
articulately to these propositions, it would be proper
for you to distinguish them by sign and number.

The first paragraph, then, is this :—

T1. A System of Logical Instruction consists par.1.
of Two Parts,—1°, Of an Introduction to the Of':.“ of
science ; 2°, Of a Body of Doctrine constituting ses. =™

the Science itself.

These, of course, are to be considered in their order.

T IL The Introduction to Logic should afford par. Par. IL
answers to the following questions :—i. What is ducion v
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4 LECTURES ON LOGIC.

Logic? ii. What is its Value? iii. What are
its Divisions ? iv. What is its History ? and,
v. What is its Bibliography, that is, what are
the best books upon the subject ?

In regard to the first of these questions, it is evi-
dent that its answer is given in a definition of Logic.
I, therefore, dictate to you the third paragraph.

TIII. What is Logic? Answer—Logic is the
Science of the Laws of Thought as Thought.

This definition, however, cannot be understood
without an articulate exposition of its several parts.
I, therefore, proceed to this analysis and explanation,
and shall consider it under the three following heads.
In the first, I shall consider the meaning, and history,
and synonyms of the word Logic. In the second, I
shall consider the Genus of Logic, that is, explain
why it is defined as a Science. In the third, I
shall consider the Object- matter of Logic, that is,
explain to you what is meant by saying, that it is con-
versant about the Laws of Thought as Thought.

First, then, in regard to the signification of the
word. Logic, you are aware, is a Greek word, hoyuaj ;
and Aoyuaj, like ypapparuay, pyropucty, woumrucy, dua-
Aextuc}, I need hardly tell you, is an adjective, one
or other of the substantives émorjun, science, réxm,
art, or wpaypareia, study or rather matter of study,
being understood. The term Moyucj, in this special
signification, and as distinctly marking out a parti-
cular science, is not so old as the constitution of that
science itself.  Aristotle did not designate by the
term Aoyw), the science whose doctrine he first fully
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developed He uses, indeed, the adjective Aoywds in LECT.
various combinations with other substantives.

Thus

I find in his Physics Xoycmy dmopia,"—in his Rhetoric,
Aoywal Svo'xepew.n.,p —in his M. etaphysws, Aoyuxds
amodeifeis,"—in his Posterior Analytics, &a Aoyud,?

—in his Topics, hoyucdv mpdBAnpua. ¢

He, likewise, not

unfrequently makes use of the adverb Aoywds. By
whom the term Aoywe) was first applied, as the word

expressive of the science, does not appear.

who flourished at the close of the fifth and commence- to:
ment of the sixth century, says, in his Commentary
on the Topics of Cicero,” that the name of Logic was
first given by the ancient Peripatetics. In the works of

Alexander of Aphrodisias, the oldest commentator we Alexander

possess on the works of Aristotle, (he flourished to- o
wards the end of the second century), the term
Aoyues), both absolutely and in combination with
mpaypareia, &c., is frequently employed ;¢ and the
word is familiar in the writings of all the subsequent

Aristotelians. Previously, however, to Alexander, it Cicer.

is evident that Aoyua) had become a common designa-
tion of the science; for it is once and again thus

a B.iii. ¢. 3. “Exe: ¥ &woplar Aoy:-
xfir. “Dubitationem quee non e rerum
singularium (physicarum) contemplati-
one, sed e ratiocinatione sola orta est.”
Waitz, ad Arist. Org., vol ii. p. 854,
Logical and dialectical reasoning in Ar-
istotle mean the same thing,—vie. rea-
soning founded only on general princi-
ples of probability, not on necessary
truths or on special experienoces.—ED.

B This expression occurs not in the
Rhetoric, but in the Metaphysics, B.
iii. (iv.) c. 8, and B. xiii. (xiv.)¢. 1. In
the Rhetoric we find the expression
Aoyixol cvAAoywopof, B. i. c. 1.—ED,

o B.xiii. (xiv.) c. 1. Cf. De Gener.
Anim,, ii. 8.—Eb.

& B.i. ¢. 24.—Ebp.

¢ B. v. c. 1.—Eb.

CE. g., Anal. Post., i. 21, 82; Phys.
viii. 8; Metaph., vi. 4, 17; xi. 1.—
Ep.

# L. i, sud init.—Eb.

@ See especially his commentary on
the Prior. Analytics, f. 2, (Scholia, ed.
Brandis, p. 141), where he divides #
Aoyich Te ral GUAAOYIOTIKH Tpayua-
rela into four branches, &wodeuerics,
Swarenticd, weipactuch, and copioTich.
Here Logic is used in a wider sense
than the adjective and adverb bear
in Aristotle, while the cognate term
dialectic retains its original significa-
tion.—Eb.

Boethms, Ancient
p&-
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applied by Cicero.® 8o much for the history of the
word Logic, in so far as regards its introduction and
earlier employment. We have now to consider its
derivation and meaning.

It is derived from Adyos, and it had primarily the
same latitude and variety of signification as its origi-
nal. What then did Adyos signify ? In Greek this
word had a twofold meaning. It denoted both thought
and its expression ; it was equivalent both to the ratio
and to the oratio of the Latins. The Greeks, in order
to obviate the ambiguity thus arising from the con-
fusion of two different things under one expression,
were compelled to add a differential epithet to the
common term. Aristotle, to contradistinguish Aéyos,
meaning thought, from M\éyos, meaning speech, calls
the former rov éow,—7rov & T Yuxp,—that within,—
that in the mind ; and the latter, rov €éfw,—that with-
outf The same distinction came subsequently to be
expressed by the Adyos évduifleros, for thought, the
verbum mentis ; and by Adyos wpoopukds, for lan-
guage, the verbum oris.” It was necessary to give you
this account of the ambiguity of the word Adyos,
because the same passed into its derivative Aoyuaj;
and it also was necessary that you should be made
aware of the ambiguity in the name of the science,

‘because this again exerted an influence on the views

adopted in regard to the object-matter of the science.

a See De Finibus, i. 7; Tusc. Queest., edit. Paris, 1640; Plutarch, Philos. esse
iv. 14. Cicero probably borrowed cum principibus, c. 2, (vol ii p. 777, C.,
this use of the term from the Stoics, ed. Francof., 1620); Sextus Empiricus,
to whose founder, Zeno, Laertius (vii. Pyrrh. Hyp., i. 65; Simplicius, In
39) ascribes the origin of the division Categ. Arist., p. 7; Damascenus, Fid.
of Philosophy into Logic, Physics, Orthod., ii. 21. The expressions pro-
and Ethics, sometimes erroneously bably originated with the Stoics. See
attributed to Plato.—Eb. Wyttenbach's note on Plutarch’s Mor-

B Anal. Post.,i. 10.—Eb. alia, p. 44 A, (tom. vi. pars 1, p. 378

v E.g., Philo, DeVita Mosis, p. 672, edit. Oxon, 1810).—ED.
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~ But what, it may be asked, was the appellation of LECT.
the science before it had obtained the name of Logic #
for, as I have said, the doctrine had been discrimi- 422 ot
nated, and even carried to a very high perfection, before 3
it received the designation by which it is now gene- Fos
rally known. The most ancient name for what was
subsequently denominated Logic, was Dialectic. But
this must be understood with certain limitations. By
Plato the term dralectic is frequently employed to
mark out a particular section of philosophy. But this
section is, with Plato, not coextensive with the domain
of Logic ; it includes, indeed, Logic, but it does not
exclude Metaphysic, for it is conversant not only
about the form, but about the matter, of our know-
ledge. (The meaning of these expressions you are
soon to learn.)

This word, Swaexruc), (-rexwl OF émuomijp1), OF Mparypa- Awkerruch
reia, being understood), is derived, you are aware, logy.
from Swaléyeatas, to hold conversation or discourse
together ; dialectic, therefore, literally signifies, a con-
versation, colloquy, controversy, dispute. But Plato, Use of the
who defined thought an internal discourse of the soul m?f
with itself,” and who explamed 10 Swaléyeabar by the ©
ambiguous expression 7@ Adyp xpnobaif did not
certainly do violence either to the Greek language or
to his own opinions, in giving the name of dialectic
to the process, not merely of logical inference, but
of metaphysical speculation. In our own times the By Hegl
Platonic signification of the word has been revived,
and Hegel has applied it, in even a more restricted

a Fischaber, p. 10 [Lekrduch der Bwaréyeofa: xal Td Adyyp xpiiofu Tai-
Logik, Einleitung. See Theetetus, p. Tév wov raheis; AA.Tidvvye. Cf. Gas-
189. Sophista, p. 263.—EDb.] sendi, Logica, Proem. Opera, t. i. p.

B I Alcib.,, p. 129. =0, Td 8 32.—Eb.
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meaning, to metaphysical speculation alone.* But if

of Bw-lcdw

¢than Logic, Aristotle employed it to denote less.
With him, Dialectic is not a term for the pure science,
or the science in general, but for a particular and an
applied part. It means merely the Logic of Probable
Matter, and is thus convertible with what he other-
wise denominates Topics (tomuaj).f This, I may ob-
serve, has been very generally misunderstood, and it
is commonly supposed that Aristotle uses the term
Dialectic in two meanings, in one meaning for the
science of Logic in general, in another for the Logic
of Probabilities. This is, however, a mistake. There
is, in fact, only a single passage in his writings, on
the ground of which it can possibly be maintained,
that he ever employs Dialectic in the more exten-
sive meaning. This is in his Rhetoric i. 1,Y but the
passage is not stringent, and Dialectic may there be
plausibly interpreted in the more limited signification.
But at any rate it is of no authority, for it is an evi-
dent interpolation,—a mere gloss which has crept in
from the margin into the text.? Thus it appears that
Aristotle possessed no single term by which to desig-
nate the general science of which he was the principal

Of Analy. author and finisher. Analytic, and Apodeictic with
:«dw, o Toprc, (equivalent to Dialectic,and including Sophistic),

were so many special names by which he denoted
particular parts or particular applications of Logic.
I say nothing of the vacillating and various employ-

a See Encyklopddie, § 81.—Eb. & See Balforeus [R. Balforei Com-
B Topica,i.1. Awrexticds 3¢ ovA- mentarius in Organum Logicum Aris-
Aoyiopuds & & &vdbkwy auAroyi{éuevos. totelis, Burdigale, 1618. Qu. Il § 8,
—Eb. p- 12. Muretus in his version omits
7 Tepl 82 quALOyiTpod dpolws Bxarros this passage as an interpolation.—
Tiis Siakextinis dorwv iBeiv, ) abrijs SAns  Ebp.]
# népovs Twés.—Eb.
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ment of the terms Logic and Dialectic by the Stoics, LEcr.
Epicureans, and other ancient schools of philosophy ; — =
and now proceed to explain to you the second head of

the definition,—viz. the Genus,—class, of Logic, which

I gave as Science.

It was a point long keenly mooted by the old logi- 2. Logic—
cians, whether Logic were a science, or an art, or, EJ.‘.’.@"
neither, or both ; and if a science, whether a science Art.
practical, or a science speculative, or at once specula-
tive and practical. Plato and the Platonists viewed
it as a science ;* but with them Dialectic, as I have
noticed, was coextensive with the Logic and Metaphy-
sics of the Peripatetics taken together. By Aristotle
himself Logic is not defined. The Greek Aristotelians,
and many philosophers since the revival of letters,
deny it to be either science or art.? The Stoics, in
general, viewed it as a science ;¥ and the same was
done by the Arabian and Latin schoolmen.? In more
modern times, however, many Aristotelians, all the
Ramists, and a majority of the Cartesians, maintained
it to be an art ;* but a considerable party were found
who defined it as both art and science.f In Germany,
since the time of Leibnitz, Logic has been almost
universally regarded as a science. The controversy The gues
which has been waged on this point is perhaps one of " "

a [Camerarius, Disputationes Philo-
sophice, p. 30.] [Pars i. qu. 8, ed.
Parisiis, 1630. See also Qu. 4, p. 44.
—Eb.]

B [See Themistius, In Anal. Post.,
L i c. 24, [Opera, p. 6, Venice, 1554.
—Eb.] Ammonius Hermiwm, In Catey.,
Praf. [p. 3,ed. Ald. 1503.—Ed.] Sim-
plicius, In Categ., Preef. [§ 25, p. 5,
ed. Basilems, 1561.—ED.] Zabarella,
De Natura Logice, (1. i. c. 5, et seq.—
Ep.] Smiglecius, Logica, Disp. ii. qu.
4, [p. 69, ed. Oxonii, 1658, —Eb.]

Logica Conimbricensis, [Tract i. § 1.
subas. 4, et seq., p. 8, od. 1711.—Eb.]
Gerard John Vossius, De Nat. Artium,
sive de Logica, c. vi.]

« [See Laertius, In Vita Zenonis, 1.
vii.] [§ 62.—Eb.]

8 [Scotus, Predicamenta, Qu. i. Al-
bertus Magnus, /n De Pradicabilibus,
e 1]

€ [Ramus, Instit. Dialect., . i. c. 1.
Burgersdicius, Iretit. Log., 1. i c 1, [§
4—Eb]

¢ See Smiglecius, as above.—ED.
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the most futile in the history of speculation. In so
far as Logic is concerned, the decision of the question
is not of the very smallest import. It was not in
consequence of any diversity of opinion in regard to
the scope and nature of this doctrine, that philoso-
phers disputed by what name it should be called.
The controversy was, in fact, only about what was
properly an art, and what was properly a science ;
and as men attached one meaning or another to these
terms, so did they affirm Logic to be an art, or a sci-
ence, or both, or neither. I should not, in fact, have
thought it necessary to say anything on this head,
were it not to guard you against some mistakes of
the respectable author, whose work on Logic I have re-
commended to your attention,—I mean Dr Whately.
In the opening sentence of his Elements, it is said :
—*“ Logic, in the most extensive sense which the name
can with propriety be made to bear, may be consi-
dered as the Science and also the Art of Reason-
ing. It investigates the principles on which argumen-
tation is conducted, and furnishes rules to secure the
mind from error in its deductions. Its most appro-
priate 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 pointed out, by most
writers on the subject ; Logic having been in general
regarded as merely an art, and its claim to hold a place
among the sciences having been expressly denied.”
All this is from first to last erroneous. In the first
place, it is erroneous in what it says of the opinion
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prevalent among philosophers in regard to the genus
of Logic. Logic was not, as is asserted, in general re-
garded as an art, and its claim to hold a place among
the sciences expressly denmied. The contrary would
have been correct ; for the immense majority of logi-
cians, ancient and modern, have regarded Logic as &
science, and expressly denied it to be an art. In the
second place, supposing Dr Whately’s acceptation of
the terms art and science to be correct, there is not a
previous logician who would have dreamt of denying
that, on such an acceptation, Logic was both a science
and an art. But in the third place, the discrimination
itself of art and science is wrong. Dr Whately considers
science to be any knowledge viewed absolutely, and
not in relation to practice,—a signification in which
every art would, in its doctrinal part, be a science ;
and he defines art to be the application of knowledge
to practice, in which sense Ethics, Politics, Religion,
and all practical sciences, would be arts. The dis-
tinction of arts and sciences is thus wrong.® But in
the fourth place, were the distinction correct, it would
be of no value, for it would distinguish nothing,
since art and science would mark out no real differ-
ence between the various branches of knowledge, but
only different points of view under which the same
branch might be contemplated by us,—each being in
different relations at once a science and an art. In
fact, Dr Whately confuses the distinction of science
theoretical and science practical with the distinction
of science and art. I am well aware that it would be
no easy matter to give a general definition of science
as contradistinguished from art, and of art as contra-
distinguished from science ; but if the words them-

a Compare Lectures on Metaphysics, vol. i. p. 115 et seq.—Ep.

LECT.
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LECT. selves cannot validly be discriminated, it would be
absurd to attempt to discriminate anything by them.
When 1, therefore, define Logic by the genus science,
I do not attempt to give it more than the general de-
nomination of a branch of knowledge ; for I reserve
the discrimination of its peculiar character to the
differential quality afforded by its object-matter. You
will find, when we have discussed the third head of
the definition, that Logic is not only a science, but a
demonstrative or apodictic science; but so to have
defined it, would have been tautological, for a science
conversant about laws is conversant about necessary
matter, and a science conversant about necessary mat-
ter is demonstrative.

3, Logi,— ] proceed, therefore, to the third and last head of the

matter.  definition,—to explain to you what is meant by the
object-matter of Logic,—viz. the Laws of Thought as
Thought. The consideration of this head naturally
divides itself into three questions,—1, Whatis Thought?
2, What is Thought as Thought? 3, What are the Laws
of Thought as Thought ?

» Thougtt,  In the first place, then, in saying that Logic is con-
versant about Thought, we mean to say that it is con-
versant about thought strictly so called. The term
thought is used in two significations of different extent.

Initswider In the wider meaning, it denotes every cognitive act

o g, Whatever ; by some philosophers, as Descartes and his
disciples, it is even used for every mental modification
of which we are conscious, and thus includes the Feel-
ings, the Volitions, and the Desires.®* In the more lim-
ited meaning, it denotes only the acts of the Under-

a Descartes, Principia, p.1.§9. “Co- Atque ita non modo intelligere, velle,
gitationis nomine intelligo illa omnia imaginari, sed etiam sentire, idem est
quge nobis consciis in nobis fiunt, qua- hic quod cogitare.”—EDb.
tenus eorum in nobis conscientia est.




Comparison, or that which I distinguished as the Ela- —

borative or Discursive Faculty.® It is in this more {r
restricted signification that thought is said to be the
object-matter of Logic. Thus Logic does not consider
the laws which regulate the other powers of mind. It
takes no immediate account of the faculties by which
we acquire the rude materials of knowledge ; it sup-
poses these materials in possession, and considers only
the manner of their elaboration. It takes no account,
at least in the department of Pure Logic, of Memory
and Imagination, or of the blind laws of Association,
but confines its attention to connections regulated by
the laws of intelligence. Finally, it does not consider
the laws themselves of Intelligence as given in the Re-
gulative Faculty,—Intelligence,—Common Sense ; for
in that faculty these laws are data, facts, ultimate and,
consequently, inconceivable ; but whatever transcends
the sphere of the conceivable transcends the sphere of
Logic.

Such are the functions about which Logic is not con-
versant, and such, in the limited signification of the
word, are the acts which are not denominated Thought.
We have hitherto found what thought is not, we must
now endeavour to determine generally what it is.

The contemplation of the world presents to our sub- Thought
sidiary faculties a multitude of objects. These objects™ " -

are the rude materials submitted to elaboration by a
higher and self-active faculty, which operates upon
them in obedience to certain laws and in conformity
to certain ends. The operation of this faculty is
Thought. All thought is a comparison, a recognition
of similarity or difference ; a conjunction or disjunc-

a See Lectures on Metaphysics, vol. ii. lect, xxxiv., p. 277.—ED.
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LECT. tion, in other words, a synthesis or analysis of its ob-
~ jects. In Conception, that is, in the formation of con-
cepts (or general notions), it compares, disjoins or
conjoins attributes ; in an act of Judgment, it com-
pares, disjoins or conjoins concepts ; in Reasoning, it
compares, disjoins or conjoins judgments. In each
step of this process there is one essential element ; to
think, to compare, to conjoin or disjoin, it is necessary
to recognise one thing through or under another, and,
therefore, in defining Thought proper, we may either
define it as an act of Comparison, or as a recognition
of one notion as in or under another. It is in per-
forming this act of thinking a thing under a general
notion, that we are said to understand or comprehend
it. For example: An object is presented, say a book ;
this object determines an impression, and I am even
conscious of the impression, but without recognising
to myself what the thingis ; in that case, there is only
a perception, and not properly a thought. But sup-
pose I do recognise it for what it is, in other words,
compare it with and reduce it under a certain concept,
class, or complement of attributes, which I call book ;
in that case, there is more than a perception,—there is
a thought.

All this will, however, be fully explained to you in
the sequel ; at present I only attempt to give you a
rude notion of what thinking is, to the end that you
may be able vaguely to comprehend the limitation of
Logic to a certain department of our cognitive func-
tions, and what is meant by saying that Logic is a
science of thought.
by Thoughs But Thought simply is still too undetermined ; the
¥ s proper object of Logic is something still more definite ;

it is not thought in general, but thought considered
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merely as thought, of which this science takes cognis- LECT.
ance. This expression requires explanation ; we come
therefore to the second question,—What is meant
by Thought as Thought ?

To answer this question, let us remember what has
just been said of the act constitutive of thought,—viz.
that it is the recognition of a thing as coming under
a concept ; in other words, the marking an object by
an attribute or attributes previously known as common
to sundry objects, and to which we have accordingly
given a general name. “In this process we are able, by
abstraction, to distinguish from each other,—1°, The Matter and
object thought of; and, 2°, The kind and manner of Thought.
thinking it. Let us, employmg the old and established
technical expressions, call the first of these the matter,
the second the form, of the thought. For example, when
I think that the book before me is a folio, the matter of
this thought is book and folio, the form of it is a judg-
ment. Now it is abundantly evident, that this analy-
sis of thought into two phases or sides is only the work
of a scientific discrimination and contrast ; for as, on
the one hand, the matter of which we think is only
cogitable through a certain form, so, on the other, the
form under which we think cannot be realised in con-
sciousness, unless in actual application to an object.”*

Now, when I said that Logic was conversant about Logic pro-
thought considered merely as thought, I meant simply venu:;only
to say, that Logic is conversant with the form of Xorm of
thought to the exclusion of the matter. This being
understood, I now proceed to show how Logic only
proposes,—how Logic only can propose, the form of
thought for its object of consideration. It is indeed
true, that this limitation of Logic to the form of thought

e Esser, Logik, § 8, p. 4, 2d edit. Miinster, 1830.—Eb.
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has not always been kept steadily in view by logicians,
that it is only gradually that proper views of the
science have been speculatively adopted, and still more
gradually that they have been carried practically into
effect, insomuch that to the present hour, as I shall
hereafter show you, there are sundry doctrines still
taught as logical, which, as relative to the matter of
thought, are in fact foreign to the science of its form.

“But although it is impossible to show by the history
of the science, that Logic is conversant with the form,
to the exclusion of the matter, of thought ; this can,
however, be satisfactorily done by a consideration of
the nature and conditions of the thing itself. For, if
it be maintained that Logic takes not merely the form
but the matter of thought into account, (the matter,
you will recollect, is a collective expression for the
several objects about which thought is conversant), in
that case, Logic must either consider all those objects
without distinction, or make a selection of some alone.
Now the former of these alternatives is manifestly
impossible ; for if it were required that Logic should
comprise a full discussion of all cogitable objects, in
other words, if Logic must draw within its sphere all
other sciences, and thus constitute itself in fact the
one universal science, every one at once perceives the
absurdity of the requisition and the impossibility of
its fulfilment. But is the second alternative more
reasonable? Can it be proposed to Logic to take
cognisance of certain objects of thought to the exclu-
sion of others ? On this supposition, it must be shown
why Logic should consider this particular object and
not also that ; but as none but an arbitrary answer,
that is no answer at all, can be given to this interro-
gation, the absurdity of this alternative is no less
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manifest than that of the other. The particular ob- LECT.
jects, or the matter of thought, being thus excluded,
the form of human thought alone remains as the ob-
ject-matter of our science ; in other words, Logic has
only to do with thinking as thinking, and has no, at
least no immediate, concernment with that which is
thought about. Logic thus obtains, in common par-
lance, the appellation of a formal science, not indeed
in the sense as if Logic had only a form and not an
object, but simply because the form of human thought
is the object of Logic ; so that the title formal science
is properly only an abbreviated expression.”

I proceed now to the third question under this . TheLaws
head,—viz what is meant by the Laws of Thought as ..T'lmfr’m
Thought ? in other words, what is meant by the For-
mal Laws of Thought ?

‘We have already limited the object of Logic to the
form of thought. But thereis still required a last and
final limitation ; for this form contains more than
Logic can legitimately consider. “Human thought,
regarded merely in its formal relation, may be con-
sidered in a twofold point of view; for, on the one
hand, it is either known to us merely from experience
or observation,—we are merely aware of its phenomena
historically or empirically, or, on the other, by a reflec-
tive speculation,—by analysis and abstraction, we seek
out and discriminate in the manifestations of thought
what is contained of necessary and universal. The
empirical or historical consideration of our thinking
faculty does not belong to Logic, but to the Phee-
nomenology of Mind,—to Psychology. The empirical
observation of the phenomena necessarily, indeed, pre-

' a Esser, Logik, § 3,pp. 5, 6. Cf. et seq. 2d edit. 1819.—Eb.
Krug, Denklehre oder Logik, § 8, p. 17
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LECT. cedes their speculative analysis. But notwithstanding
this, Logic possesses a peculiar province of its own,
and constitutes an independent and exclusive science.
For where our empirical consideration of the mind
terminates, there our speculative consideration com-
mences ; the necessary elements which the latter
secures from the contingent materials of observation,
—these are what constitute the laws of thought as
thought.” «
« Cf. Esser, Logik, § 4, pp. 6,7.—Eb.
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LECTURE IIL

INTRODUCTION.

LOGIC—I. ITS DEFINITION,—HISTORICAL NOTICES OF
OPINIONS REGARDING ITS OBJECT AND DOMAIN,—
11 ITS UTILITY.

IN my last Lecture, I commenced the consideration of vLect.
Logic,—of Logic properly so denominated,—a science —
for the cultivation of which every European university g’
has provided a special chair, but which, in this country,
in consequence of the misconceptions which have lat-
terly arisen in regard to its nature and its end, has
been very generally superseded : insomuch that, for a
considerable period, the chairs of Logic in our Scottish
universities have in fact taught almost everything
except the doctrine which they were established to
teach. After some precursory observations in regard

to the mode of communication which I should follow

in my Lectures on this subject, I entered on the treat-
ment of the science itself, and stated to you that a
systematic view of Logic would consist of two parts,

the one being an Introduction to the doctrine, the
other a body of the Doctrine itself. In the introduc-
tion were considered certain preparatory points, neces-
gary to be understood before entering on the discus-
sion of the science itself ; and I stated that these pre-
paratory points were, in relation to our science,
exhausted in five questions and their answers—1°,

tula-
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LECT. What is Logic ? 2°, What is its value? 3°, How is it
distributed ? 4°, What is its history ? 5°, What are its
subsidiaries ?

I then proceeded to the consideration of the first of
these questions ; and as the answer to the question,
—what is Logic,—is given in its definition, I defined
Logic to be the science conversant about the laws of
thought considered merely as thought ; warning you,
however, that this definition could only be understood
after an articulate explanation of its contents. Now
this definition, I showed you, naturally fell into three
parts, and each of these parts it behoved to consider
and illustrate by itself. The first was the word sig-
nificant of the thing defined,—ZLogic. The second was
the genus by which Logic was defined,—science. The
third was the object-matter constituting the differen-
tial quality of Logic,—the laws of thought as thought.
Each of these I considered in its order. I, first of
all, explained the original meaning of the term Logic,
and gave you a brief history of its application. I
then stated what was necessary, in regard to the genus,
—science ; and, lastly, what is of principal importance,
I endeavoured to make you vaguely aware of that
which you cannot as yet be supposed competent dis-
tinctly to comprehend, I mean the peculiar character
of the object,—object-matter,—about which Logic is
conversant. The object of Logic, as stated in the
definition, is the laws of thought as thought. This
required an articulate explanation ; and such an ex-
planation I endeavoured to afford you under three
distinct heads ; expounding, 1°, What was meant by
thought ; 2°, What was meant by thought as thought ;
3°, What was meant by the laws of thought as thought.

In reference to the first head, I stated that Logic is
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conversant about thought taken in its stricter signifi-
cation, that is, about thought: considered as the opera-
tion of the Understanding Proper, or of that faculty
which I distinguished as the Elaborative or Discur-
sive,—the Faculty of Relations, or Comparison. I at-
tempted to make you vaguely apprehend what is the
essential characteristic of thought,—viz. the compre-
hension of a thing under a general notion or attribute.
For such a comprehension enters into every act of the
discursive faculty, in its different gradations of Con-
ception, Judgment, and Reasoning. But by saying
that Logic is conversant about thought proper, Logic
is not yet discriminated as a peculiar science, for there
are many sciences, likewise, tnter alia, conversant
about the operations and objects of the Elaborative
Faculty. There is required a further determination
of its object-matter. This is done by the limitation,
that Logic is conversant not merely about thought,
but about thought as thought. The explanation of
this constituted the second head of our exposition of
the object-matter. Thought, I showed, could be
viewed, by an analytic abstraction, on two sides or
phases. We could either consider the object thought,
or the manner of thinking it, in other words, we could
scientifically distinguish from each other the matter and
the form of thought. Not that the matter and form have
any separate existence ; no object being cogitable except
under some form of thought, and no form of thought
having any existence in consciousness except some
object be thought under it. This, however, formed
no impediment to our analysis of these elements,
through a mental abstraction. This is in fact only
one of a thousand similar abstractions we are in the
habit of making; and if such were impossible, all

LECT.
II.
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human science would be impossible. For example,
extension is only presented to sense, under some mo-
dification of colour, and even imagination cannot re-
present extension except as coloured. We may view
it in phantasy as black or white, as translucent or
opaque ; but represent it we cannot, except either
under some positive variety of light, or under the nega-
tion of light, which is darkness. But, psychologically
considered, darkness or blackness is as much a colour,
that is, a positive sensation, as whiteness or redness ;
and thus we cannot image to ourselves aught extended,
not even space itself, out of relation to colour. But
is this inability even to imagine extension, apart from
some colour, any hindrance to our considering it
scientifically apart from all colour ? Not in the small-
est ; nor do Mathematics and the other sciences find
any difficulty in treating of extension, without even a
single reference to this condition of its actual mani-
festation. The case of Logic is precisely the same.
Logic considers the form apart from the matter of
thought ; and it is able to do this without any trouble,
for though the form is only an actual pheenomenon
when applied to some matter,—object,—yet, as it is not
necessarily astricted to any object, we can always
consider it abstract from all objects ; in other words,
from all matter. For as the mathematician, who can-
not construct his diagrams, either to sense or to ima-~
gination, apart from some particular colour, is still
able to consider the properties of extension apart from
all colour ; so the logician, though he cannot concretely
represent the forms of thought except in examples of
some particular matter, is still able to consider the
properties of these forms apart from all matter. The
possibility being thus apparent of a consideration of




LECTURES ON LOGIC. 23

T ——— T

the form abstractly from the matter of thought, I LECT.

showed you that such an abstraction was necessary.
The objects (the matter) of thought are infinite ; no
one science can embrace them all, and, therefore, to
suppose Logic conversant about the matter of thought
in general, is to say that Logic is another name for the
encyclopeedia,—the omne scibile,—of human knowledge.
The absurdity of this supposition is apparent. But if
it be impossible for Logic to treat of all the objects of
thought, it cannot be supposed that it treats of any ;
for no reason can be given why it should limit its
consideration to some, to the exclusion of others. As
Logic cannot, therefore, possibly include all objects,
and as it cannot possibly be shown why it should
include only some, it follows that it must exclude
from its domain the consideration of the matter of
thought altogether ; and as, apart from the matter of
thought, there only remains the form, it follows that
Logic, as a special science of thought, must be viewed
as conversant exclusively about the form of thought.

But the limitation of the ob]ect-matter of Logic to ¢.The Lavs
the form of thought, (and the expressmn form  of a Thought.

thought is convertible with the expression thought as
thought), is not yet enough to discriminate its province
from that of other sciences ; for Psychology, or the
Empirical Science of Mind, is, likewise, among the
other mental phenomena, conversant about the phee-
nomena of formal thought. A still further limitation
is, therefore, requisite ; and this is given in saying,
that Logic is the science not merely of Thought as
Thought, but of the Laws of Thought as Thought. It
is this determination which affords the proximate and
peculiar difference of Logic, in contradistinction from
all other sciences ; and the explanation of its meaning
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LECT. constituted the third head of illustration, which the
object-matter in the definition demanded.
The pheno-  The pheenomena of the formal, or subjective phases
P of thought, are of two kinds. They are either such as
of ek aTe contingent, that is, such as may or may not appear;
g:c":?.ﬁ or they are such as are necessary, that is, such as can-
o5 not but appear. These two classes of ph®nomena are,
however, only manifested in conjunction ; they are
not discriminated in the actual operations of thought ;
and it requires a speculative analysis to separate them
into their several classes. In so far as these pheeno-
mena are considered merely as phanomena, that is, in
so far as philosophy is merely observant of them as
manifestations in general, they belong to the science
of Empirical or Historical Psychology. But when
philosophy, by a reflective abstraction, analyses the
necessary from the contingent forms of thought, there
results a science, which is distinguished from all others
by taking for its object-matter the former of these
classes ; and this science is Logic. Logic, therefore,
is at last fully and finally defined as the science of
the necessary forms of thought. Here terminated
our last Lecture. But though full and final, this
definition is not explicit ; and it still remains to evolve
it into a more precise expression.

Now when we say that Logic is the science of the
necessary forms of thought, what does the quality of
necessity here imply ?

;1;% of “In the first place, it is evident that in so far asa
Fourcon- form of thought is necessary, this form must be deter-

ditions of

its ocossity. mined or necessitated by the nature of the thinking
mined by SUbject itself ; for if it were determined by anything
:lfl_thn;m external to the mind, then would it not be a necessary

%}!&“ﬁ but a merely contingent determination. The first con-
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dition, therefore, of the necessity of a form of t.
is, that it is subjectively, not objectively, determined. I

“In thesecond place, if a form of thought be subjec- 2. original.
tively necessary, it must be original and not acquired.
For if it were acquired, there must have been a time
when it did not exist ; but if it did ever actually not
exist, we must be able at least to conceive the possi-
bility of its not existing now. But if we are so able,
then is the form not necessary ; for the criterion of a
contingent cognition is, that we can represent to our-
selves the possibility of its non-existence. The second
condition, therefore, of the necessity of a form of
thought is, that it is original, and not acquired.

“In the third place, if a form of thought be neces- sUniverss
sary and original, it must be universal ; that is, it
cannot be that it necessitates on some occasions, and
does not necessitate on others. For if it did not ne-
cessitate universally, then would its necessitation be
contingent, and it would consequently not be an ori-
ginal and necessary principle of mind. The third
condition, therefore, of the necessity of a form of
thought is, that it is universal.

“In the fourth place, if a form of thought be neces- 4. Ataw.
sary and universal, it must be a law ; for a law is
that which applies to all cases without exception, and
from which a deviation is ever, and everywhere, im-
possible, or, at least, unallowed. The fourth and last
condition, therefore, of the necessity of a form of
thought is, that it is a law.”® This last condition, like-
wise, enables us to give the most explicit enunciation
of the object-matter of Logic, in saying that Logic is The Object-
the science of the Laws of Thought as Thought, or the Toeret
science of the Formal Laws of Thought, or the science D ouniod.

a Easer, Logik, § 6, pp. 9. 10, with a few original interpolations.—ED.
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LECT. of the Laws of the Form of Thought ; for all these
are merely various expressions of the same thing.
General Before proceeding further, it may be proper to take
reuwwapoct 3 Very general retrospect of the views that have pre-
mdte vailed in regard to the obJect and domain of Logic,
] domain from the era when the science received its first grand
and distinctive development from the genius of Aris-
totle to the present time.

Merit of tho I may say, in general, that the view which I have

wemot TOW presented to you of the object and domain of

Logic. Logic, is the one which concentrates, corrects, and
completes the views which have been generally held
by logicians of the peculiar province of their science.
It is the one towards which they all gravitate.

Arimotle. 1t is unfortunate, that by far the greater number of
the logical writings of Aristotle have perished, and
that those which remain to us exhibit only his views
of the science considered in its parts, or in certain
special relations. None of the treatises which are now
collected in the Organon,” considers the science from
a central point ; and we do not even possess a general
definition of Logic by its illustrious founder. It would,
therefore, be unjust to the mighty master, if, as has
usually been done, we estimated his conception of the
science only by the partial views contained in the

" fragmentary or special treatises which have chanced
to float ashore from the general wreck of his logical
writings. These by themselves are certainly enough
to place the Stagirite high above comparison with
any subsequent logician ; but still if he has done so
much in the half-dozen treatises that still remain, what
may we not conceive him to have accomplished in the
forty which are recorded and seem to have been lost ?
It is, therefore, not to be attributed to Aristotle, that sub-

« See below, p. 34.—Eb.
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sequent logicians, mistaking his surviving treatises of a LECT.
logical nature,—few in number and written, in general, :
not in exposition of the pure science, but only of the sci-
ence in certain modified applications,—for a systematic
body of logical doctrine,should have allowed hisviews of
its partial relations to influence their conceptions of the
science absolutely and as a whole. By this influence
of the Aristotelic treatises, we may explain the sin-
gular circumstance, that, while many, indeed most, of
the subsequent logicians speculatively held the sound-
est views in regard to the proper object and end of
Logic, few or none of them have attempted by these
views to purify the science of those extraneous doc-
trines, to which the authority of Aristotle seemed to
have given a right of occupancy within its domain. I Greek Aris-
shall not attempt to show you, ¢n extenso, how correct, s Latin
in general, were the notions entertained by the Greek Schoslmen.
Aristotelians, and even by the Latin schoolmen, for

this would require an explanation of the signification

of the terms in which their opinions were embodied,

which would lead me into details which the import-

ance of the matter would hardly warrant. I shall

only say, in general, that, in their multifarious contro-

versies under this head, the diversity of their opinions

on subordinate points is not more remarkable than

their unanimity on principal. Logic they all discri-
minated as a science of the form and not of the matter

of thought.* Those of the schoolmen who held the

object of Logic to be things in general, held this, how-

ever, under the qualification that things in general

were not immediately and in -themselves considered

a “‘ Logious solas considerat formas rella, De Natura Logice, Lib. i. cap. 19;
intentionum communea” Albertus Smiglecius, Logica, Disp. ii. qu. 1; Ca-
Magnus, [n De Anima, L. L trac. i. merarius, Dispwiationes Philosophice,
¢. 8. For various scholastio theories on  Para. i. qu. 1, p. 2, et seg. Compare
the object-matter of Logic, see Scotus, Discussions, p. 138.—ED.

Super Univ. Porphyris, Qu. iii. ; Zaba~
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LECT. by the logician, but only as they stood under the

Leibnitio-
‘Wolfian and
Kantian

Bchools.

general forms imposed on them by the intellect, (“ qua-
tenus secundis intentionibus substabant”),—a mode of
speaking which is only a periphrasis of our assertion,
that Logic is conversant about the forms of thought.”
The other schoolmen, again, who maintained that the
object of Logic was thought in its processes of simple
apprehension, judgment, and reasoning, (three, two,
or one), carefully explained that these operations were
not in their own nature proposed to the logician, for
as such they belonged to Animastic, as they called it,
or Psychology, but only in so far as they were diri-
gible or subject to laws,—a statement which is only a
less simple expression of the fact, that Logic is the
science of the laws of thought.? Finally, those school-
men who held that the object-matter of Logic was
found in second notions as applied to first, only meant
to say that Logic was conversant with conceptions,
judgments and reasonings, not in themselves but only
as regulators of thought,”—a statement which merely
varies and perplexes the expression, that the object of
Logic is the formal laws of thought.

The same views, various in appearance, but, when
analysed, essentially the same, and essentially correct,
may be traced through the Leibnitio-Wolfian school
into the Kantian ; so that, while it must be owned
that they were never adequately carried out into

a [G. J. Vossius, De Nat. Artium
stve De Logica, c.iv.] Compare Alex.
de Ales, In Metaph. \. iv. t. 5. “Dia-
lectica est inventa ad regulandum
discursum intellectus et rationis ; ideo
quaedam secunds intentiones inventes
sunt ad regulandum discursum, de qui-
bus proprie est Logica.” Seealso Zaba-
rella and Camerarius as above.—ED.

B [Camerarius, Disp. Phil, P. i.

qu 1, p. 3—Ebp.] Schuler, Pkiloso-
phia, p. 807, [L. v., Logica, Exer. ., ed.
Hagae Comitis, 1763.—En.] D’Abra
de Raconis, [Tractatio Totius Philo-
sophie, Pracludia Logica, Post., c. i.
P. 48, ed. Parisiis, 1640.—Ep.]

7 See Zabarella and Camerarius, as
above.—ED. [Compare Poncius, Cur-
sus Philosophicus, Disp. i qu. ult., p.
48, 2d ed. Paris, 1649.]
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practical application, it cannot be denied that they LECT.

were theoretlcally not unsound.

The country in which, perhaps, the nature of Logic Beoon, —

has been most completely and generally misunder- “**
stood, is Great Britain. Bacon wholly misconceived
its character in certain respects ; but his errors are
insignificant, when compared with the total misappre-
hension of its nature by Locke. The character of
these mistakes I shall have occasion to illustrate in
the sequel ; at present I need only say, that, while
those who, till lately, attempted to write on Logic in
the English language were otherwise wholly incompe-
tent to the task, they, at the same time, either shared
the misconceptions of its nature with Locke, or only
contributed, by their own hapless attempts, to justify
the prejudices prevalent against the science which
they professed to cultivate and improve.

It would be unJust to confound with other attempts Whataly,—
of our countrymen in logical science the work of Dr S.mm

Whately. The author, if not endowed with any high ment.

talent for philosophical speculation, possesses at least a
sound and vigorous understanding. He unfortunately,
however, wrote his Elements of Logic in singular un-
acquaintance with all that had been written on the
science in ancient and in modern times, with the
exception apparently of two works of two Oxford

logicians,—the Institutio of Wallis, and the Compen- Wallis.
diwm of Aldrich,—both written above a century ago, Alrich.

neither of them rising above a humble mediocrity, even
at the date of its composition ; and Aldrich, whom
Whately unfortunately regards as a safe and learned
guide, had himself written his book in ignorance of
Aristotle and of all the principal authors on the
science,—an ignorance manifested by the grossest
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LECT. errors in the most elementary parts of the science.
——— It is not, therefore, to be wondered at, that the Ele-
ments of Whately, though the production of an able
man, are so far behind the advancement of the
science of which they treat; that they are deformed
with numerous and serious errors ; and that the only
recommendation they possess, is that of being the best
book on the subject in a language which has absolutely
no other deserving of notice!
Whaelys 1 have now, therefore, to call your attention to Dr
ohemat. Whately’s account of the object-matter and domain
manat © of Logic. “The treatise of Dr Whately,” says his
F oo Vice-Principal and epitomator Dr Hinds# “displays,
*d  and it is the only one that has clearly done so, the
true nature and use of Logic ; so that it may be ap-
proached, no longer as a dark, curious, and merely
speculative study, such as one is apt in fancy to class
with astrology and alchemy.”

Let us try whether this eulogy be as merited as it
is unmeasured.

Whately ~ Now Dr Whately cannot truly be said clearly to

%a‘i display the nature of Logic, because in different pas-

contradict- 8ages he proposes to it different and contradictory

ot objects ; and he cannot be said to display the true
nature of Logic, for of these different objects there is
not one which is the true.

In several passages,” he says that “the process or
operation of reasoning is alone the appropriate pro-
vince of Logic.” Now this statement is incorrect in
two respects. In the first place, it is incorrect, inas-
much as it limits the object-matter of Logic to that

a See Discussions, p. 128, second p. viil., Oxford, 1827.—Eb.
edition, foot-note. y 8ee pp. 1, 18, 140, third edi-
B Introduction to Logic, Preface, tion.
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part of the Discursive Faculty which is especially wLEcr.
denominated Reasoning. In this view Logic is made L
convertible with Syllogmtlc This is an old error,
which has been frequently refuted, and into which
Whately seems to have been led by his guide Dr
Wallis.

In the second place, this statement is incorrect, in- Theo
asmuch as it makes the process, or, as he also calls somtng or
it, the operation, of reasoning the object-matter of mrof
Logic. Now a definition which merely affirms that ]"E‘mn,
Loglc is the science which has the process of reason- *™™
ing for its object, is not a definition of this science at
all; it does not contain the differential quality by
which Logic is discriminated from other sciences ;
and it does not prevent the most erroneous opinions,

(it even suggests them), from being taken up in regard
to its nature. Other sciences, as Psychology and
Metaphysic, propose for their object, (among the other
faculties), the operation of reasoning, but this con-
sidered in its real nature; Logic, on the contrary, -
has the same for its object, but only in its formal
capacity ; in fact, it has in propriety of speech no-
thing to do with the process or operation, but is con-
versant only with its laws. Dr Whately’s definition
is, therefore, not only incompetent, but delusive ; it
would confound Logic and Psychology and Meta-
physic, and tend to perpetuate the misconceptions in
regard to the nature of Logic which have been so
long prevalent in this country.

But Dr Whately is not only wrong as measured by whately
a foreign standard, he is wrong as measured by hlsmm"'uk
own ; he is himself contradictory. You have just seen mekes Laa-
that, in some places, he makes the operation of reason- iy

ing not only the principal but the adequate object of fefef Logie

Re.
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LECT. Logic. Well, in others he makes this total or ade-
" quate object to be language. But as there cannot be
two adequate objects, and as language and the opera-
tion of reasoning are not the same, there is, therefore,
a contradiction. “In introducing,” he says, “the
mention of language previously to the definition of
logic, I have departed from established practice, in
order that it may be clearly understood that logic is
entirely conversant 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.”® And again :
“ Logic is wholly concerned in the use of language.”?
In our last Lecture, I called your attention to the
ambiguity of the term Adyos, in Greek, meaning ambi-
guously either thought or its expression; and this
ambiguity favoured the rise of two counter-opinions
in regard to the object of logic; for while it was
generally and correctly held to be immediately con-
" versant about the internal Adyos, thought, some, how-
ever, on the contrary, maintained that it was imme-
diately conversant about the external Aéyos, language.
Now, by some unaccountable illusion, Dr Whately, in
different places, adopts these opposite opinions, and
enunciates them without a word of explanation, or
without even a suspicion that they are contradictory

of each other.”
The true From what I have now said, you may, in some
%ﬁﬁn degree, be able to judge how far credit is to be ac-
understood Corded to the assertion, that Dr Whately is the only
by the o logician who ever clearly displayed the true nature
1‘;’.‘.‘:‘;,';" and use of Logic. In fact, so far is this assertion from
Wil the truth, that the object-matter and scope of Logic

a Page 56. B Page T4, 7 Besides most vague.—Jotting.
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was far more correctly understood even by the scho- LECT.
lastic logicians than by Dr Whately ; and I may cau- ——
tion you, by the way, that what you may find stated

in the Elements of the views of the schoolmen touch-

ing the nature and end of Logic, is in general wrong ;

in particular, I may notice one most erroneous allega-

tion, that the schoolmen “attempted to employ logic

for the purpose of physical discovery.”

But if, compared only with the older logicians,
the assertion of Dr Hinds is found untenable, what
will it be found, if we compare Whately with the
logicians of the Kantian and Leibnitian schools, of
whose writings neither the Archbishop nor his abbre-
viator seems ever to have heard? And here I may
observe, that Great Britain is, I believe, the only
country of Europe in which books are written by
respectable authors upon sciences, of the progress of
which, for above a century, they have never taken
the trouble to inform themselves.

The second question, to which in the Introduction to IL Tho
Logic an answer is required, is,—What is the Value or Logic
Utility of this science ? Before proceeding to a special
consideration of this question, it may be proper to
observe in general, that the real utility of Logic has
been obscured and disparaged by the false utilities
which have too frequently been arrogated to it ; for
when Logic was found unable to accomplish what its
unwise encomiasts had promised, the recoil was natural,
and as it failed in performing everything, it was lightly
inferred that it could perform nothing. Both of these
extremes are equally erroneous. There is that which
Logic can, and there is that which Logic cannot, per-
form ; and, therefore, before attempting to show what

it is that we ought to expect from the study of this
VOL. L c
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science, it will be proper to show what it is that
we ought not. I shall, therefore, in the first place,
consider its false utilities, and, in the second, its
true.

The attribution of every false utility to Logic has
arisen from erroneous opinions held in regard to the
object of the science. So long as it was supposed that
logic took any cognisance of the matter of thought,—
so long as it was not distinctly understood that the
form of thought was the exclusive object of this
science, and so long as it was not disencumbered of
its extraneous lumber ; so long must erroneous opin-
ions have been prevalent as to the nature and com-
prehension of its end.

It was accordingly, in the first place, frequently
supposed that Logic was, in & certain sort, an instru-
ment of scientific discovery. The title of Organon,—
instrument,—bestowed on the collection we possess
of the logical treatises of Aristotle, contributed to this
error. These treatises, as I observed, are but a few
of the many writings of the Stagirite on Logic, and
to him we owe neither the order in which they stand
arranged, nor the general name under which they are
now comprehended.” In later times, these treatises
were supposed to contain a complete system of Logic,
and Logic was viewed as the organ not only of Philo-
sophy but of the sciences in general. Thus it was that
Logic obtained not only the name of nstrument, or
instrumental philosophy, but many other high sound-
ing titles. It was long generally styled the Art of
arts and Science of sciences.—* Logica,” says Scotus,
“est ars artium et scientia scientiarum, qua aperta,
omnes alize aperiuntur; et qua clausa, omnes alim

a See Brandis Aristoteles, scine aka- Nackfolger,P.i.p.140. Trendelenburg,
demischen Zeitgenossen und nichsten KElementa Log. Aristot., p. 88.—ED.
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clauduntur ; cum qua queelibet, sine qua nulla.” ¢ In LECT.

modern times, we have systems of this science under
the titles of Via ad VeritatemB—Cynosura Veritatis”
—Caput et Apex Philosophiz®— Heuristica, sive In-
troductio ad Artem Inveniends,® &e. But it was not As tho oor
only viewed as an instrument of discovery, it was mtellectud
likewise held to be the infallible corrector of our™™
intellectual vices, the invigorator of our intellectual
imbecility. Hence some entitled their Logics,—The
Medicine of the Mind,S The Art of Thinking,” The
Lighthouse of the Intellect,® The Science teaching the

Right Use of Reason, &c. &c. Now in all this there

is a mixture of truth and error. To a certain extent, and

in certain points of view, Logic is the organ of philo-

sophy, the criterion of truth, and the corrector of

error, and in others it is not.

In reference to the dispute whether logic may with In what re-
propriety be called the instrument, the organon of gﬁ?ﬁ
the other sciences, the questlon may be at once solved sciences.
by a distinction. Onme science may be styled the
instrument of another, either in a material or in a
formal point of view. In the former point of view,

one science is the organ of

a Mauritii Ezpositio Quastionum
Doctoris Subtilis in guinque Univer-
salia Porphyrii, Qumst. i. (Scoti Opera,
Lugd., 1639, tom. i. p. 484). Mauri-
tius refers to St Augustin as his
authority for the above quotation. It
salightly resembles a passage in the De
Ordine, 1. ii. c. 13.—Eb.

B Gundling, Viaad Veritatem Mora-
lem, Halw, 1718. Daries, Via ad
Veritatem, Jenae, 1764 (2d edit.}—ED.

4 P. Laurembergius, Cynosura Bone
Mentis 5. Logica, Rostoch, 1683. R.
Loenus, Cynosura Rationis, Arnhem,
1667.—Eb.

8 Bee Krug, Logik, § 9, p. 23, from
whom several of the above definitions
were probably taken.—ED,

another when one science

e Gunner, Ars Heuristica Intellec-
tualis, Lipsim, 1756. Tratiato di
Messer Sebastiano Erizzo, dell’ Istru-
mento et Via Invenirice de gli antichi
nelle scientie, Venice, 1554.—ED.

¢ Techirnhausen, Medicina Mentss,
sive Artis Inveniends Pracepta Gene-
ralia, Amst. 1687. Lange, Medicina
Mentis, Halw, 1708.—Eb.

9 L' Artde Penser, commonly known
as the Port Royal Logic. Several
other works have appeared under the
same title.—Ebp.

0 Groaserus, Pharus intellectus, sive
Logica Electiva, Lips., 18697.—ED.

+ Watts, Logic, or the Right Use of
Reason.—ED.
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determines for another its contents or objects. Thus
Mathematics may be called the material instru-
ment of the various branches of physical science ;
Philology,—or study of the languages, Latin, Greek,
Hebrew, Chaldee, &c., with a knowledge of their
relative history,—constitutes a material instrument to
Christian Theology ; and the jurist, in like manner,
finds a material instrument in a knowledge of the
history of the country whose laws he expounds.® Thus
also Physiology, in a material point of view, is the
organon of Medicine ; Aristotle has indeed well said
that medicine begins where the philosophy of nature
leaves off# In the latter point of view, one science
is the organon of another, when one science determines
the scientific form of another. Now, as it is gene-
rally admitted that Logic stands in this relation to
the other sciences, as it appertains to Logic to con-
sider the general doctrine of Method and of systematic
construction, in this respect Logic may be properly
allowed to be to the sciences an instrument, but only
a formal instrument.”

In regard to the other titles of honour, Logic can-
not with propriety be denominated a [Heuretic or]
Art of Discovery. “For discovery or invention is not
to be taught by rules, but is either the free act of an
original genius, or the consequence of a lucky accident,
which either conducts the finder to something un-
known, or gives him the impulse to seek it out. Logic
can at best only analytically teach how to discover,
that is, by the development and dismemberment of
what is already discovered. By this process there

a See Genovesi, p. 41, [Elementorum  y Krug, Logik, § 9, p.28 ; C£. Plat-
Artis-Logico-Critice Libri V., 1. i. c. ner, Philosophische Aphoriemen, Part

iii.—ED.] i. p. 28, ed. 1793.—ED.
B De Sensu et Sensili, c, i.
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is nothing new evolved, and our knowledge is not LECT.
amplified ; all that is accomplished is a clearer and
distincter comprehension of the old ;—our knowledge
is purified and systematised.” * It is well observed by
Antonius, in Cicero :—*“Nullum est preeceptum in hac
arte quomodo verum inveniatur, sed tantum est, quo-
modo judicetur.”? Logic is thus not creative ; it is
only plastic, only formative, in relation to our know-
ledge.

Again, “Logic cannot with propriety be styled the In what

medicine of the mind, at least without some qualify- caa i e 5
ing adjective, to show that the only remedy it can :;efff:.:?or
apply is to our formal errors, while our material errors "
lie beyond its reach. This is evident. Logic is the
science of the formal laws of thought. But we can-
not, in limiting our consideration to the laws of formal
thinking, investigate the contents,—the matter of our
thought. Logic can, therefore, only propose to purge
the understanding of those errors which lie in the
confusion and perplexities of an inconsequent think-
ing. This, however, it must be confessed, is no radi-
cal cure, but merely a purification of the understand-
ing. In this respect, however, and to this extent,
Logic may justly pretend to be the medicine of the
mind, and may, therefore, in a formal relation, be
styled, as by some logicians it has in fact been, Cath-
articon intellectus.

“By these observations the value of Logic is not
depreciated ; they only prepare us to form an esti-
mate of its real amount. Precisely, in fact, as too
much was promised and expected from this study, did
it lose in credit and esteem.””

« Krug, Logik,§ 9,p. 24—Ep. CL  « Krug, Logi, § 9, pp. 24-6.—En.

[Richter, Logik, p. 83 et seq.] Cf. [Richter, Logik, p. 85.]
8 De Oratore, ii. 38.—Ep.
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LECTURE IIL
INTRODUCTION.

LOGIC—IIL. ITS UTILITY.—IIL ITS DIVISIONS—SUBJEC-
TIVE AND OBJECTIVE—GENERAL AND SPECIAL.

LEcr. THE last Lecture was occupied with the consideration
AL of the latter part of the introductory question,—What
Recapitula- jg Logic ? and with that of the first part of the second,
—What is its Utility *—In the Lecture preceding the

last, I had given the definition of Logic, as the science

of the laws of thought as thought, and, taking the
several parts of this definition, had articulately ex-
plained, 1°, What was the meaning and history of the
word Logio; 2°, What was the import of the term
science, the genus of Logic ; and, 3°, What was signi-

fied by laws of thought as thought, the object-matter

of Logic. This last I had considered under three heads,
explaining, 1°, What is meant by thought ; 2°, What is
meant by thought as thought ; and, 3°, What is meant

by laws of thought as thought. It was under the last

of these heads that the last Lecture commenced. I

had, in the preceding, shown that the form of thought
comprises two kinds of phsenomena, given always in
conjunction, but that we are able by abstraction and
analysis to discriminate them from each other. The

one of these classes comprehends what is contingent,

the other what is necessary, in the manifestations of
thought. The necessary element is the peculiar and
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exclusive object of Loglc whereas the phsenomena of LEcT.
thought and of mind in general are mdlscnmmately =
proposed to Psychology. Logic, therefore, I said, is
distinguished from the other philosophical sciences by
its definition, as the science of the necessary form of
thought. This, however, though a full and final de-
finition, is capable of a still more explicit enunciation ;
and I showed how we are entitled to convert the term
necessary into the term laws, and, in doing so, I took
the opportunity of explaining how, the necessity of a
mental element being given, there is also implicitly
given the four conditions, 1°, That it is subjective ;
2°, That it is original ; 8°, That it is universal ; and,
4°, That it is a law. The full and explicit definition of
Logic, therefore, is,—the science of the Lawsof Thought
as Thought ; or, the science of the Laws of the Form
of Thought; or, the science of the Formal Laws of
Thought :—these being only three various expressions
of what is really the same.

Logic being thus defined, I gave a brief and gene-
ral retrospect of the history of opinion in regard to
the proper object and domain of Logic, and showed
how, though most logicians had taken speculatively
and in general, a very correct view of the nature of
their science, they had not carried this view out into
“application, by excluding from the sphere of Pure or
Abstract Logic all not strictly relative to the form
of thought, but had allowed many doctrines relative
merely to the matter of thought to complicate and to
deform the science.

I then called attention to the opinions of the author
whom I recommend to your attention, and showed
that Dr Whately, in his statements relative to the
object-matter of Logic, is vague and obscure, errone-
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ous and self-contradictory; and that so far from being
entitled to the praise of having been the only logician
who has clearly displayed the true nature of the
science, on the contrary, in the exposition of this
nature, he is far inferior, not only in perspicuity and
precision, but in truth, to the logicians of almost
every age and country except our own.

And here, taking a view of what we have already
established, I would interpolate some observations
which I ought, in my last Lecture, to have made,
before leaving the consideration of the first question,
—viz. What is Logic? Logic, we have seen, is ex-
clusively conversant about thought,—about thought
considered strictly as the operation of Comparison or
the faculty of Relations; and thought, in this re-
stricted signification, is the cognition of any mental
object by another in which it is considered as in-
cluded,—in other words, thought is the knowledge of
things under conceptions. By the way, I would here
pause to make an observation upon the word concep-
tion, and to prepare you for the employment of a
term which I mean hereafter to adopt. You are
aware, from what I have already said, that I do not
use conception in the signification in which it is
applied by Mr Stewart. He usurps it in a very
limited meaning, in a meaning which is peculiar to
himself,—viz. for the simple and unmodified repre-
sentation of an object presented in Perception.” Reid,
again, vacillates in the signification he attaches to
this term,—using it sometimes as a synonym for
Imagination, sometimes as comprehending not only
Imagination, but Understanding and the object of
Understanding.? It isin the latter relation alone that

a See Lectures on Metaphysics, vol. ii. lect. xxxiii. p. 261.—Eb. B Ibid.
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- I ever employ it, and this is its correct and genuine
signification, whether we regard the derivation of the
word, or its general use by philosophers. Conception,
in English, is equivalent to conceptio and conceptus
in Latin, and these terms, by the best philosophers
and the most extensive schools, have been employed
as synonymous for notion (notio), the act or object
of the Understanding Proper or Faculty of Relations.
So far, therefore, you are sufficiently prepared not to
attribute to the word conception, when you hear it
from me, the meaning which it bears in the philoso-
phical writings with which you are most likely to be
familiar. What is the precise meaning of the term
will be soon fully explained in its proper place, when
we commence the treatment of Logic itself. But what
I principally pause at present to say is,—that, for the
sake of perspicuity, I think it necessary, in reference
to this word, to make the following distinction. The
term conception, like perception, tmagination, etc.,
means two things, or rather the same thing in two
different relations,—relations, however, which it is of
great importance to distinguish, and to mark the dis-
tinction by the employment of distinct words. Con-
ception means both the act of conceiving, and the
object conceived ; as perception, both the act of per-
ceiving and the thing perceived ; imagination, both
the act of imagining and what is imagined. Now
this is a source of great vagueness in our philoso-
phical discussions ; have we no means of avoiding this
inconvenience ? I think we have; and that too with-
out committing any violence upon language. I would
propose the following distinction. For the act of
conceiving, the term conception should be employed,
and that exclusively ; while for the object of concep-
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tion, or that which is conceived, the term concept
should be used.* Concept is the English of the Latin
conceptum,—id quod conceptum est,—and had it no
vested right as an actual denizen of the language, it
has good warrant for its naturalisation. There are a
thousand words in English formed on precisely the
same analogy, as precept, digest, etc. etc. But we
have no occasion to appeal to analogy. The term
concept was in common use among the older philoso-
phical writers in English,? though, like many other
valuable expressions of these authors, it has been over-
looked by our English lexicographers. I may add
that nearly the same fortune has befallen the term in
French. Concept was in ordinary use by the old
French philosophers, but had latterly waxed obsolete.
It has, however, I see, been reinstated in its rights
since the reawakening of philosophy in France; and,
in particular, it is now employed in that language
in translating from the German the term Begryf. 1
ghall, therefore, make no scruple in using the expres-
sion concept for the object of conception, and con-
ception 1 shall exclusively employ to designate the
act of conceiving. Whether it might not, in like
manner, be proper to introduce the term percept
for the object of perception, I shall not at present
inquire.

But to return from this digression. Logic, we have
seen, is exclusively conversant about thought strictly

a See Biel [In Sent., 1l i. dist. Gideon Harvey, Archelogia Philoso-
2, qu. 8; L ii. dist. 8, qu. 2. By phica Nova,or New Principles of Phi-
Occam and most others, conceptus is losophy. Lond. 1668, P.1i., b. ii,c. 4,
used as “ id quod terminat actum in- p. 22. For several authorities for the
telligendi.” See Occam, Jn Sent., L use of this term among the older
i. d. 2, q. 8 ; and Biel, L. i. d. 8, q. 5] English logicians, see Baynes, New

B See Zachary Coke, Art of Logick. Analytic of Logical Forms, pp. 5, 6,
London 1654, pp. 11, 101, et alibi; note.—ED.
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so denominated, and thought proper, we have seen, LEcT.
is the cognition of one object of thought by another, = -
in or under which it is mentally included,—in other bemfg
words, thought is the knowledge of a thing through a Mu.he- o
concept or general notion, or of one notion through ™
another. In thought, all that we think about is con-
sidered either as something containing, or as something
contained,—in other words, every process of thought

is only a cognition of the necessary relations of our
concepts. This being the case, it need not move our
wonder, that Logic, within its proper sphere, is of

such irrefragable certainty, that, in the midst of all the
revolutions of philosophical doctrines, it has stood not

only unshattered but unshaken. In this respect, Logic

and Mathematics stand alone among the sciences,

‘and their peculiar certainty flows from the same source.

Both are conversant about the relations of certain a
priori forms of intelligence :—Mathematics about the -
necessary forms of Imagination ; Logic about the
necessary forms of Understanding ; Mathematics
about the relations of our representations of objects,

as out of each other in space and time ; Logic about

the relations of our concepts of objects, as in or under

each other, that is, as, in different relations, respectively
containing and contained. Both are thus demonstra-

tive or absolutely certain sciences only as each de-
velops what is given,—what is given as necessary, in

the mind itself. The laws of Logic are grounded on

the mere possibility of a knowledge through the con-
cepts of the Understanding, and through these we
know only by comprehending the many under the

one. Concerning the nature of the objects delivered

by the Subsidiary Faculties to the Elaborative, Logic
pronounces nothing, but restricts its consideration to
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the laws accord.mg to which their agreement or dis-
a.greement is affirmed.®

It is of itself manifest, that every science must obey
the laws of Logic. If it does not,—such pretended
science is not founded on reflection, and is only an
irrational absurdity. All inference, evolution, con-
catenation, is conducted on logical principles,—prin-
ciples which are ever valid, ever imperative, ever the
same. But an extension of any science through
Logic is absolutely impossible ; for by conforming to
logical canons we acquire no knowledge,—receive
nothing new, but are only enabled to render what is
already obtained more intelligible, by analysis and
arrangement. Logic is only the negative condition
of truth.? To attempt by a mere logical knowledge
to amplify a science, is an absurdity as great as if we
ghould attempt by a knowledge of the grammatical
laws of a language to discover what was written in
this language, without a perusal of the several writ-
ings themselves. But though Logic cannot extend,
cannot amplify a science by the discovery of new
facts, it is not to be supposed that it does not contri-
bute to the progress of science. The progress of the
sciences consists not merely in the accumulation of
new matter, but likewise in the detection of the rela-
tions subsisting among the materials accumulated ;
and the reflective abstraction by which thisis effected,
must not only follow the laws of Logic, but is most
powerfully cultivated by the habits of logical study.
In these intercalary observations I have, however, in-
sensibly encroached upon the second question,—What
is the Utility of Logic ? On this question I now dic--
tate the following paragraph :—

a Cf. Bachmann, Logik, Einleitung, 8 [Ancillon, Essais Philosophiques,
§ 20. Edit. 1828.—Eb. t. ii. p. 291.]
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T IV. As the rules of Logic do not regard the LECT.

matter but only the form of thought, the Utility of
Logic must, in like manner, be viewed as limited 5{,’1,‘1,70,
to its influence on our manner of thinking, and ™&
not sought for in any effect it can exert upon
what we think about. It is, therefore, in the
first place, not to be considered useful as a
Material Instrument, that is, as a mean of extend-
ing our knowledge by the discovery of new
truths ; but merely as a Formal Instrument, that
is, as a mean by which knowledge, already ac-
quired, may be methodised into the form accom-
modated to the conditions of our understanding.
In the second place, it is not to be regarded as a
Medicine of the mind to the extent of remedying
the various errors which originate in the nature
of the objects of our knowledge, but merely to
the extent of purging the mind of those errors
which arise from inconsequence and confusion in
thinking.”

Logic, however, is still of eminent utility, not only

as presenting to us the most interesting object of
contemplation in the mechanism of human thought,
but as teaching how, in many relations, to discriminate
truth from error, and how to methodise our knowledge
into system ; while, at the same time, in turning the
mind upon itself, it affords to our higher faculties one
of their most invigorating exercises. Another utility
is, that Logic alone affords us the means requisite to
accomplish a rational criticism, and to communicate
its results.

What is now summarily stated in the preceding

paragraph, I illustrated, in my last Lecture, in detail,—

a Cf. Krug, Logik, § 9.—Eb.
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in so far as it was requisite to disencumber the real
value of our science from those false utilities which,
in place of enhancing its worth in the opinion of the
world, have, in fact, mainly contributed to reduce the
common estimate of its importance far beneath the
truth. I now proceed to terminate what I have to
say under this head by a few words, in exposition of
what renders the cultivation of Logic,—of genuine
logic, one of the most important and profitable of our
studies.

“ Admitting, therefore, that this science teaches no-
thing new,—that it neither extends the boundaries of
knowledge, nor unfolds the mysteries which lie be-
yond the compass of the reflective intellect,—and that
it only investigates the immutable laws to which the
mind in thinking is subjected, still, inasmuch as it
develops the application of these laws, it bestows on
us, to a certain extent, a dominion over our thoughts
themselves. And is it nothing to watch the secret
workshop in which nature fabricates cognitions and
thoughts, and to penetrate into the sanctuary of self-
consciousness, to the end that, having learnt to know
ourselves, we may be qualified rightly to understand
all else? Is it nothing to seize the helm of thought,
and to be able to turn it at our will?  For, through a
research into the laws of thinking, Logic gives us, in
a certain sort, a possession of the thoughts themselves.
It is true, indeed, that the mind of man is, like the
universe of matter, governed by eternal laws, and
follows, even without consciousness, the invariable
canons of its nature. But to know and understand
itself, and out of the boundless chaos of phenomena
Ppresented to the senses to form concepts, through con-
cepts to reduce that chaos to harmony and arrange-
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ment, and thus to establish the dominion of intelli- wLEcr.
gence over the universe of existence,—it is this alone T
which constitutes man’s grand and distinctive pre-
eminence.”* “Man,” says the great Pascal, “is but a
reed,—the very frailest in nature; but he is a reed

that thinks. It needs not that the whole universe
should arm to crush him. He dies from an exhalation,

from a drop of water. But should the universe con-
spire to crush him, man would still be nobler than

that by which he falls; for he knows that he dies ;

and of the victory which the universe has over him,

the universe knows nothing. Thus our whole dignity
consists in thought. . . . . . . Let us labour,
then, to think aright ; this is the foundation of
morality.”

In the world of sense, illusive appearances hover supptics in
around us like evil spirits ; unreal dreams mingle Bveavr
themselves with real knowledge ; the accustomed iwer.
assumes the character of certainty ; and the associa-
tions of thought are mistaken for the connections of
existence. We thus require a criterion to discriminate
truth from error ; and this criterion is, in part at least,
supplied to us by Logic. Logic teaches us to analyse
the concrete masses of our knowledge into its elements,
and thus gives us a clear and distinct apprehension of
its parts, it teaches us to think consistently and with
method, and it teaches us how to build up our accu-
mulated knowledge into a firm and harmonious edifice.”

“ The study of logic is as necessary for correct thinking,
as the study of grammar is for correct speaking ; were
it not otherwise and in itself an interesting study to

a [Heinrich Richter] [{/ber den p. 84, ed. Faugdre). Compare Discus-
Gegenstand wnd den Umfang der Logik, sions, p. 311.—ED.
pp. 3, 4, Leipsic, 1825.—Ep.] « CE Richter, Logik, pp. 5, 6,12.—
B Pensées, P. i. art. iv. § 6, (vol. ii. Eb.
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LEcT. investigate the mechanism of the human intellect in
™ the marvellous processes of thought. They, at least,
who are familiar with this mechanism, are less exposed
to the covert fallacies which so easily delude those

unaccustomed to an analysis of these processes.” *
Lnvigorates But it is not only by affording knowledge and skill
wuding.  that Logic is thus useful ; it is perhaps equally condu-
cive to the same end by bestowing power.  The retor-
sion of thought upon itself,—the thinking of thought,—
is a vigorous effort, and, consequently, an invigorating
exercise of the Understanding, and as the under-
standing is the instrument of all scientific, of all
philosophical, speculation, Logic, by pre-eminently cul-
tivating the understanding, in this respect likewise
vindicates its ancient title to be viewed as the best
preparatory discipline for Philosophy and the sciences

at large.

There is, however, one utility which, though of a
subordinate kind, I must not omit, though I do not
remember to have seen it insisted on by any logical
writer. In reference to this, I give you the following

paragraph :—
Par. V. T V. But Logic is further useful as affording a
‘ﬂ;;‘;:,’.:" Nomenclature of the laws by which legitimate
bt thinking is governed, and of the violation of these
> laws, through which thought becomes vicious or
null.

ustration. It i8 gaid, in Hudibras,f—

“ That all a Rhetorician’s rules
Serve only but to name his tools ;”

and it may be safely confessed that this is one of the
principal utilities of Rhetoric. A mere knowledge of
a Krug, Logik, § 9, p. 26.—Eb. B P. i Cant. i. 89.—Eb.
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the rules of Rhetoric can no more enable us to com- LEcT.
pose well, than a mere knowledge of the rules of Logic o
can enable us to think well. There is required from
nature in both the faculty ; but this faculty must, in
both departments, be cultivated by an assiduous and
also a well-directed exercise, that is, in the one, the
powers of Comparison must be exercised according to
the rules of a sound Rhetoric, in the other, according
to the rules of a sound Logic. In so far, therefore,
the utility of either science is something more than a
mere naming of their tools. But the naming of their mportance
tools, though in itself of little value, is valuable as the o et
condition of an important function, which, without “**™
this, could not be performed. Words do not give
thoughts, but without words thoughts could not be
fixed, limited, and expressed. They are, therefore, in
general, the essential condition of all thinking, worthy
of the name. Now, what is true of human thought in
general, is true of Logic and Rhetoric in particular.
The nomenclature in these sciences is the nomencla-
ture of certain general analyses and distinctions, which
express to the initiated, in a single word, what the
uninitiated could, (supposing,—what is not probable,—
that he could perform the relative processes), neither
understand nor express without a tedious and vague
periphrasis ; while, in his hands, it would assume only
the appearance of a particular observation, instead of
a particular instance of a general and acknowledged
rule. To take a very simple example, there is in Exsmple.
Logic a certain sophism, or act of illegal inference, by
which two things are, perhaps in a very concealed and
circuitous manner, made to prove each other. Now,
the man unacquainted with Logic may perhaps detect
and be convinced of the fallacy ; but how will he

VOL. I. D
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Lect. exposeit? He must enter upon a long statement
™ and explanation, and after much labour to himself
and others, he probably does not make his objection
clear and demonstrative after all. But between those
acquainted with Logic, the whole matter would be
gettled in two words. It would be enough to say and
show, that the inference in question involved a circulus
tn concludendo, and the refutation is at once under-
stood and admitted. It is in like manner that one
lawyer will express to another the ratio decidends of
a case in a single technical expression ; while their
clients will only perplex themselves and others in
their attempts to set forth the merits of their cause.
Now, if Logic did nothing more than establish a certain
number of decided and decisive rules in reasoning,
and afford us brief and precise expressions by which
to bring particular cases under these general rules, it
would confer on all who in any way employ their
intellect, that is, on the cultivators of every human
science, the most important obligation. For it is
only in the possession of such established rules, and
of such a technical nomenclature, that we can accom-
plish, with facility, and to an adequate extent, a criti-
cism of any work of reasoning. Logical language is
thus to the general reasoner, what the notation of
Arithmetic, and still more of Algebra, is to the mathe-
matician. Both enable us to comprehend and express,
in a few significant symbols, what would otherwise
overpower us by their complexity ; and thus it is that
nothing would contribute more to facilitate and extend
the faculty of reasoning, than a general acquaintance
with the rules and language of Logic,—an advantage
extending indeed to every department of knowledge,
but more especially of importance to those professions
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which are occupied in inference and conversant with LECT.
abstract matter,—such as Theology and Law.

I now proceed to the third of the prehmma.ry ques- LIL Divi-
tions—viz. How is Logic divided? Now, it is mani- Logo.
fest that this question may be viewed in two relations ;
for in asking how is Logic divided, we either mean
how many kinds are there of Logic, or into how many
constituent parts is it distributed ?* We may consider
Logic either as a universal, or as an integrate, whole.

It is necessary to consider the former question first, 1. The
—for before proceeding to show what are the parts Loge
of which a logic is made up, it is requisite previously
to determine what the logic is of which these parts
are the components. Under the former head, I, there-
fore, give you the following :—

T VI. Logic, considered as a Genus or Class, Pa. V1.
may, in different relations, be divided into differ- regn b
ent Species. And, in the first place, considered by i’ H B'l?md'
relation to the mind or thinking subject, Loglc ve
is divided into Objective and Subjective, or, in
the language of some older authors, into Logica

systematica and Logica habitualis.?

J“.

By Objective or Systematic Logic is meant that Explios
complement of doctrines of which the science of Logic

a Division of Logic into Natural and
Artificial, inept.
¢ He hits each point with native force
of mind,
‘Whilst puzeled Logic struggles far
behind.”
Cf. Krug, Logik, p. 29. Troxler,
Logik, i. 48,
B See Timpler, p, 877 ; Vossius, p.

217; Pacius. [Logice Systema, authore
M. Clemente Timplero, Hanoviz, 1612.
Vossius, De Natura Artium, L. iv., Sive
De Logica, . ix. Pacius, In Porphyrii
lsagogen, p. 2, ed. Francof, 1697. On
various divisions of Logic, see Timpler,
Logicw Systema, 1. i c. 1, q. 13-20, p.
40-56 ; Gisbert ab Isendoorn, Effata
Philosophica, [Cent.i. § 51-63, p. 95
et seq., ed. Daventrim, 1643.—ED.]
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is made up ; by Subjective or Habitual Logic is meant
the speculative knowledge of these doctrines which
any individual, (as Socrates, Plato, Aristotle), may
possess, and the practical dexterity with which he is
able to apply them.

Now, it is evident that both these Logics, or, rather,
Loglc considered in this twofold relation, ought to be
proposed to himself by an academical instructor. We
must, therefore, neglect neither. Logic considered as
a system of rules, is only valuable as a mean towards
logic considered as a habit of the mind ; and, there-
fore, a logical instructor ought not to think that he ful-
fils his duty,—that he accomplishes all that he is called
on to perform, if he limit himself to the mere enounce-
ment of a code of doctrine, leaving his pupils to turn
his instructions to their own account as best they
may. On the contrary, he is bound to recollect that
he should be something more than a book ; that he
ought not only himself to deliver the one Logic,
but to take care that his pupils acquire the other.
The former, indeed, he must do as a condition of
the latter ; but if he considers the systematic logic
which he pronounces, as of any value, except in so
far as his pupils convert it into an habitual logic, he
understands nothing of the character of the function
which he attempts to perform. Tt is, therefore, in-
cumbent on an academical instructor, to do what in
him lies to induce his pupils, by logical exercise, to
digest what is presented to them as an objective
system into a subjective habit. Logic, therefore, in
both these relations belongs to us, and neither can be
neglected without compromising the utility of a course
like the present.
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9 VIL In the second place, by relation to its LEcr.
a.pphca.tlon or non-application to objects, Logic -
is divided into Abstract or General, and into E‘,;,.,Y},I,
Concrete or Special. The former of these is iy is
called, by the Greek Aristotelians, Swahexruc Gommat, ™
Xwpis mpaypdrav, and, by the Arabian and Latin imes
schoolmen, Logica docens; while the latter is®P*"
denominated, by the Greeks, Swalexruen) & xprjoe
xai yvpvacig wpaypdrwy ; by the Arabians and
Latins, Logica utens.

Abstract Logic considers the laws of thought as Explis-
potentially applicable to the objects of all arts and “™
sciences, but as not actually applied to those of any ;
Concrete Logic considers these laws in their actual and
immediate application to the object-matter of this or
that particular art or science. The former of these
is one, and alone belongs to philosophy, whereas the
latter is as multiform as the arts and sciences to which
it is relative.

This division of Logic does not remount to Aris- This divi-
totle, but it is found in his most ancient commen- Loglcfre-

mounts to

tator, Alexander the Aphrodisian, and, after him, in Alexander
most of the other Greek Logicians. Alexander illus- i
trates the opposition of the logic divorced from things,
(xwpis wparypdrwv,—rebus avulsa), to the logic ap-
plied to things, (& xprjces kal yvpraoig mpaypdrov,—
rebus applicata), by a simile. “The former,” he says,
“may be resembled to a geometrical figure, say a
triangle, when considered abstractly and in itself ;
whereas the latter may be resembled to the same

triangle, as concretely existing in this or that parti-
a See Krug, p. 27 [Logik, § 10, Anm.—Eb.]
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cular matter : for a triangle considered in itself is
ever one and the same ; but viewed in relation to its
matter, it varies accordmg to the variety of that
matter ; for it is different as it is of silver, gold, lead,
as it is of wood, of stone, etc.* The same holds good of
Logic. General or Abstract Logic is always one and
the same ; but as applied to this or to that object of
consideration, it appears multiform.” So far Alex-
ander. This appearance of multiformity I may, how-
ever, add, is not real ; for the mind has truly only
one mode of thinking, one mode of reasoning, one
mode of conducting itself in the investigation of
truth, whatever may be the object on which it exer-
cises itself. Logic may, therefore, be again well com-
pared to the authority of an universal empire,—of an
empire governing the world by common laws. In
such a dominion there are many provinces, various
regions, and different preefectures. There is one pree-
fect in Asia, another in Europe, a third in Africa, and
each is decorated by different titles ; but each governs
and is governed by the common laws of the Empire
confided to his administration. The nature of Gene-
ral Logic may, likewise, be illustrated by another
comparison. The Thames, for instance, in passing
London, is a single river,—is one water, but is there

a [Isendoorn, Effata, Cent. i. 553
Crellius, Tsagoge Logica, p. 12.] The
illustration is fully given by Balfo-
reus, Commentarius in Organum, p.
28, q. v. § 2. ¢ Alexander Aphro-
disiensis Logicam illam abjunctam
similem esse ait figurme geometrics,
utpote triangulo, dum in se et per
se spectatur ; Logicam vero cum
rebus conjunctam similem eidem tri-
angulo huic aut illi materise impresso.
Nam trianguli in se una est et eadem
ratio ; at pro varietate materis, varia.

Aliud enim est argenteum, aliud
aureum, aliud ligneum, lapideum aut
plumbeum.” The passage referred to
is probably one in the Commentary on
the Prior Analytics,p.2,ed. Ald. The
distinction itself, though not the illus-
tration, is given more exactly in the
language of the text by some of the
later commentators. See the Intro-
ductions of Ammonius to the Cate-
gories, and of Philoponus to the Prior
Analytics—EDp.]



LECTURES ON LOGIC. 55
applied to many and different uses.—It is employed vLgcr.
for drinking, for cooking, for brewing, for washing, -
for irrigation, for navigation, etc.; in like manner,
Logic in itself is one :—as a science or an art, it is
single, but, in its applications, it is of various and
multiform use in the various branches of knowledge,
conversant be it with necessary, or be it with con-
tingent matter.—Or further, to take the example of a
cognate science, if any one were to lay down different
grammars of a tongue, as that may be applied to the
different purposes of life, he would be justly derided

by all grammarians, indeed by all men ; for who is
there so ignorant as not to know that there is but

one grammar of the same language in all its various
applications %

Thus, likewise, there is only one method of reason- o
ing, which all the sciences indifferently employ ; and siegsome;
although men are severally occupied in different pur- 'ii.ogw'.l.
suits, and although one is, therefore, entitled a Theo- :&m pactof
logian, another a Jurist, a third a Physician, and so in which
on, each employs the same processes, and is governed “ “P2"*"
by the same laws, of thought. Logic itself is, there-
fore, widely different from the use,—the application
of Logic. For Logic is astricted to no determinate
matter, but is extended to all that is the object of
reason and intelligence. The use of Logic on the con-
trary, although potentially applicable to every matter,
is always actually manifested by special reference to

a S8ee Rami Sch., p. 850, [P. Rami
Schol® in Liberales Artes, Basiles,
1578. “ Unus est Lutetise Sequana,
ad multos tamen usus et varios accom-
modatus, lavandum,aquandum, vehen-
dum, irrigandum, coquendum : sic
una est Logica, varii et multiplicis usus,
in propositivne neceasaria, probabili,

captiosa ; ars tamen una. Si Gram-
maticas tres aliquis ineptus nobis in-
stituat, unam civilem, alteram agres-
tem, tertiam de vitis amborum, merito
rideatur & Grammaticis omnibus, qui
unam Grammaticam norunt omnium
ejusdem lingus hominum commu-
nem.”—EDb.]
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LEcT. some one. In point of fact, Logic, in its particular ap-
u plications, no longer remains logxc, but becomes part
and parcel of the art or science in which it is applied.
Thus Logic, applied to the objects of geometry, is
nothing else than Geometry,—Logic, applied to the ob-
jects of physics, nothing else than Natural Philosophy.
We have, indeed, certain treatises of Logic in refer-
ence to different sciences, which may be viewed as
something more than these sciences themselves. For
example, we have treatises on Legal Logic, etc. But
such treatises are only introductions,—only methodo-
logies of the art or science to which they relate. For
such special logics only exhibit the mode in which a
determinate matter or object of science, the knowledge
of which is presupposed, must be treated, the con-
ditions which regulate the certainty of inferences in
that matter, and the methods by which our knowledge
of it may be constructed into a scientific whole.
Special Logic is thus not a single discipline, not the
science of the universal laws of thought, but a con-
geries of disciplines, as numerous as there are spe-
cial sciences in which it may be applied. ~Abstract
or General Logic, on the contrary, in virtue of its
universal character, can only and alone be one; and
can exclusively pretend to the dignity of an independ-
ent science. This, therefore, likewise exclusively con-
cerns us.
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LECTURE IV.
INTRODUCTION.

LOGIC—III. ITS DIVISIONS—PURE AND MODIFIED.

IN my last Lecture, after terminating the considera- LECT.
tion of the second introductory question, touching the
Utilities of Logic, I proceeded to the third introduc- feepituls-
tory question,—What are the Divisions of Logic ?
and stated to you the two most general classifications
of this science. Of these, the first is the division of
Logic into Objective and Subjective, or Systematic
and Habitual ; the second is its division into General
and Special, or Abstract and Concrete.

To speak only of the latter,—Abstract or General
Logic is logic viewed as treating of the formal laws
of thought, without respect to any particular matter.
Concrete or Special Logic is logic viewed as treating
of these laws in relation to a certain matter, and in
subordination to the end of some determinate science.
The former of these is one, and belongs alone to philo-
sophy, that is, to the science of the universal principles
of knowledge ; the latter is as manifold as the sciences
to which it is subservient, and of which it, in fact,
constitutes a part,—viz. their Methodology. This
division of logic is given, but in different terms, by
the Greek Aristotelians and by the Latin schoolmen.
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The Greek division does not remount to Aristotle,
but it is found in his earliest expositor, Alexander
of Aphrodisias, and he was probably not the first by

- whom it was enounced. It is into Swahexrucy) xwpls

mpaypdrwv, Logica rebus avulsa, that is, Logic merely
formal, Logic apart from things, in other words, ab-
stract from all particular matter; and Sialexruc) év
Xprioew kal yvpvaoia mpaypdrev, Logica rebus appli-
cata, that is, Logic as used and exercised upon things,
in other words, as applied to certain special objects.

This distinction of Logic by the Greek Aristotelians
seems altogether unknown to modern logicians. The
division of Logic by the scholastic Aristotelians is the
same with the preceding, but the terms in which it
is expressed are less precise and unambiguous. This
division is into the Logica docens and Logica utens.
The Logica docens is explained as logic considered as
an abstract theory,—as a preceptive system of rules,
—“quee tradit preecepta ;”"—the Logica utens, as logic
considered as a concrete practice, as an application of
these rules to use,—“quee utitur preceptis.”*

This scholastic division of Logic into docens and

of Logica
mﬂ.md utens has, I see, been noticed by some of the more
utens, mi- modern authors, but it has been altogether mistaken,

taken by
some mo-
dern au-

thors,

which it would not have been had these authors
been aware of the meaning in which the terms were
employed, and had they not been ignorant of the
more explicit expression of it by the Greeks. Thus
the terms docens and utens are employed by Wolf to
mark a distinction not the same as that which they
designate in the scholastic logic, and as the Wolfian
distinction will not stand the test of criticism, the
terms themselves have been repudiated by those who

a Smiglecit Logica, Disp. ii. q. vi. In IV. Metaph., lect. iv.; Scotus,
For scholastic authorities,see Aquinas, Super Univ. Porphyrii, q. L—ED.
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were not aware, that there was an older and a more LECT.
valid division which they alone properly expressed.” —
Wolf makes the Logica docens, the mere knowledge
of the rules : the Logica utens, the habit or dexterity
of applying them. This distinction of General and
Special logic, Wolf and the Wolfian logicians, likewise,
denote by that of Theoretical and Practical Logic.?
These terms are in themselves by no means a bad
expression of the distinction, but those by whom they
were employed, unfortunately did not limit their
Practical Logic to what I have defined as Special, for
under Practical they included not only Special, but
likewise Modified Logic, of which we are now to speak.

Having explained, then, this primary division of
Logic into General and Special, and stated that Gene-
ral Logic, as alone a branch of philosophy, is alone
the object of our consideration ; I proceed to give
the division of General Logic into two great species
or rather parts,—viz. into Pure or Abstract and Modi-
fied or Concrete.

TVIIL Inthe third place,considered by reference Par. VIIL
to the circumstances under which it can come into Ingxc.dxpv;«r!o
exercise by us, Logic,—Logic General or Abstract, 2ad Modi-
is divided into Pure and Modified ;—a dxvmon,
however, which is perhaps rather the distribution
of a science into its parts than of a genus into
its species. Pure Logic considers the laws of
thought proper, as contained @ prior: in the
nature of pure intelligence itself. Modified Logic,

a[As Krug](see his Logik,§11,p. 80. p. 12; Sauter, Positiones Logice, P.
Compare Kant, Logik, Einleitung, ii— I and IL, 1778; Instit. Log., P.
Eb.] I and IL, 1799; Paulus Mako de

B Wolt, Philosophia Rationalis, 8§ Kerek-Gede, Comp. Log. Instit., P.

8,9,10,12.—Ep. [CL. Stattler, Sau- I.and IL, 4th edit., 1778.—Eb.]
ter, and Mako], [Stattler, Logica, § 18,
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again, exhibits these laws as modified in their
actual applications by certain general circum-
stances external and internal, contingent in them-
selves, but by which human thought is always
more or less influenced in its manifestations.”

Pure Logic considers Thought Proper simply and
in itself, and apart from the various circumstances by
which it may be affected in its actual application.
Human thought, it is evident, is not exerted except
by men and individual men. By men, thought is not
exerted out of connection with the other constituents
of their intellectual and moral character, and, in each
individual, this character is variously modified by
various contingent conditions of different original
genius, and of different circumstances contributing to
develop different faculties and habits. Now there
may be conceived a science, which considers thought
not merely as determined by its necessary and universal
laws, but as contingently affected by the empirical
conditions under which thought is actually exerted;—
which shows what these conditions are, how they
impede, and, in general, modify, the act of thinking,
and how, in fine, their influence may be counteracted.
This science is Modified or Concrete Logic. What I
have called Modified Logic is identical with what
Kant and other philosophers have denominated Ap-
plied Logic. (Angewandte Logik, Logica applicata.)?

aFordistinction of reason in abstrac-
to and reason ¢n corcreto,grounding the
distinction of an Abstract (or Pure),
and a Concrete (or Modified) Logic,
see Boyle’s Works, iv. p. 164. Seealso
Lambert [Neues Organon, Dianoiolo-
gie, i.—ED.], § 444, who says that the
sciences in general are only applied

logice. Cf. Ploucquet, p. 236 [Samm-
lung der Schriften welcke den Logischen
Calcul Herrn Prof. Ploucquets be-
treffen, Tiibingen, 1773.—Eb.]

B Kant, Zogik, Einleitung ii. ; Hoff-
bauer, Anfangagriinde der Logik, §§
17,406; Krug, Logik, Einleitung, § 11;
Fries, System der Logik, § 2—ED.
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This expression I think improper. For the term LECT.
Applied Logic can only with propriety be used to —
denote Special or Concrete Logic ; and is, in fact, aApphod
brief and excellent translation of the terms by which ¥
Special Logic was designated by the Greeks, as that év
Xprioe kal yvpvaoig wpaypdrev. And so, in fact, by

the Latin Logicians was the Greek expression ren-
dered. Let us consider the meaning of the term
applied. Logic, as applied, must be applied to some-
thing, and that something can only be an object or
matter. Now, Special Logic is necessarily an applied
logic ; therefore the term applied, if given to what I
would call Modified Logic, would not distinguish
Modified from Special Logic. But further, the term
applied as given to Modified Logic, considered in
itself, is wrong ; for in Modified Logic thought is no

more considered as actually applied to any particular
matter than in Pure Logic. Modified Logic only
considers the necessary in conjunction with the con-
tingent conditions under which thought is actually
exertible ; but it does not consider it as applied to

one class of objects more than to another, that is, it

does not consider it as actually applied to any, but as
potentially applicable to all. In every point of view, How pro-
therefore, the term applied, as given to Modified ot
Logic, is improper ; whereas, if used at all, it ought to

be used as a synonym for special ; which I would
positively have done, were it not that, having been
unfortunately bestowed by high authority on what I

have called Modified Logic, the employment of it to
designate a totally different distinction might gene-

rate confusion. I have, therefore, refrained from
making use of the term. T find, indeed, that all logi-

cians who, before Kant, ever employed the expression
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Applied Logic, employed it as convertible with Spe-
cial or Concrete Logic.* In fine, it is to be observed
that the terms pure and applied, as usually employed
in opposition in the Kantian philosophy, and in that of
Germany in general, are not properly relative and cor-
relative to each other. For pure has its proper cor-
relative in modified or mixed ; applied its proper
relative in unapplied, that is, diwvorced from things,
that is, abstract.

But passing from words to things, I may observe
that it can be questioned whether Modified or Con-
crete Logic be entitled to the dignity of an essential
part of Logic in general, far less of a co-ordinate
species as opposed to Pure or Abstract Logic. You
are aware, from what I have previously stated under
the first introductory question, that Logic, as conver-
sant about & certain class of mental phenomena, is
only a part of the general philosophy of mind ; but
that, as exclusively conversant about what is necessary
in the pheenomena of thought, that is, the laws of
thinking, it is contradistinguished from Empirical
Psychology, or that philosophy of mind which is
merely observant and inductive of the mental pheeno-
mena as facts. But if Modified or Concrete Logic be
considered either as a part or as a species of General
Logic, this discrimination of Logic, as the Nomology
of thought, from Psychology, as the Pheenomenology of
mind, will not hold. For Modified Logic, presupposing
a knowledge of the general and the contingent phee-
nomens of mind, will thus either comprise Psychology
within its sphere, or be itself comprised within the

a See Balforeus, [R. Balforei Com- junctam et a rebus separatam ; aliam
mentariug in Organum, q.v.§ 2, p. 22. rebus applicatam et cum iis conjunc-
*Qreci .. . aliam dicunt Logicamab- tam.”—Eb.]




LECTURES ON LOGIC. 63

sphere of Psychology. But whichever alternative may wLecr.
be preferred, the two sciences are no longer distinct. v
It is on this ground that I hold, that, in reality, Modi-
fied Logic is neither an essential part nor an indepen-
dent species of General Logic, but that it is a mere
mixture of Logic and Psychology, and may, therefore,
be called either Logical Psychology or Psychological
Logic. There is thus in truth only one Logic, that is,
Pure or Abstract Logic. But while this, I think, must
be admitted in speculative rigour, still, as all sciences
are only organised for human ends, and as a general
consideration of the modifying circumstances which
affect the abstract laws of thought in their actual
manifestations, is of great practical utility, I trust
that I shall not be regarded as deforming the simpli-
city of the science, if I follow the example of most
modern logicians, and add, (be it under protest), to
Pure or Abstract Logic a part, or an appendix, under
the name of Modified Logic. In distributing the
science, therefore, into these two principal heads, you
will always, I request, keep steadily in mind, that, in
strict propriety, Pure Logic is the only science of
Logic, Modified Logic being only a scientific acci-
dent, ambiguously belonging either to Logic or to
Psychology.

This being understood, I now proceed to state tOConlpeetus
you the distribution of the general science into 1t8 Cours of
parts ; and as it is of high importance that you now Loge.
obtain a comprehensive view of the relation of these
parts to each other and to the whole which they con-
stitute, in order that you may clearly understand the
point towards which we travel and every stage in our

a [See Richter, p. 67 [[/ber den Ge- § 17, Leipsic, 1825, —ED.]
genstand und den Umfang der Logik,
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LECT. progress,—I shall comprise this whole statement in the
following paragraph, which I shall endeavour to make
sufficiently intelligible without much subsequent illus-
tration. That illustration, however, I will give in my
next Lecture. As this paragraph isintended to afford
you a conspectus of the ensuing Course,in so far as
it will be occupied with Logic, I need hardly say that
you will find it somewhat long. It is, however, I
believe, the only paragraph of any extent, which I

shall hereafter be obliged to dictate.
ParIX. T IX. GENERAL or ABsTRACT LogIc, we have
of Logic seen, is divided into two parts,—into Pure and
ey into MoprFiep. Of these in their order.

I.—Pure Logic may, I think, best be distributed upon
the following principles. We may think; and
we may think well. On the one hand, the con-
ditions of thinking do not involve the conditions
of thinking well ; but the conditions of thinking
well involve the conditions of thinking. Logic,
therefore, as the science of thought, must neces-
sarily consider the conditions of the possibility
of thought. On the other hand, the end of
thought is not merely to think, but to think well ;
therefore, as the end of a science must be con-
formed to the end of its object-matter, Logic, as
the science of thought, must display not only the
laws of possible, but the laws of perfect, thinking.
Logic, therefore, naturally falls into two parts,
the one of which investigates the formal condi-
tions of mere thinking; the other, the formal con-
ditions of thinking well.
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i.—1In regard to the former :—The conditions of LEoT.

mere thinking are given in certain elementary
requisites ; and that part of Logic which analy-
ses and considers these may be called its Stoichei-
ology, or Doctrine of Elements. These elements
are either Laws or Products.

ilL.—In regard to the latter, as perfect thinking
is an end, and as, the elementary means being
supposed, the conditions of an end are the ways
or methods by which it may be accomplished,
that part of Logic which analyses and considers
the methods of perfect thinking, may be called
its Methodology, or Doctrine of Method.

Thus Pure Logic is divided into two parts,—
into Stoicheiology, or the Doctrine of Elements,
and Methodology, or the Doctrine of Method.
Of these in their order.

Logical Stoicheiology, or the doctrine conver-
sant about the elementary requisites of mere
thought, I shall divide into two parts. The first
of these treats of the Fundamental Laws of think-
ing, in other words, of the universal conditions of
the thinkable,—Noetic,—Nomology. The second
treats of the laws of thinking, as governing the
special functions, faculties, or products of thought,
in its three gradations of Conception,—or, as it is
otherwise called, Simple Apprehension,—Judg-
ment, and Reasoning,—Dianoetic—Dynamic.

This second part of Stoicheiology will, there-
fore, fall into three subordinate divisions corre-
sponding to these several degrees of Conception,
Judgment, and Reasoning.—So much for the
Doctrine of Elements.

VOL. I. E

1v.
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Logical Methodology, or the doctrine conver-
sant about the regulated ways or methods in
which the means of thinking are conducted to
their end of thinking well, is divided into as
many parts as there are methods, and there are
as many methods as there are different qualities
in the end to be differently accomplished. Now
the perfection of thought consists of three vir-
tues,—Clear Thinking, Distinct Thinking, and
Connected Thinking; each of these virtues is
accomplished by a distinct method ; and the
three methods will consequently afford the divi-
sion of Logical Methodology into three parts.

The first part comprises the Method of Clear
Thinking, or the doctrine of Illustration or Defi-
nition.

The second part comprises the Method of Dis-
tinct Thinking, or the doctrine of Division.

The third part comprises the Method of Con-
catenated or Connected Thinking, or the doctrine
of Proof.

These three parts are only, however, three par-
ticular applications of method ; they, therefore,
constitute each only a Special Methodology. But
such special methodology or union of methodo-
logies supposes a previous consideration of Me-

‘thod in general, in its notion, its species, and its

conditions. Logical Methodology will, therefore,
consist of two parts, of a General and of a Spe-
cial,—the Special being subdivided, as above
stated. So much for the distribution of PURE
Loarc.

IT.—Moprriep Logic falls naturally into Three Parts.
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The First Part treats of the nature of Truth LECT.
and Error, and of the highest laws for their dis-
crimination,—Alethiology.

The Second treats of the Impediments to think-
ing, with the Means of their Removal. These
impediments arise, 1°, From the Mind ; 2°, From
the Body ; or, 3°, From External Circumstances.
In relation to the Mind, these impediments
originate in the Senses, in Self-consciousness, in
Memory, in Association, in Imagination, in Rea-
son, in the faculty of Language, in the Feelings,
in the Desires, in the Will. In relation to the
Body, they originate in Temperament, or in the
state of Health. In relation to External Circum-
stances, they originate in the diversities of Edu-
cation, of Rank, of Age, of Climate, of Social In-
tercourse, etc.

TheThird Part treats of the Aids or Subsidiaries
of thinking; and thinking is aided either, 1°,
Through the Acquisition, or, 2°, Through the
Communication, of Knowledge.

The former of these subsidiaries, (the acquisi-
tion of knowledge), consists, 1°, Of Experience,
(and that either by ourselves or by others) ; 2°,
Of Generalisation, (and this through Induction
and Analogy) ; and, 3° Of Testimony, (and this
either Oral or Written). Under this last head
falls to be considered the Credibility of Witnesses,
the Authenticity and Integrity of Writings, the
Rules of Criticism and of Interpretation.

The latter of these subsidiaries, the Communi-
cation of Knowledge, is either One-sided or Reci-
procal. The former consists of Instruction, either
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Oral or Written ; the latter of Conversation,
Conference, Disputation.

So much for the distribution of MobpIFiED
Loaic.

The following is a general tabular view of the Divi-

Divisions of 8018 of Logic now given :—

IV. The
History of
C.
This ques-

poack

1. Noetic,—
Nomology.
(i. Stoichelology. )
( I. Pure, 2. Dianoetic,— a. Conception.
o b. Judgment.
J * {c. Reasoning.

Clear Thinking. —1. Definition

GENERAL or INlustration.
or \ii. Methodology. ( Distinct Thinking.—2, Division.
ABSTRACT Connected Thinking.—3. Proba-
Loato. tion or Proving.

.
i. Truth and Error—Certainty and

Dlusion. . (1. The Mind.
ii. Impediments to Thinking, with 2. The Body.
Remedies. These Impedi-

(II. Modified. ments arise from . ?u:r:::
1. The Acquisition of
iii. Aids or Subeidiaries to Knowledge.
L Thinking,—through | 2. The Communication
of Knowledge, &c.

The fourth and fifth questions of the Introduction
would now fall to be considered,—viz. what is the His-
tory, and what is the Bibliography, of Logic? Were
I writing a book, and not giving a course of Lectures
upon Logic, I would certainly consider these questions
in the introduction to the science, but I would do this
with the admonition that beginners should pass these
over, and make themselves first of all familiar with
the doctrines of which the science is itself the comple-
ment. For why? The history of a science is a narra-
tive of the order in which its several parts have been
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developed, and of the contributions which have been wLEcT.
made to it by different cultivators ; but such a narra- —"-

tive necessarily supposes a previous knowledge of the
contents of the science,—a knowledge which is identical
with a knowledge of the science itself. It is, therefore,
evident, that a history of Logic can only be proposed
with advantage to those who are already in some degree
familiar with Logic itself ; and as in a course like the
present, I am bound to presume that you are not as
yet conversant with the science, it follows that such a
history cannot with any propriety be attempted in
the commencement, but only towards the conclusion,
of the Lectures.

In regard to the fifth question,—What is the Biblio- Y. The

graphy or Literature of Logic 2—the same is true, in graphy of
so far as a knowledge of the books written upona
science is correlative to a knowledge of its history.
At the same time nothing could be more unprofitable,
than for me to recite to you a long series of works to
which you have not access, by authors of whom you
probably never heard, often in languages which few
of you understand. In the present stage of your
studies, it is not requisite that you should know of
many books, but that you should read attentivelya few ;
—non multa sed multum.—1 shall, therefore, adjourn,
at least, the consideration of the question,—What in
general are the principal books on the science of
Logic *—simply recommending to you a few not
absolutely the best, but such as you can most easily
procure, such as are in languages which most of you
can read, and which are of such a character as may
be studied with most general advantage.

Of works in our own language, as those most acces- dsters!

notice of

sible and most intelligible to all, there are unfortu- forks =
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LECT. nately hardly any which I can recommend to you as
exhibiting the doctrines of Logic, either in purity or
completeness. The Logic of Watts, of Duncan, and
others, are worth reading, as books, but not as books
upon Logic. The Elements of Logic by Dr Whately
is, upon the whole, the one best entitled to your atten-
tion, though it is erroneous in various respects, and
imperfect in more. The abridgment of this work by
Hinds contains what of the original is most worthy of
study, in the commencement of a logical education.
In French, there are sundry works deserving of your
attention, (Damiron,” Delarividre); # but the only one
which I would at present earnestly recommend to
your study, is the celebrated Port Royal Art of Think-
ing,—L’Art de Penser,—an anonymous work, but the
authors of which were the two distinguished Jansen-
ists, Arnauld and Nicole. It has been frequently
reprinted ; and there is a recent stereotyped edition,
by Hachette of Paris, which can easily be procured.
There are more than one translation of the work into
Latin, and at least two English versions, both bad.”
In Latin there is a very elegant compend of Logic
by the late illustrious Daniel Wyttenbach of Leyden.
Besides the Dutch editions, which are handsome, there
is a cheap reprint published by Professor Maas of
Halle, who has, however, ventured on the unwarrant-
able liberty of silently altering the text, besides omit-
ting what he did not consider as absolutely indispen-
sable for a text-book. This work can be easily procured.
There is also in Latin a system of Logic by Genovesi,
a Cours de Philosophie, t. iv.; Lo- Baynes, Edinburgh, 1850 ; 2d edition,
gique, Paris, 1837.—ED. 1851. In the Introduction to this
B Logique Classique, Paris, 1829.—Ep. version will be found an account of

o A third and far superior transla- the various editions and translations
tion has subsequently appeared by Mr of the work.—ED.
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under the title, Genuensis Ars Logico-critica. This
work is, however, extremely rare even in Italy, and it
was many years before 1 was able to procure a copy.
There was an edition of this work published in Ger-
many in 1760 at Augsburg, but the impression seems
to have been small, for it also is out of print. The
Italian Logic of Genovesi has, however, been repeat-
edly reprinted, and this, with the valuable addition of
Romagnosi, is easily obtained. Of the older writers
on Logic in Latin, the one I would principally recom-
mend to you is Burgersdyk,—Burgersdicius. His
Institutiones Logice is not a rare work, though, as
. there are no recent editions, it is not always without
trouble to be obtained.

IV.
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LECTURE V.

PURE LOGIC.

PART L—STOICHEIOLOGY.

SECTION 1. NOETIO.—ON THE FUNDAMENTAL LAWS OF
THOUGHT—THEIR CONTENTS AND HISTORY.

LECT. HaviNG terminated our consideration of the various
v questions of which the Introduction to Logic is com-
logy. posed, we proceed to the doctrines which make up the
science itself, and commence the First Great Division
of Pure Logic—that which treats of its elementary or
constituent processes,—Stoicheiology. But Stoicheio-
logy was again divided into two parts,—into a part
which considered the Fundamental Laws of Thought
in general, and into a part which considered these laws
as applied to and regulating the special function of
Thought in its various gradations of Conception, Judg-
ment, and Reasoning. The title, therefore, of the
part of Logic on which we are about to enter is,—
Pure Logic, Part 1. Stoicheiology—Section I. Noetic.
On the Fundamental Laws of Thought.

The charsc-  Before, however, descending to the consideration of

Thosght in these laws, it is necessary to make one or two pre-

general. liminary statements touching the character of that
thought of which they are the necessary conditions;
and, on this point, I give, in the first place, the follow-

ing paragraph:—
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T X. Logic considers Thought, not as the oper- LECT.

ation of thinking, but as its product ; it does not
treat of Conception, Judgment, and Reasoning, ©
but of Concepts, Judgments, and Reasonings.

ar. X,

I have already endeavoured to give you a general Thoaght as

aware that this term is, in relation to Logic, employed
in its strictest and most limited signification,—viz. as
the act or product of the Discursive Faculty, or Fa-
culty of Relations ; but it is now proper to consider,
somewhat more closely, the determinate nature of this
process, and the special point of view in which it is
regarded by the logician.

knowledge of what is meant by thought. You aTe of Loger

Logic.

In an act of thmkmg, there are three things which The subject,
form, snd
we can discriminate in consciousness,—1°, There is the mm of

thinking subject, that is, the mind or ego, which “7&"
exerts or manifests the thought ; 2°, There is the
object about which we think, which is called the
matter of thought; and, 3°, There is a relation be-
tween subject and object of which we are conscious,—
a relation always manifested in some determinate
mode or manner,—this is the form of thought. Now

Thought as
of these three, Logic does not consider either the first ::B:gu;ely
sycho-

ject

or the second. It takes no account, at least no direct i ]ogy nd of

account, of the real subject, or of the real object, of “*
thought, but is limited exclusively to the form of
thought. This has been already stated. But, again,
this form of thought is considered by Logic only in a
certain aspect. The form of thought may be viewed
on two sides or in two relations. It holds, as has been
said, a relation both to its subject and to its object,

and it may accordingly be viewed either in the one of .

these relations or in the other. In co far as the form
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. of thought is considered in reference to the thinking

mind,—to the mind by which it is exerted,—it is
considered as an act, or operation, or energy ; and in
this relation it belongs to Pheenomenal Psychology.
‘Whereas, in so far as this form is considered in refer-
ence to what thought is about, it is considered as the
product of such an act, and, in this relation, it be-
longs to Logic. Thus Pheenomenal Psychology treats
of thought proper as conception, judgment, reasoning ;
Logic, or the Nomology of the Understanding, treats
of thought proper as a concept, as & judgment, as a
reasoning. Whately, I have already shown you,
among other errors in his determination of the object-
matter of Logic, confounds or reverses this; for he
proposes to Logic, not thought considered as a product,
but reasoning alone; and that, too, considered as a
producing operation. He thus confounds Logic with
Phzenomenal Psychology.

Be it, therefore, observed, that Logic, in treating of
the formal laws of thought, treats of these in reference
to thought considered as a product ; that is, as a con-
cept, a judgment, a reasoning ; whereas Psychology,
as the Pheenomenology of mind, considers thought as
the producing act, that is, as conception, judgment,
reasoning. (You here see, by the way, the utility of
distinguishing concept and conception. It is unfor-
tunate that we cannot also distinguish more precisely
judgment and reasoning as producing acts, from a
judgment and a reasoning as products.)

T XI. Thought, as the knowledge of one thing
in relation to another, is a mediate and complex
cognition.
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The distinctive peculiarity of thinking in general LECT.
is, that it involves the cognition of one thing by the
cognition of another. All thinking is, therefore, a &t
mediate cognition ; and is thus distinguished from
our knowledge in perception, external and internal,
and in imagination ; in both of which acts we are
immediately cognitive of the object, external or in-
ternal, presented in the one, and of the object, external
or internal, represented in the other. In the Presenta-
tive and Representative Faculties, our knowledge is of
something considered directly and in itself ; in thought,
on the contrary, we know one object only through the
knowledge of another. Thus in perception, of either
kind, and in imagination, the object known is always
a single determinate object ; whereas in thought,—
in thought proper,—as one object is only known
through another, there must always be a plurality of
objects in every single thought. Let us take an
example of this, in regard to the simplest act of
thought. When I see an individual,—say Bucephalus
or Highflyer, —or when I represent him in imagination,
I have a direct and immediate apprehension of a
certain object in and through itself, without reference
to aught else. But when I pronounce the term Horse,
I am unable either to perceive in nature, or to repre-
sent in imagination, any one determinate object cor-
responding to the word. I obtain the notion corre-
sponding to this word, only as the result of a com-
parison of many perceptions or imaginations of
Bucephalus, Highflyer, Dobbin, and other indivi-
dual horses ; it, therefore, contains many represen-
tations under it, has reference to many objects, out
of relation to which it cannot possibly be realised in
thought ; and it is in consequence of this necessity of
representing, (potentially at least), a plurality of in-
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Lect. dividual objects under the notion horse, that it obtains
_ the denomination concept, that is, something taken up
or apprehended in connection with something else.
This, however, requires a further explication. When
we perform an act of thought, of positive thought,
this is done by thinking something, and we can think
anything only by thinking it as existing; while,
again, we cannot think a thing to exist except in
certain determinate modes of existence. On the other
hand, when we perform an act of negative thought,
this is done by thinking something as not existing in
this or that determinate mode, and when we think it
as existing in no determinate mode, we cease to think
it at all ; it becomes a nothing, a logical nonentity,
(non-ens logicum).

It being thus understood, that thought can only be
realised by thinking something ; it being further
understood, that this something, as it is thought, must
be thought as existing ; and it being still further
understood, that we can think a thing as existing only
by thinking it as existing in this, that, and the other
determinate manner of existence, and that whenever
we cease to think something, something existing, some-
thing existing in a determinate manner of existence,
we cease to think at-all; this, I say, being under-
stood, it is here proper to make you, once for all,
acquainted with the various terms by which logicians
designate the modes or manners of cogitable existence.
I shall, therefore, comprise these in the following para-

graph :—
Par. XIL T XII. When we think a thing, this is done by
oy conceiving it as possessed of certain modes of
i o being, or qualities, and the sum of these qualities

e constitutes its concept or notion, (vénpa, éwowa,
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énlvoia, conceptum, conceptus, notio). As these LEcT.
qualities or modes, (woudryres, qualitates, modr), ——
are only identified with the thing by a mental aro desig-
attribution, they are called attributes, (xamyo-
povpeva, attributa) ; as it_is only in or through

them that we say or enounce aught of a
thing, they are called predicates, predicables, and
predicaments, or categories, these words being

here used in their more extensive signification,
(Aeydpeva mepi, kamyyopiat, karpyopijpata, kaT-
yopolpeva, predicata, predicabilia, predica-
menta) ; as it is only in and through them that

we recognise a thing for what it is, they are
called notes, signs, marks, characters, (note, signa,
characteres, discrimina) ; finally, as it is only in

and through them that we become aware that a
thing is possessed of a peculiar and determinate
existence, they are called properties, diferences,
determinations, (proprietates, determinationes).

As consequent on, or resulting from, the exist-

ence of a thing, they have likewise obtained the
name of consequents, (émdpeva, consequentia, &c.)
‘What in reality has no qualities, has no existence

in thought,—it is a logical nonentity ; hence,

e converso, the scholastic aphorism,— non-entis
nulla sunt predicala. What, again, has no
qualities attributed to it, though attributable, is

said to be indetermined, (d8dpiorov, indeter-
minatum); it is only a possible object of
thought.®

This paragraph, which I have dictated that you Espiis
might be made once for all acquainted with the What i

a [Schulze, Logik, § 18. Rosling, p. Ulm, 1826. Cf. Krug, Logik, § 16.—
63.) [Die Lehren der reinen Logik, Eb.]
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relative terms in use among logicians, requires but
little explanation. I may state, however, that the
mind only thinks an object by separating it from
others, that is, by marking it out or characterising it ;
and in so far as it does this, it encloses it within
certain fixed limits, that is, determines it. But if
this discriminative act be expressed in words, I pre-
dicate the marks, notes, characters, or determinations
of the thing ; and if, again, these be comprehended
in one total thought, they constitute its concept or
notion. If, for example, I think of Socrates as son
of Sophroniscus, as Athenian, as philosopher, as pug-
nosed, these are only so many characters, limitations,
or determinations, which I predicate of Socrates, which
distinguish him from all other men, and together
make up my notion or concept of him.

But as thought, in all its gradations of conception,
judgment, and reasoning, is only realised by the
attribution of certain qualities or characters to the
objects of, or about, which we think, so this attribu-
tion is regulated by laws, which render a great part
of this process absolutely necessary. But when I
speak of laws and of their absolute necessity in rela-

tion to thought, you must not suppose that these™

laws and that necessity are the same in the world of
mind as in the world of matter. For free intelligences,
a law is an ideal necessity given in the form of a
precept, which we ought to follow, but which we may
also violate if we please ; whereas, for the existences
which constitute the universe of nature, a law is only
another name for those causes which operate blindly
and universally in producing certain inevitable results.
By law of thought, or by logical necessity, we do not,
therefore, mean a physical law, such as the law of

1
{
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gravitation, but a general precept which we are able LECT.
certainly to violate, but which if we do not obey, our
whole process of thinking is suicidal or absolutely
null. These laws are, consequently, the primary con-
ditions of the possibility of valid thought, and as the
whole of Pure Logic is only an articulate development
of the various modes in which they are applied, their
consideration in general constitutes the first chapter
in an orderly system of the science. Now, in ex- orderof
plammg to you this subject, the method I shall pur- tin o of the
sue is the following :—1I shall, first of all, state in (e of
general the number and significance of the laws as“™*™
commonly received ; I shall then more particularly
consider each of these by itself and in relation to

the others; then detail to you their history ; and,
finally, state to you my own views in regard to their
deduction, number, and arrangement.

T XIII. The Fundamental Laws of Thought or . x11.
the conditions of the thinkable, as commonly tal Lo of
received, are four:—1. The Law of Identity; 2. "
The Law of Contradiction; 3. The Law of Exclu-
sion or of Excluded Middle ; and, 4. The Law of

- Reason and Consequent, or of Sufficient Reason.

Of these in their order.

9 XIV. The pnnclple of Identity (pmnczpmm Paz. XIV.
Identitatis) expresses the relation of total sameness Limuy.

inw a cone dsto all, and the relation of
partial®amenes§lR which it stands to each, of its
constituent ch¥i@ers. In other words, it de-

~ clares the impossibility of thinking the concept
and its charactérs as reciprocally unlike. It is
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expressed in the formula 4 s 4, or A=A ; and
by A is denoted every logical thing, every pro-
duct of our thinking faculty,—concept, judgment.
reasoning, &c.*

The principle of Identity is an application of the
principle of the absolute equivalence of a whole and
of all its parts taken together, to the thinking of a
thing by the attribution of constituent qualities or
characters. The concept of the thing is a whole, the
characters are the parts of that whole.” This law may,
therefore, be also thus enounced,—Everything is equal
to itself,—for in a logical relation the thing and its
concept coincide ; as, in Logic, we abstract altogether
from the reality of the thing which the concept re-
presents. It is, therefore, the same whether we say
that the concept is equal to all its characters, or that
the thing is equal to itself.” -

The law has, likewise, been expressed by the for-
mula,—In the predicate, the whole is contained’ ex-
plicitly, which in the subject is contained implicitly.
It is also involved in the axiom,—Nota not@ est nota
ret 1psius.®

The logical importance of the law of Identity lies

in this,—that it is the principle of all logical affirma-
tion and definition. An example or two may be given
to illustrate this.

1. In a concept, which we may call Z, the characters
a, b, and ¢ are thought as its constituents; conse-
quently, the concept, as a unity, is equal to the cha-
racters taken together,—Z = (a+b+c¢). If the former

a [Schulse, Logik, § 17. Gerlach, B See Schulse, Zogik, p. 82-8.—Ep.
Logik, § 87.] Cf. Krug, Logik,§ 17. v See Krug, Logik, p. 40.—Eb.
—Eb. 8 See Kant, Logik, p. 40.—Eb.
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be affirmed, so also is the latter; therefore, Z being LEcr.
(@+b+c)is a,is b,is c. To take a concrete example, v
—The concept man is a complement made up of the
characters, 1°, substance, 2°, material, 3°, organised,

4°, animated, 5°, rational, 6°, of this earth ; in other
words, man is substance, is material, is organised, is
anvmated, is rational. Being, as entering into every
attribution, may be discharged as affording no distinc-

tion.

2. Again, suppose that, in the example given, the
character ¢ is made up of the characters [, m, n, it
follows, by the same law of Identity, that Z=a=
(§, m,n)is l,is m,is n. The concept man contains
in it the character animal, and the character animal
contains in it the characters corporeal, organised,
lining, &ec.

The second law is the principle of Contradiction or
Non-contradiction, in relation to which I shall dictate
the following paragraph :—

T XV. When an object is determined by the pa-. xv.
affirmation of a certain character, this object o b
cannot be thought to be the same when such
character is denied of it. The impossibility of
this is enounced in what is called the principle
of Contradiction, (principrum Contradictionis
seu Repugnanti®). Assertions concerning a thing
are mutually contradictory, when the one asserts
that the thing possesses the character which
the other asserts that it does not. This law is
logically expressed in the formula,—~What is
contradictory is unthinkable, A=not 4=0, or
A—A=0.

VOL. I. F
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Now, in the first place, in regard to the name of
this law, it may be observed that, as it enjoins the
absence of contradiction as the indispensable condi-
tion of thought, it ought to be called, not the Law of
Contradiction, but the Law of Non-contradiction, or
of non-repugnantia.”

This law has frequently been enounced in the for-
mula,—It is impossible that the same thing can at
once be and not be; but this is exposed to sundry
objections. It is vague and, therefore, useless. It
does not indicate whether a real or a notional existence
is meant ; and if it mean the former, then is it not
a logical but a metaphysical axiom. But even as a
metaphysical axiom it is imperfect, for to the expres-
sion at once (svmul) must be added,—n the same place,
in the same respect, &c.P

This law has likewise been expressed by the for-
mula,—Contradictory attributes cannot be united in
one act of consciousness. But this is also obnoxious
to objection. For a judgment expresses as good a
unity of consciousness as a concept. But when I
judge that round and square are contradictory attri-
butes, there are found in this judgment contradictory
attributes, but yet a unity of consciousness. The
formula is, therefore, vaguely and inaccurately ex-
Ppressed.

The logical import of this law lies in its being the
principle of all logical negation and distinction.

The law of Identity and the law of Contradiction
are co-ordinate and reciprocally relative, and neither
can bhe educed as second from the other as first ; for
in every such attempt at derivation, the supposed

a Compare Krug, Logik, § 18—Ep. Kritikd. r. V., p. 134, ed. Rosenkrans.
8 Compare the criticism of Kant, —Eb.
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secondary law is, in fact, always necessarily presup- LECT.

posed.® These are, in fact, one and the same law,—

differing only by a positive and negative expression.
In relation to the third law, take the followmg

paragraph :—

T XVI The principle of Excluded Third or pu. xvL
Middle—viz. between two contradictories, (princi- Frited
pium Ezclusi Medyi vel Tertii),enounces that con- **
dition of thought, which compels us, of two repug-
nant notions, which cannot both coexist, to think
either the one or the other as existing. Hence
arises the general axiom,—Of contradictory at-
tributions, we can only affirm one of a thing ;
and if one be explicitly affirmed, the other is
implicitly denied. A esther is or s not. A
either is or 1s not B.A

By the laws of Identity and Contradiction, I am Logical

warranted to conclude from the truth of one contra- ofeis iaw:
dictory proposition to the falsehood of the other, and
by the law of Excluded Middle, I am warranted to
conclude from the falsehood of one contradictory pro-
position to the truth of the other. And in this lies
the peculiar force and import of this last principle.
For the logical significance of the law of Excluded
Middle consists in this, that it limits or shuts in the
sphere of the thinkable in relation to affirmation ; for
it determines, that, of the two forms given in the laws
of Identity and Contradiction, and by these laws
affirmed as those exclusively possible, the one or the
other must be affirmed as necessary.

a This is shown more in detail by § 28.—Eb.
Hoffbauer, Anfangsgrinde der Logik, B See Schulze, Logik, § 19.—Ebp.
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tecr.  The law of Excluded Middle is the principle ot
v Disjunctive Judgments, that is, of judgments in which
ek a plurality of judgments are contained, and which
E‘:ﬁ‘:‘.m stand in such a reciprocal relation that the affirmation
of one is the denial of the other.
I now go on to the fourth law.

Par. XVIL T XVII The thinking of an object, as actually
Smetont characterised by positive or by negative attributes,
of Resson’ is not left to the caprice of Understanding,—the
— Faculty of Thought ; but that faculty must be

necessitated to this or that determinate act of
thinking by a knowledge of something different
from, and independent of, the process of thinking
itself. This condition of our understanding is
expressed by the law, as it is called, of Sufficient
Reason, (principium Rationis Sufficientss) ; but it
is more properly denominated the law of Reason
and Consequent, (principium Rationis et Conse-
cutionis). That knowledge by which the mind
is necessitated to affirm or posit something else,
is called the logical reason, ground, or antecedent ;
that something else which the mind is necessi-
tated to affirm or posit, is called the logical con-
sequent ; and the relation between the reason and
consequent, is called the logical connection, or
consequence. This law is expressed in the for-
mula,—Infer nothing without a ground er reason.”

Relaions  Lhe relations between Reason and Consequent, when

Rowowad comprehended in a pure thought, are the following : —
Comm‘. . o o . . . .

1. When a reason is explicitly or implicitly given,

then there must exist a consequent ; and, vice versa,

a See Schulze, Logik, § 19, and Krug, Zogik, § 20.—Ep.
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when a consequent is given, there must also exist a LECT.
reason. ;

2. Where there is no reason, there can be no conse-
quent; and, vice versa, where there is no consequent,
(either implicitly or explicitly),there can be no reason.
That is, the concepts of reason and of consequent, as
reciprocally relative, involve and suppose each other.

The logical significance of the law of Reason and Logiol sig:
Consequent lies in this,—That in virtue of it, thought this law. -
i8 constituted into a series of acts all indissolubly con-
nected ; each necessarily inferring the other. Thus it
is that the distinction and opposition of possible, actual,
and necessary matter, which has been introduced into
Logic, is a doctrine wholly extraneous to this science.

I may observe that “ Reason is something different Reason and
from Cause, and Consequent something different from i Caa ™
Effect ; though cause and effect, in so far as they are sad Effect.
conceived in thought, stand to each other in the rela-
tion of reason and consequent. Cause is thus thought
of as a real object, which affords the reason of the exist-
ence of another real object, the effect ; and effect is
thought of as a real object, which is the consequent of
another real object, the cause. Accordingly, every
cause is recognised in thought as a reason, and every
effect is recognised in thought as a consequent ; but
the converse is not true, that every reason is really
considered a cause, and every consequent really con-
sidered an effect. We must, therefore, carefully dis-
tinguish mere reason and mere consequent, that is,
ideal or logical reason and consequent, from the rea-
son which is & cause and the consequent which is an
effect, that is, real or metaphysical reason and

consequent. . . gt
“The expression logical reason and consequent refers Metaphysi-
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LEcT. to the mere synthesis of thoughts ; whereas the ex-
v pression metaphysical reason and consequent denotes
the real connection of existences. Hence the axiom
of Causality, as a metaphysical principle, is essentially
different from the axiom of Reason and Consequent, as
a logical principle. Both, however, are frequently
confounded with each other; and the law of Reason
and Consequent, indeed, formerly found its place in
the systems of Metaphysic, while it was not, at least
Generality €Xplicitly, considered in those of Logic. The two

of the terms

cal Reason
and Conse-
quent,

Condition terms condition and conditioned happily express at
iowsd.  once the relations both of reason and consequent, and

of cause and effect. A condition is a thing which de-
termines, [negatively at least, ] the existence of another;
the conditioned is a thing whose existence is deter-
mined in and by another. If used in an ideal or logi-
cal signification, condition and conditioned import
only the reason in conjunction with its consequent ;
if used in a real or metaphysical sense, they express
the cause in connection with its effect.” *
Hisoryof 1 have now, in the prosecution of our inquiry into
:Zn‘?.?h‘* the fundamental laws of logical thinking, to say a
fondamen-. few words in regard to their History,—their history
Thught:  heing the narration of the order in which, and of the
philosophers by whom, they were articulately de-

veloped.

a Krug, Logik, pp. 62,63. This ex-
position of the law of Reason and
Consequent does not represent the
Author’s latest view. In a note
to the Discussions, p. 160, (where a
similar doctrine had been maintained
in the article as originally published),
he says: “ The logical relation of
Reason and Consequent, a8 more than
a mere corollary of the law of Non-
contradiction in its three phases, is, I
am confident of proving, erroneous.”

And again, in the same work, p. 603 :
“ The principle of Suficient Reason
should be excluded from Logic. For,
in as much as this principle is not ma-
terial, it is only a derivation of the
three formal laws ; and in as much as
it is material, it coincides with the
principle of Causality, and is extra-
logical.” The Laws of Thought, pro-
perly 8o called, are thus reduced to
three,—those of Identity, Contradic-
tion, and Excluded Middle.—ED.
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Of the first three laws, which, from their intimate LECT.
cognation, may not unreasonably be regarded as only
the three sides or phases of a single law, the law of [y
Identity, which stands first in the order of nature, f,‘p'.‘d",’.f‘;'h,
was indeed that last developed in the order of time ; o of
the axioms of Contradiction and of Excluded Mlddle
having been long enounced, ere that of Identity had
been discriminated and raised to the rank of a co-ordi-
nate principle. I shall not, therefore, now follow the
order in which I detailed to you these laws, but the
order in which they were chronologically generalised.

The principles of Contradiction and of Excludedmpm
Middle can both be traced back to Plato, by whom Ghoteatio-
they were enounced and frequently applied ; though ﬁ:'én?aﬂd
it was not till long after, that either of them obtained b1 be traced
a distinctive appellation. To take the principle of Plato.”
Contradiction first. This law Plato frequently em-
ploys, but the most remarkable passages are found in
the Phedo, in the Sophista, and in the fourth and
seventh books of the Republic.”

This law was, however, more distinctively and em- Lawof
phatically enounced by Aristotle. In one placeﬁ he tion cmpha-
says: “It is manifest that no one can conceive £0 encuncedby
himself that the same thing can at once be and not
be, for thus he would hold repugnant opinions, and
subvert the reality of truth. Wherefore, all who
attempt to demonstrate, reduce everything to this as
the ultimate doctrine ; for this is by nature the prin-
ciple of all other axioms.” And in several passages
of his Metaphysics,” in his Prior Analytics,® and in
his Posterior Analytics, he observes that “some had

a See Phedo, p. 108 ; Sophista, p.  .B Metaph., 1. iii. (iv.) c. 8
252 ; Republic, iv. p. 436; vii. p. 526, 7 L. iii. o. 4.
—Eb. 8§ L.ii.c. 2. eL.ic 2
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attempted to demonstrate this principle,—an attempt
which betrayed an ignorance of those things whereof
we ought to require a demonstration, and of those
things whereof we ought not : for it is impossible to
demonstrate everything ; as in this case, we must re-
gress and regress to infinity, and all demonstration
would, on that supposition, be impossible.”

Following Aristotle, the Peripatetics established this
law as the highest principle of knowledge. From the
Greek Aristotelians it obtained the name by which it
has subsequently been denominated, the principle, or
law,or axiom,of contradiction, (afunp.a s drTipdoews).
This name, at least, is found in the Commentaries of
Ammonius and Philoponus, where it is said to be
“the criterion which divides truth from falsehood
throughout the universe of existence.”® The School-
men, in general, taught the same doctrine; and Suarez
even says, that the law of contradiction holds the
same supremacy among the principles of knowledge
which the Deity does among the principles of exist-
ence.f

After the decline of the Aristotelian philosophy,
many controversies arose touching the truth, and still
more touching the primitive or axiomatic character, of
this law. Some maintained that it was indemon-

a For the name, see Ammonius, In
De Interpret., Comment., p. 1568 b,
ed. Ald. Venet. 1646. Philoponus,
In Anal. Pr.,p. 18 b, 88 b, ed. Venet.
1586. In Anal. Post., p.30 b, ed. Ald.
Venet. 1534. The language quoted in
the text is nearly a translation of Am-
monius In Categ.,p.140a. “Hudyv ydp
xardpagis xal &xdpacis kel éx) xdvray
T8y Srreov xal uh Svrwy Simpel TO dAn-
Os xal 70 Yeidos. Ammonius is fol-
lowed by Philoponus, who says,—Td
3¢ s drmipdoews dfloua éxl xdvroy

uly T8y brrav xal ph Syrov Biaipes TO
Yeidos xal Thy &anbelay. In Anal.
Post., L i. ¢. xi. f. 830 b.—Ep. [Cf
Augustinus Niphus Suessanus, In
Anal. Post., p. 88, ed. Paris, 1540.]

B See[Alstedius, A rtium Liberalivm
Systema (8vo), p. 174. * Cognitio a
priori est principiorum ; inter qus
agmen ducit hoc, impossibile est idem
esse et non esse. . . . Consule Metaph.,
Suarezii :—* Hoc, inquam, tenet pri-
matum inter principia cognoscendi,
siout Deus inter principia essendi.’”]
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strable ; others that it could be proved, but prov RET:
only md;rectly by a reductio ad absurdum ; while
others again held that this could be directly done, Eﬁ:ﬁ;ﬂp
and that, consequently, the law of Contradiction was p5sema
not entitled to the dignity of a first principle. In foer f
like manner, its employment was made a further mat-
ter of controversy. Finally, it was disputed whether
it were an immediate, native, or ¢ prior: datum of in-
telligence ; or whether it were an a posteriori and ad-
ventitious generalisation from experience. The latter
alternative, that it was only an induction, was main- Locke.
tained by Locke.? This opinion was, however, validly
refuted by Leibnitz ; who showed that it is admitted Leibnitz.
the moment the terms of its enunciation are under-
stood, and that we implicitly follow it even when we
are not explicitly conscious of its dictate.” Leibnitz,
in some parts of his works, seems to identify the prin-
ciples of Identity and Contradiction ; in others, he dis-
tinguishes them, but educes the law of Identity out
of thelaw of Contradiction.? It is needless to pur-
sue the subsequent history of this pnnclple, which in 1 truth
latter times has found none to gainsay the necessity motern”
and universality of its truth, except among those ™"
philosophers who, in Germany, have dreamt that man
is competent to a cognition of the Absolute: and as a
cognition of the absolute can only be established
through positions repugnant, and, therefore, on logical
principles, mutually exclusive, they have found it ne-
cessary to start with a denial of the fundamental laws
of thought ; and so, in their effort to soar to a philo-

LECTURES ON LOGIC.

a Cf. Suares, Dispulationes Meta- <y Nowveaux Essais, B. i. ch. i. § 4.
physioe, Disp. iii. § 3.—Ep. [Alste —Eb.
dius, Brcyclopedia, 1. iii., Archelogia, & Compare Théodicde, § 44, Monado-
c. vil. p. 80.] logie, § 81, with Nouveaux Essais, 1. i.
B Essay, B. i. ch. ii. § 4.—ED. ch.i § 10; L iv. ch. ii. § 1.—Eb.
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LECT. sophy above logic and intelligence, they have sub-

Law of

verted the conditions of human philosophy altogether.
Thus Schelling and Hegel prudently repudiated the
principles of Contradiction and Excluded Middle as
having any application to the absolute ; * while again
those philosophers, (as Cousin), who attempt a cognition
of the absolute without a preliminary repudiation of
the laws of Logic, at once involve themselves in contra-
dictions, the cogency of which they do not deny, and
from which they are wholly unable to extricate them-
selves.# But this by the way, and on a subject which

at present you cannot all be supposed to understand.
The law of Excluded Middle between two contra-
Toomaed  dictories remounts, a8 I have said, also to Plato,
though the Second Alcibiades, the dialogue in which
it is most clearly expressed, must be admitted to be

spurious.”

It is also in the fragments of Pseudo-

Espliidy Archytas to be found in Stobseus.? It is explicitly and
yemm ” emphatically enounced by Aristotle in many passages
both of his Metaphysics, (L. iii. (iv.) c. 7.), and of his

a See Schelling, Vom Ich als Prin-
cip der Philosophie, § 10; Hegel,
Logik, b. ii. . 2; Encyklopidie, § 115,
119, S8chelling endeavours to abro-
gate the principle of Contradiction in
relation to the higher philosophy, by

schaftslekre,iv., Logik,§T18. Sigwart,
Logik, § 58, p. 42, ed.1835. Herbart,
De Principio Logico Ezclust Medii inter
Contradictorianon negligendo, Gotting.
1833. Hartenstein, De Methodo Philo-
sophice Logice Legibus adstringenda,

assuming that of Identity ; the empiri- fintbus non terminanda, Lipeise, 1835.

cal antagonism between ego and non-
ego being merged in the identity of
the absolute ¢go. Hegel regards both
principles alike as valid only for the
finite Understanding, and as inappli-
cable to the higher proceases of the
Reason. This difference between the
two philosophers is pointed out by the
latter in his Geschichte der Philo-
sophie, (Werke, xv. p. 598.) — Eb,
[On rejection of the Logical Laws, by
Schelling, Hegel, &c., see Bachmann,
Uber die Philosophie meiner Zeit, p.
218, ed. Jens, 1816. Bolsano, Wissen-

On the logical and metapbysical signi-
ficance of the principle of Contradic-
tion, see Platner, Phil. Aph., 1. § 678,
and Kant, Kritik d. reinen Vernunft,
p- 191, ed. 1790.]

B See the Author’s oriticism of
Cousin, Discussions, p. 1 et seq.—ED,

7 Second Alcibiades, p. 139. See
also Sophista, p. 250.—Eb.

8 Ecloge, 1. ii. c. 2, p. 158, ed. Ant-
werp, 1675; Part ii. tom. 1, p. 22,
ed. Heeren. Cf. Simplicius, In Arist.
Categ., pp. 97, 108, ed. Basil, 15561.—
Eb.
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Analytics, both Prior (1. 1. c. 2) and Posterior, (l.1. c. 4). LECT.
In the first of these he says: “It is impossible that
there should exist any medium between contradictory
opposites, but it is necessary either to affirm or to
deny everything of everything.” And his expressions
are similar in the other books. Cicero says “ that the Cicero.
foundation of Dialectic is, that whatever is enounced

is either true or false.” This is from his 4cademacs,

(L ii. c. xxix.), and there are parallel passages in his
Topics, (c. xiv.), and his De Oratore, (1. ii. c. xxx.)

This law, though universally recognised as a principle

in the Greek Peripatetic school and in the schools of

the middle ages, only received the distinctive appella-

tion by which it is now known at a comparatively
modern date* I do not recollect having met with Beum-
the term principium exclusi medii in any author ™™
older than the Leibnitzian Baumgarten,? though Wolf”
speaks of the exclusio medii inter contradictoria.

The law of Identity, I stated, was not explicated Law ol
as a co-ordinate principle till a comparatively recent "
period. The earliest author in whom I have found Axtonius
this done, is Antonius Andreas, a scholar of Scotus, who Andross.
flourished at the end of the thirteenth and beginning
of the fourteenthcentury. This schoolman, in the fourth
book of his Commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics,®
—a commentary which is full of the most ingenious
and original views,—not only asserts to the law of
Identity a co-ordinate dignity with the law of Con- .

« Lez contradictoriarum, principium
contradicentiwm (80. propositionsm),
as used in the schools, included the
law of Contradiction and the law of
Excluded Middle. See Molinsus,
Elementa Logica, 1. ii. o. 14, [p. 172,
ed. 1608. “ Contradicentium usus
explicatur uno axiomate :—Countradi-

centia non possunt de eodem simul
esse vera; ot necessarium est oontra-
dicentium alterum cuilibet rem con-
venire, alterum non convenire.”—ED.]

B Metaphysica, § 10.—ED.

7 Ontologia, 8§ 52, 58.

3 Qumstio v. p. 21a, ed. Venet.,
1513.—Eb.
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tradiction, but, against Aristotle, he maintains, that
the principle of Identity, and not the principle of
Contradiction, is the one absolutely first. The for-
mula in which Andreas expressed it was, Ens est ens.
Subsequently to this author, the question concerning
the relative priority of the two laws of Identity and
of Contradiction became one much agitated in the
schools ; though there were also found some who
asserted to the law of Excluded Middle this supreme
rank.® Leibnitz, as I have said, did not always dis-
tinguish the principles of Identity and of Contradic-
tion. By Wolf the former was styled the principle
of Certainty, (principium Certitudinis) ;# but he, no
more than Leibnitz himself, sufficiently discriminated
between it and the law of Contradiction. This was,
however, done by Baumgarten, another distinguished
follower of Leibnitz,” and from him it received the
name of the principle of Position, that is, of Affirma~
tion or Identity, (principium Positionis sive Identi-
tatis),—the name by which it is now universally known.
This principle has found greater favour in the eyes of
the absolutist philosophers, than those of Contradiction
and Excluded Middle. By Fichte and Schelling it
has been placed as the primary principle of all philo-
sophy.? Hegel alone subjects it, along with the
other laws of thought, to a rigid but fallacious criti-
cism ; and rejects it along with them, as belonging to
that lower sphere of knowledge, which is conversant
only with the relative and finite.*

a [Alex. de Ales, In Arist. Metaph., quovis afirmatio vel negatio.—ED.
iv. . 9.] Compare Suarez, Disp. Me- B Ontologia, § 55, 288.—ED.
taph., Disp. iii. § 8. Alexander pro- ¥ Metaphysica, § 11.—ED.
feases to agree with Aristotle in giv- & See Fichte, Grundlage der ge-
ing the first place to the principle of sammten Wissenschaftslehre, § 1.

Contradiction, but, in fact,he identifies Schelling, Vom Ich, § 7.—ED.
it with that of Excluded Middle, de e See above, p. 90 note a—ED.
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The fourth law, that of Reason and Consequent, vrEcr.
which stands apart by itself from the other three, was, __*-
like the laws of Contradiction and Excluded Middle, [axof .
recognised by Plato." He lays it down as a postu- g‘"“eq?:l‘-
late of reason, to admit nothing without a cause ; and 2?&_
the same is frequently done by his scholar Aristotle.? totle.
Both,however, in reference to this principle, employ the
ambiguous term cause, (airia, airwv). Aristotle, indeed,

distinguishes the law of Reason, as the ideal principle *apxh ris

of knowledge, (dpxi) s yréoews, principium cognos- oo s
cendz), from the real principle of Production, (dpx7) s 7"
yevéoews, principium fiendi,—principrum essends).”

By Cicero the axiom of reason and consequent Wwas, Cicero.
in like manner, comprehended under the formula,

nihil sine causa,’—a formula adopted by the school- The School-
men ; although they, after Aristotle, distinguished
under it the ratio essendi, and the ratio cognoscends.

In modern times, the attention of philosophers was Leibmitz
called to this law by Leibnitz, who, on the two prin- tion to Law
ciples of Reason and of Contradiction, founded the Reason.
whole edifice of his philosophy. Under the latter
law, as I have mentioned, he comprehended, however,
the principle of Identity ; and in the former he did
not sufficiently discriminate, in terms, the law of Cau-
sality, as a real principle, from the law of Reason, pro-
perly so called, as a formal or ideal principle. To
this axiom he gave various denominations,—now call-
ing it the principle of Determining Reason, now the
principle of Sufficient Reason, and now the principle
of Convenience or Agreement, (convenientia) ; making
it, in its real relation, the ground of all existence, in

a Philebus, p. 26.—Eb. v Metaph., iv. (v.) 1.—ED.

B E.g., 4dnal. Post., ii. 16; Phys, 8 De Divinatione, ii. c. 28.—ED.
fi. 3; Metaph,i. 1, 8; Rhet.,ii. 23.— ¢ SBee Théodicée, § 44. Monadologie,
Eo. §8 81, 82—Eo.




‘Wolf.

Discussion
the Lei‘;g
nitzian
doctrine of

the law of
Sufficient
Reason.

94 LECTURES ON LOGIC.

. its ideal, the ground of all positive knowledge. On

this subject there was a celebrated controversy be-
tween Leibnitz and Dr Samuel Clarke,—a controversy
on this, as on other points, eminently worthy of your
study. The documents in which this controversy is
contained, were published in the English edition under
the title, 4 collection of Papers which passed between
the late learned Mr Leibnitz and Dr Clarke, in the
years 1715 and 1716, relating to the Principles of
Natural Philosophy and Religion, London, 1717.%

Wolf, the most distinguished follower of Leibnitz,
employs the formula,—* Nothing is without a suffi-
cient reason why it is, rather than why it is not;
that is, if anything is supposed to be, (ponitur esse),
something also must be supposed, whence it may be
understood why the same is rather than is not.”? He
blames the schoolmen for confusing reason, (ratio), with
cause, (causa) : but his censure equally applies to his
master Leibnitz as to them and Aristotle ; for all of
these philosophers, though they did not confound the
two principles, employed ambiguous terms to denote
them.

The Leibnitzian doctrine of the universality of the
law of Sufficient Reason, both as a principle of exist-
ence and of thought, excited much discussion among
the philosophers, more particularly of Germany. In
the earlier half of the last century, some controverted
the validity of the principle, others attempted to re-
strict it.” Among other arguments, it was alleged, by

a Soe especially, Leibnits's Second B See Fischer's LogiZ, [§ 59, p. 8,
Letter, p. 20, in which the principle ed. 1838. Compare Wolf, Ontologia,
of Contradiction or Identityis assumed §§ 70, 71.—Eb.]
as the foundation of all mathematics 7 As Feuerlin and Daries, See
and that of Suffcient Reason as the Bachmann, Logik, p. 56, Leipsig, 1828 ;

foundation of natural philosophy.— Cf. Degerando, Hist. Comp. des Syst.
Ep. de Phil., t. ii. p. 145, ed. 1804.—ED.
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the advocates of the former opinion, if the principle
be admitted, that everything must have a sufficient
reason why it is, rather than why it is not,—on this
hypothesis, error itself will have such a reason, and,
therefore, must cease forthwith to be error.”

Many philosophers, as Wolf and Baumgarten,
endeavoured to demonstrate this principle by the
principle of Contradiction ; while others, with better
success, showed that all such demonstrations were
illogical.?

In the more recent systems of philosophy, the uni-
versality and necessity of the axiom of Reason has,
with other logical laws, been controverted and rejected
by speculators on the absolute.”

@ See Bachmann, Logik, p. 56. < [On principle of Double Negation
With the foregoing history of the as another law of Thought, see Fries,
laws of Thought, compare the same Logik, § 41, p. 190; Calker, Denklchre
author, Logik, § 18-81.—Eb. oder Logik wnd Dialektik, § 165, p.

B [Kiesewetter, Allgemeine Logik, 4568; Beneke, Lehrbuch der Logik,
P. i p. 57]; compare Lectures on Meta- § 64' P 41]
physics, ii. pp. 896, 897, notes.—Eb.
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LECTURE VL

STOICHEIOLOGY.
SECTION I.—NOETIC.

THE FUNDAMENTAL LAWS OF THOUGHT—THEIR
CLASSIFICATION AND IMPORT.

LECT. Havine concluded the Introductory Questions, we

entered, in our last Lecture, upon our science itself.

Sont ™™ The first part of Pure Logic is the Doctrine of Ele-
ments, or that which considers the conditions of mere
or possible thinking. These elements are of two kinds,
—they are either the fundamental laws of thought as
regulating its necessary products, or they are the pro-
ducts themselves as regulated by those laws. The
fundamental laws are four in number,—the law of
Identity, the law of Contradiction, the law of Ex-
cluded Middle, the law of Reason and Consequent.®
The products of thought are three,—1°, Concepts or
Notions ; 2°, Judgments ; and, 3°, Reasonings. In our
last Lecture, we considered the first of these two
parts of the doctrine of elements, and I went through
the general explanation of the contents and import of
the four laws, and their history. Without recapitu-
lating what was then stated, I shall now proceed to
certain general observations, which may be suggested
in relation to the four laws.

m.,... And, first of all, I may remark, that they naturally

tothe four fall into two classes. The first of these classes con-

a See, however, above, p. 86, note a—ED.
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sists of the three principles of Identity, Contradiction, LECT.
and Excluded Middle ; the second comprehends the
principle of Reason and Consequent alone. This clag- [adamens
sification is founded both on the different reciprocal gt
connection of the laws, and on the different nature of J%omr®
their results.

In the first place, in regard to the difference of con- This clae-
nection between the laws themselves, it is at once fmd.d, I,
evident that the first three stand in a far more proxi- forenos of
mate relation to each other than to the fourth. The first Semeen the
three are, indeed, so intimately connected, that though ot e
it has not even been attempted to carry them up into
a higher principle, and though the various and con-
tradictory endeavours that have been made to elevate
one or other into an antecedent, and to degrade others
into consequents, have only shown, by their failure, the
impossibility of reducing the three to one; still so
intimate is their connection, that each in fact sup-
poses the others. They are like the three sides of a
triangle ; not the same, not reducible to unity, each
pretending with equal right to a prior consideration,
and each, if considered first, giving in its own exist-
ence the existence of the other two. This intimacy
of relation does not subsist between the principle of
Reason and Consequent and the three other laws;
they do not, in the same necessary manner, suggest
each other in thought. The explanation of this is
found in the different nature of their results ; and
this is the second subject of our consideration.

In the second place, then, the distinction of the four 2, on the
laws into two classes is not only warranted by the 2:“5.'.“' end

difference of their mutual dependence in thought, but, o class

a For a later development of the tinction here indicated, see Discus-
Author’s philosophy as regards the dis- sions, p. 602 et seq.—Eb.
VOL. 1. G
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likewise, by the difference of the end which the two
classes severally accomplish. For the first three laws
not onlystand apart by themselves, (forming, as it were,
a single principle viewed in three different aspects),
but they necessitate a result very different, both in
kind and in degree, from that determined by the law
of Reason and Consequent. The difference in their
result consists in this,— Whatever violates the laws,
whether of Identity, of Contradiction, or of Excluded
Middle, we feel to be absolutely impossible, not only
in thought but in existence. Thus we cannot attri-
bute even to Omnipotence the power of making a
thing different from itself, of making a thing at once
to be and not to be, of making a thing neither to be
nor not to be. These three laws thus determine to
us the sphere of possibility and of impossibility ; and
this not merely in thought but in reality, not only
logically but metaphysically. Very different is the
result of the law of Reason and Consequent. This
principle merely excludes from the sphere of positive
thought what we cannot comprehend ; for whatever
we comprehend, that through which we comprehend
it is its reason. 'What, therefore, violates the law of
Reason and Consequent merely, in virtue of this law
becomes a logical zero ; that is, we are compelled to
think it as unthinkable, but not to think it, though
actually non-existent subjectively or in thought, as
therefore necessarily non-existent objectively or in
reality. And why, it may be asked, does the law of
Reason and Consequent not equally determine the
sphere of general possibility, as the laws of Identity,
Contradiction, and Excluded Middle? Why are we
to view the unthinkable in the one case not to be
equally impossible in reality, as the unthinkable in the
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other? Some philosophers have, on the one hand, LEcr.
asserted to the Deity the power of reconciling contra- VL
dictions ;* while, on the other, a greater number have fggigg‘;"‘“
made the conceivable in human thought the gauge of ez
the possible in existence. 'What warrants us, it may ooijsive
be asked, to condemn these opposite procedures as
equally unphilosophical? In answer to this, though

the matter belongs more properly to Metaphysic than

to Logic, I may say a few words, which, however, I

am aware, cannot, by many of you, be as yet ade-
quately understood.

To deny the universal application of the first three The respec-
laws, is, in fact, to subvert the reality of thought ;2}'&??3;1"
and as this subversion is itself an act of thought, it in E:'ﬁ:é&»:_
fact annihilates itself.  fined and

When, for example, I say that A is, and then say :ﬂm,
that A is not, by thesecond assertion I sublate or take ;‘;,‘;,Yﬁ‘ilm
away what, by the first assertion, I posited or laid o the firm
down ; thought, in the one case, undoing by negation jereiny
what, in the other, it had by affirmation done. But """
when it is asserted, that A existing and A non-existing
are at once true, what does this imply ? It implies
that negation and affirmation correspond to nothing
out of the mind,—that there is no agreement, no dis-
agreement between thought and its objects ; and this
is tantamount to saying that truth and falsehood are
merely empty sounds. For if we only think by affir-
mation and negation, and if these are only as they
are exclusive of each other, it follows, that unless
existence and non-existence be opposed objectively in
the same manner as affirmation and negation are
opposed subjectively, all our thought is a mere illu-
gion. Thus it is, that those who would assert the

a Compare Le Clerc, Logica, p. ii. 0. 3.—ED.
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LECT. possibility of contradictions being at once true, in fact
annihilate the possibility of truth itself, and the whole
significance of thought.
Butthisis  But this is not the case when we deny the universal,
:'.'.’31'.'2'31- the absolute, application of the law of Reason and
3:;.':.-..1° Consequent. When I say that a thing may be, of
oFohe hwofWhlch I cannot conceive the possibility, (that is, by
Connqnent. conceiving it as the consequent of a certain reason),
I only say that thought is limited ; but, within its
limits, I do not deny, I do not subvert, its truth. But
how, it may be asked, is it shown that thought is thus
limited ? How is it shown that the inconceivable is
not an index of the impossible, and that those philo-
sophers who have employed it as the criterion of the
absurd, are themselves guilty of absurdity ? This isa
matter which will come under our consideration at
Thslaw another time and in its proper place ; at present it

shown in

general ot Will be sufficient to statein general, that the hypothe-
measureof 8i8 Which makes the thinkable the measure of the pos-
posiniiey. ible brings the principle of Reason and Consequent at
once into collision with the three higherlaws, and this
hypothesis itself is thus reduced at once to contradic-
tion and absurdity. For if we take a comprehensive
view of the phnomena of thought, we shall find that
all that we can positively think, that is, all that is
within the jurisdiction of the law of Reason and Con-
sequent, lies between two opposite poles of thought,
which, as exclusive of each other, cannot, on the prin-
ciples of Identity and Contradiction, both be true, but
of which, on the principle of Excluded Middle, the one
or the other must. Let us take, for example, any of
the general objects of our knowledge. Let us take
body, or rather, since body as extended is included

under extension, let us take extension itself, or space.
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Now extension alone will exhibit to us two pairs of vLEcr.
contradictory inconceivables, that is, in all, four incom- vt
prehensibles, but of which, though all are equally un-
thinkable, and, on the hypothesis in question, all,
therefore, equally impossible, we are compelled, by

the law of Excluded Middle, to admit some two as

true and necessary.

Extension, then, may be viewed either as a whole By ufui; -
or as a part ; and, in each aspect, it affords us two m L
incogitable contradictories. 1°, Taking it as a whole :
—=8pace, it is evident, must either be limited, that is,
have an end, a circumference ; or unlimited, that is,
have no end, no circumference. These are contradic-
tory suppositions ; both, therefore, cannot, but one
must, be true. Now let us try positively to compre-
hend, positively to conceive, the possibility of either of
these two mutually exclusive alternatives. Can we
represent or realise in thought extension as absolutely
limited ? in other words, can we mentally hedge round
the whole of space, conceive it absolutely bounded, that
i8, so that beyond its boundary there is no outlying, spsce or
no surrounding, space? This is impossible. What- %ﬁfy"
ever compass of space we may enclose by any limita~ thinkable.
tion of thought, we shall find that we have no dif-
ficulty in transcending these limits. Nay, we shall
find that we cannot but transcend them ; for we are
unable to think any extent of space except as within
a still ulterior space, of which, let us think till the
powers of thinking fail, we can never reach the cir-
cumference. It is thus impossible for us to think
space as a totality, that is, as absolutely bounded, but
all-containing. We may, therefore, lay down this first
extreme as inconceivable. We cannot think space as
limited.
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1ecr.  Let us now consider its contradictory ; can we
VI comprehend the possibility of infinite or unlimited
Spaco - gpace ?  To suppose this is a direct contradiction in
conceivable, terms ; it is to comprehend the incomprehensible. 'We
didory.  think, we conceive, we comprehend, a thing, only as
we think it as within or yunder something else ; but to
do this of the infinite is to think the infinite as finite,

which is contradictory and absurd.
objection ~ Now here it may be asked, how have we then the

mame and  WOTd infinite # How have we the notion which this

fﬁif:nfiu word expresses? The answer to this question is con-
obised:  tained in the distinction of positive and negative
Distinction thought. We have a positive concept of a thing, when
e We think it by the qualities of which it is the comple-
wesght ad nent.  But as the attribution of qualities is an affir-
mation, as affirmation and negation are relatives, and
as relatives are known only in and through each other,
we cannot, therefore, have a consciousness of the affir-
mation of any quality, without having at the same
time the correlative consciousness of its negation.
Now, the one consciousness is a positive, the other
consciousness is a negative notion. But, in point of
fact, a negative notion is only the negation of a
notion ; we think only by the attribution of certain
qualities, and the negation of these qualities and of
this attribution, is simply, in so far, a denial of our
thinking at all. As affirmation always suggests nega-
tion, every positive notion must likewise suggest a
negative notion ; and as language is the reflex of
thought, the positive and negative notions are ex-
pressed by positive and negative names. Thus it is
with the infinite. The finite is the only object of real
or positive thought ; it is that alone which we think
by the attribution of determinate characters; the
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infinite, on the contrary, is conceived only by the LECT.
thinking away of every character by which the finite
was conceived ; in other words, we conceive it only as prms ™
inconceivable. This relation of the infinite to the ‘3;:,:“""
finite is shown, indeed, in the terms by which it is
expressed in every language. Thus in Latin, infinitum ;

in Greek, dmewpov ; in German, unendlich; in all of

which original tongues the word expressive of the

infinite is only a negative expression of the finite or
limited. Thus the very objection from the existence

of a name and notion of the infinite, when analysed,

only proves more clearly that the infinite is no object

of thought ; that we conceive it, not in itself, but only

in correlation and contrast to the finite.

The indefinite is, however, sometimes confounded The Inde-
with the infinite ; though there are hardly two notions Tafoion
which, without being contradictory, differ more widely. guubes.
The indefinite has a subjective, the infinite an objec-
tive relation. The one is merely the negation of the
actual apprehension of limits, the other the negation
of the possible existence of limits.

But to return whence we have been carried, it i8 spacess
manifest that we can no more realise the thought or ;,;""'.A.dﬂ:d
conception of infinite, unbounded, or unlimited space, bemgd ?‘ivo
than we can realise the conception of a finite or ab- 3?:"3-’.;._
solutely bounded space. But these two inconceivables fe taw st
are reciprocal contradictories, and if we are unable t0 Comeuent
comprehend the possibility of either, while, however, thersfor, -
on the principle of Excluded Middle one or other must cmarion of
be admitted, the hypothesis is manifestly false, that poutiney.
proposes the subjective or formal law of Reason and
Consequent as the criterion of real or objective possi-
bility.

It is needless to show that the same result is given This farther
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LECT. by thé experiment made on extension considered as
a part, as divisible. Here, if we attempt to divide
o oY 0 eXtension in thought, we shall neither, on the one
5awe hand, succeed in conceiving the possibility of an
Pt absolute minimum of space, that is, a minimum ex
hypothest extended, but which cannot be conceived as
divisible into parts, nor, on the other, of carrying on
this division to infinity. But as these are contradic-
tory opposites, they again afford a similar refutation
of the hypothesis in question.
>, Byreferr  But the same conclusion is reached by simply con-
oo™ sidering the law of Reason and Consequent in itself.
mu‘,‘;f This law enjoins,—Think nothing without a reason
iwelt " why we must think it, that is, think nothing except
as contained in, as evolved out of, something else
which we already know. Now this reason,—this
something else,—in obedience to this very law, must,
as itself known, be itself a consequent of some other
antecedent ; and this antecedent be again the conse-
quent of some anterior or higher reason ; and so on,
ad infinitum. But the human mind is not possessed
of infinite powers, or of an infinite series of reasons
and consequents; on the contrary, its faculties are
very limited, and its stock of knowledge is very small.
To erect this law, therefore, into a standard of exist-
ence, is, in fact, to bring down the infinitude of the
universe to the finitude of man,—a proceeding than
'g:.l:.w- of which nothing can be imagined more absurd. The
Conseqen, fact is, that the law of Reason and Consequent can,
;.b;.m with the law of Cause and Effect, the law of Sub-
ciple, pein- stance and Phsenomenon, &c., be, if I am not mis-
taken, all reduced to one higher principle ; a principle
which explains from the very limitation of the human
mind, from the very imbecility of its powers, a great
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variety of phenomena, which, from the liberality of LECT.
philosophers, have obtained for their solution a num-
ber of positive and special principles. This, however,
is a discussion which would here be out of place.”
‘What, however, has been said may suffice to show, Summary
that, while the first three laws of thought are of an tho b spheros
absolute and universal cogency, the fourth is only of of thoughe
a cogency relative and particular ; that, while the

former determine the possibility, not only of all
thought but of all real knowledge, the latter only
regulates the validity of mediate or reflective thought.

The laws of Identity, Contradiction, and Excluded
Middle are, therefore, not only logical but metaphysi-

cal principles, the law of Reason and Consequent a

logical principle alone ; a doctrine which is, however,

the converse of what is generally taught.

I proceed, now, to say a few words on the general The gmen
influence which these laws exert upon the operatlons 31:-‘31‘&
of thinking. These operations, however various and l:':-goe':frt
multiform they may seem, are so governed in all their op ofw-on-
manifestations by the preceding laws, that no thought
can pretend to validity and truth which is not in
consonance with, which is not governed by, them.

For man can recognise that alone as real and assured,
which the laws of his understanding sanction ; and
he cannot but regard that as false and unreal, which
these laws condemn. From this, however, it by no
means follows that what is thought in conformity
to these laws is, therefore, true ; for the sphere of
thought is far wider than the sphere of reality, and
no inference is valid from the correctest thinking of
an object to its actual existence. While these laws,
therefore, are the highest criterion of the non-reality

a See Discussions, p. 609.—ED.
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LECT. of an object, they are no criterion at all of its reality;

—— and they thus stand to existence in a negative and

not in a positive relation. And what I now say of

the fundamental principles of thought in general,

holds equally of all their proximate and special appli-

cations, that is, of the whole of Logic. Logic, as I

have already explained, considering the form alone of

thought to the exclusion of its matter, can draw no

conclusion from the correctness of the manmer of

thinking an object to the reality of the object itself.

Thewue Yot among modern, nay recent, philosophers, two
relations of . . . .

Logic over- OPPOBite doctrines have sprung up, whlf:h, on opposite

:wowlyl:— sides, have overlooked the true relations of Logic.

snuly “One party of philosophers defining truth in general,—

l:f:dﬁ‘z?u the absolute harmony of our thoughts and cognitions,

i —divide truth into a formal or logical, and into a

Tho dividon fna.teria.l or metaph.ysica], according as that harmony

losie-l;-:id_ 18 in consonance with the laws of formal thought, or,

cal,~anii- OVer and above, with the laws of real kmowledge.”

The criterion of formal truth they place in the prin-

ciples of Contradiction and of Sufficient Reason,

enouncing that what is non-contradictory and conse-

quent is formally true. This criterion, which is posi-

tive and immediate of formal truth, (inasmuch as what

is non-contradictory and consequent can always be

thought as possible), they style a negative and medi-

ate criterion of material truth : as what is self-con-

tradictory and logically inconsequent is in reality

impossible ; at the same time, what is not self-con-

tradictory and not logically inconsequent, is not, how-

ever, to be regarded as having an actual existence.

But here the foundation is treacherous ; the notion of

truth is false. When we speak of truth, we are not

a See Kant, Logik, Einleitung, vii.; Krug, Logik, § 22; Fries, Logik, § 42.—EbD.
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satisfied with knowing that a thought harmonises LECT.
with a certain system of thoughts and cognitions; but,
over and above, we require to be assured that what Th—
we think is real, and is as we think it to be. Are we
satisfied on this point, we then regard our thoughts

as true; whereas if we are not satisfied of this, we

deem them false, how well soever they may quadrate

with any theory or system. It is not, therefore, in

any absolute harmony of mere thought that truth con-

sists, but solely in the correspondence of our thoughts

with their objects. The distinction of formal and
material truth is thus not only unsound in itself, but
opposed to the notion of truth universally held, and
embodied in all languages. But if this distinction be

inept, the title of Logic, as a positive standard of

truth, must be denied; it can only be a negative
criterion, being conversant with thoughts and not

with things, with the possibility and not with the
actuality of existence.” *

The preceding inaccuracy is, however, of little mo- 2. [The Ab-
ment compared with the heresy of another class of 'c::‘lornl;w
philosophers, to whose observations on this point I.of :il:;"i'o:
can, however, only allude. Some of you may, per-
haps, find a difficulty in believing the statement, that
there is a considerable party of philosophers, illus-
trious for the highest speculative talent, and whose
systems, if not at present, were, a few years ago, the
most celebrated, if not the most universally accredited,
in Europe, who establish their metaphysical theories
on the subversion of all logical truth.# 1 refer to
those philosophers who hold that man is capable of
more than a relative notion of existence,—that he
i8 competent to a knowledge of absolute or infinite

a Esser, Logik, p. 65-6. —Eb. B See above, p. 90, note a.—Eb.
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being, (for these terms they use convertibly), in an
identity of knowledge and existence, of himself and
the Divinity. This doctrine, which I shall not now
attempt to make you understand, is developed in very
various schemes, that is, the different philosophers
attempt, by very different and contradictory methods,
to arrive at the same end ; all these systems, how-
ever, agree in this,—they are all at variance with the
four logical laws. Some, indeed, are established on
the express denial of the validity of these laws ; and
others, without daring overtly to reject their autho-
rity, are still built in violation of their precept. In
fact, if contradiction remain a criterion of falsehood,
if Logic and the laws of thought be not viewed as
an illusion, the philosophy of the absolute, in all its
forms, admits of the most direct and easy refutation.
But on this matter I only now touch, in order that
you may not be ignorant, that there are philosophers,
and philosophers of the highest name, who, in pursuit
of the phantom of absolute knowledge, are content
to repudiate relative knowledge, logic, and the laws
of thought. This hallucination is, however, upon the
wane, and as each of these theorists contradicts his
brother, Logic and Common Sense will at length re-
fute them all.

Before leaving the consideration of this subject, it
is necessary to notice a mistake of Dr Reid, which it
is not more remarkable that he should have com-
mitted, than that others have been found to follow and
applaud it, as the correction of a general error. In
the fourth Essay on the Intellectual Powers, and in
the third chapter, entitled Mustakes concerning Con-
ception,® there is the following passage, which at once

a Collected Works, p. 876-8.—En,
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exhibits not only his own oplmon, but the universality LECT.
of the doctrine to whlch it is opposed :—

“ There remains,” he says, “another mistake con- Reid
cerning conception, which deserves to be noticed. It"
is, that our conception of things is a test of their
possibility, so that, what we can distinctly conceive,
we may conclude to be possible ; and of what is im-
possible, we can have no conception.

“ This opinion has been held by philosophers for
more than a hundred years, without contradiction or
dissent, as far I know; and, if it be an error, it
may be of some use to inquire into its origin, and
the causes that it has been so generally received
as a maxim whose truth could not be brought into
doubt.”

I may here observe that this limitation of the pre-
valence of the opinion in question to a very modern
period is altogether incorrect; it was equally pre-
valent in ancient times, and as many passages could
easily be quoted from the Greek logicians alone as
Dr Reid has quoted from the philosophers of the cen-
tury prior to himself. Dr Reid goes on :—

“One of the fruitless questions agitated among the
scholastic philosophers in the dark ages was,—What
is the criterion of truth? As if men could have any
other way to distinguish truth from error, but by the
right use of that power of judgment which God has
given them,

“ Descartes endeavoured to put an end to this con-
troversy, by making it & fandamental principle in his
system, that whatever we clearly and distinctly per-
ceive, is true.

“To understand this principle of Descartes, it must
be observed that he gave the name of perception to
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LECT. every power of the human understanding ; and in

explaining this very maxim, he tells us that sense,
imagination, and pure intellection, are only different
modes of perceiving, and so the maxim was under-
stood by all his followers.

“The learned Dr Cudworth seems also to have
adopted this principle. ¢ The criterion of true know-
ledge,’ he says, ‘is only to be looked for in our know-
ledge and conceptions themselves : for the entity of
all theoretical truth is nothing else but clear intel-
ligibility, and whatever is clearly conceived is an
entity and a truth ; but that which is false, Divine
power itself cannot make it to be clearly and dis-
tinctly understood. A falsehood can never be clearly
conceived or apprehended to be true.’ (Eternal and
Immutable Morality, p. 172, &c.)

“This Cartesian maxim seems to me to have led
the way to that now under consideration, which seems
to have been adopted as the proper correction of the
former. When the authority of Descartes declined,
men began to see that we may clearly and distinctly
conceive what is not true, but thought that our con-
ception, though not in all cases a test of truth, might
be a test of possibility.

“This indeed seems to be a necessary consequence
of the received doctrine of ideas; it being evident
that there can be no distinct image, either in the mind
or anywhere else, of that which is impossible. The
ambiguity of the word conceive, which we observed,
Essay i. chap. i, and the common phraseology of
saying, we cannot conceive such a thing, when we would
signify that we think it impossible, might likewise
contribute to the reception of this doctrine.

“ But whatever was the origin of this opinion, it
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seems to prevail universally, and to be received as a LECT.

maxim.

“¢The bare having an idea of the proposition
proves the thing not to be impossible ; for of an im-
possible proposition there can be no idea.'—Dr Samuel
Clarke. :

“*¢Of that which neither does nor can exist we can
have no idea.’—Lord Bolingbroke.

“ ¢ The measure of impossibility to us is inconceiv-
ableness, that of which we can have no idea, but that
reflecting upon it, it appears to be nothing, we pro-
nounce to be impossible.'—Abernethy.

“¢In every idea is implied the possibility of the
existence of its object, nothing being clearer than that
there can be no idea of an impossibility, or conception
of what cannot exist.'—Dr Price.

“¢Impossibile est cujus nullam notionem formare
possumus ; possibile e contra, cui aliqua respondet
notio.—Wolfii Ontolog.

“<It is an established maxim in metaphysics, that
whatever the mind conceives, includes the idea of
possible existence, or, in other words, that nothing we
imagine is absolutely impossible’—D. Hume.

“ It were easy to muster up many other respectable
authorities for this maxim, and I have never found
one that called it in question.

“If the maxim be true in the extent which the
famous Wolfius has given it in the passage above
quoted, we shall have a short road to the determina-
tion of every question about the possibility or impos-
sibility of things. We need only look into our own
breast, and that, like the Urim and Thummim, will
give an infallible answer. If we can conceive the
thing, it is possible; if not, it is impossible. And
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LECT. surely every man may know whether he can conceive

Criticised.

what is affirmed, or not.

“ Other philosophers have been satisfied with one
half of the maxim of Wolfius. They say, that what-
ever we can conceive is possible ; but they do not
say, that whatever we cannot conceive is impossible.”

On this I may remark, that Dr Reid’s criticism of
Wolf must be admitted in so far as that philosopher
maintains our inability to conceive a thing as possible,
to be the rule on which we are entitled to pronounce
it impossible. But Dr Reid now advances a doctrine
which I cannot but regard as radically erroneous.

“I cannot help thinking even this to be a mis-
take which philosophers have been unwarily led into,
from the causes before mentioned. My reasons are
these :—

“1. Whatever is said to be possible or impossible
is expressed by a proposition. Now, what is it to
conceive a proposition? I think it is no more than
to understand distinctly its meaning. I know no
more that can be meant by simple apprehension, or
conception, when applied to a proposition. The
axiom, therefore, amounts to this :—Every proposition,
of which you understand the meaning distinctly, is
possible. I am persuaded that I understand as dis-
tinctly the meaning of this proposition, Any two sides
of a triangle are together equal to the third, as of this,
Any two sides of a triangle are together greater than
the third ; yet the first of these is impossible.”

Now this is a singular misunderstanding of the
gense in which it has been always held by philoso-
phers, that what is contradictory is conceived as
inconceivable and impossible.* No philosopher, I

& See the Author's notes, Reid’s Works, p. 377.—ED.

T

.
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make bold to say, ever dreamt of denying that we LECT.
can distinctly understand the mea.mng of the pro-
position, the terms of which we recognise to be con-
tradictory, and, as contradictory, to annihilate each
other. When we enounce the proposition, A s not
A, we clearly comprehend the separate meaning of the
terms 4 and not 4, and also the import of the asser-
tion of their identity. But this very understanding
consists in the consciousness that the two terms are
contradictories, and that as such it is impossible to
unite them in a mental judgment, though they stand
united in a verbal proposition. If we attempt this,
the two mutually exclusive terms not only cannot be
thought as one, but in fact annihilate each other ;
and thus the result, in place of a positive judgment, is
a negation of thought. So far Dr Reid is wrong.
But he is not guilty of the absurdity attributed
to him by Dr Gleig; he does not say, as by that
writer he is made to say, that “any two sides of
a triangle may be conceived to be equal to the third,
as distinctly as any two sides of a triangle may be
conceived to be greater than the third.”“ These are
not Dr Reid’s words, and nothing he says warrants the
attribution of such expressions to him, in the sense in
which they are attributed. He is made to hold, not
merely that we can understand two terms as contra-
dictory, but that we are able to combine them in the
unity of thought. After the passage already quoted,
Reid goes on to illustrate, in various points of view,
the supposed error of the philosophers ; but as all he
says on this head originates in the misconception
already shown of the opinion he controverts, it is

a Art. “ Metaphysics,” Encyclopadia Britannica, Tth edit., p. 620.—ED.
VOL. 1. H
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needless to take any further notice of his argu-
ments.

We have thus considered the conditions of Logic, in
go far as certain laws or principles are prescribed ; we
have now to consider its conditions, in so far as cer-
tain postulates are demanded. Of these there are
more than one : but one alone it is here requisite to
signalise ; for although it be necessarily supposed in
the science, strange to say, it has, by logical writers,
not only been always passed over in silence, but
frequently and inconsistently violated. This postu-
late I comprise in the following paragraph :—

T XVIIL The only postulate of Logic which re-
quires an articulate enouncement is the demand,
that before dealing with a judgment or reasoning
expressed in language, the import of its terms
should be fully understood ; in other words, Lo-
gic postulates to be allowed to state explicitly in
language all that is implicitly contained in the
thought.

This postulate cannot be refused. In point of fact,
as I have said, Logic has always proceeded on it, in
overtly expressing all the steps of the mental process
in reasoning,—all the propositions of a syllogism ;
whereas, in common parlance, one at least of these
steps or propositions is usually left unexpressed.
This postulate, as we shall have occasion to observe
in the sequel, though a fundamental condition of
Logic, has not been consistently acted on by logicians
in their development of the science; and from this
omission have arisen much confusion and deficiency
and error in our present system of Logic. The illus-
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tration of this postulate will appropriately find its LECT.
place on occasion of its applications. I now articu-
lately state it, because it immediately follows in order
the general axioms of the science ; and, at present, I
only beg that you will bear it in mind. I may, how- mis

ever, before leaving the subject, observe, (what has in the i

already, T believe, been mentioned), that Aristotle fogem sy
states of syllogistic, and, of course, his statement ?n'd.’mle
applies to Logic in general, that the doctrine of syllo-
gism deals, not with the external expression of rea-
- soning, in ordinary language, but with the internal
reasoning of the mind itself.® But of this again and
more fully, in the proper places.

In like manner, we might here, as is done in
Mathematics, premise certain definitions; but these
it will be more convenient to state as they occur in
the progress of our development. I, therefore, pass
on to the Second Section of the Doctrine of Elements,
which is occupied with the Products of Thought ; in
other words, with the processes regulated by the pre-

vious conditions.
a Anal. Post. i. 10.—ED.
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LECTURE VIL

STOICHEIOLOGY.

SECTION IL.—OF THE PRODUCTS OF THOUGHT.

I. ENNOEMATIC—OF CONCEPTS OR NOTIONS.
A. OF CONCEPTS IN GENERAL.

LECT. I coNcLUDED, in my last Lecture, all that I think it
necessary to say in regard to the Fundamental Laws of
Thought, or the necessary conditions of the thinkable.
The discussion, I am aware, must have been found
somewhat dry, and even abstruse ; not that there is the

_smallest difficulty in regard to the apprehension of
the laws themselves, for these are all self-evident pro-
positions, but because, though it is necessary in a
systematic view of Logic to commence with the
elementary principles of thought, it is impossible, in
speaking of these and their application, not to employ
expressions of the most abstract generality, and even
not to suppose a certain acquaintance with words and
things, which, however, only find their explanation in
the subsequent development of the science.

The Pro- ~ Having considered, therefore, the four Laws of

%‘iﬁ'ﬁg‘fc, Thought, with the one Postulate of Logic, which con-

d?m. stituted the First Section of the Doctrine of Lo-
ings. gical Elements, I now proceed to the Second,—that
which is conversant about Logical Products. These
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products, though identical in kind, are of three differ- rLecr.

ent degrees ; for while Concepts, Judgments, and
Reasonings, are all equally the products of the same
Faculty of Comparison, they still fall into three classes
as the act, and, consequently, the result of the act, is

are all in fact, strictly, only modifications of the
second, as both concepts and reasonings may be
reduced to judgments ; for the act of judging, that is,
the act of affirming or denying one thing of another
in thought, is that in which the Understanding or
Faculty of Comparison is essentially expressed. By
anticipation :—A concept is a judgment ; for, on the
one hand, it is nothing but the result of a foregone
judgment, or series of judgments, fixed and recorded
in a word,—a sign, and it is only amplified by the
annexation of a new attribute, through a continuance
of the same process. On the other hand, as a concept
is thus the synthesis or complexion, and the record, I
may add, of one or more prior acts of judgment, it
can, it is evident, be analysed into these again ; every
concept is, in fact, a judgment or a fasciculus of judg-
ments,—these judgments only not explicitly developed
in thought, and not formally expressed in terms.
Again, a reasoning is a judgment ; for a reasoning
is only the affirmation of the connection of two things
with a third, and, through that third, with each other.
It is thus only the same function of thought, which is
at work in Conception, Judgment, and Reasoning ; and
these express no real, no essential, distinction of opera-
tion, but denote only the different relations in which
we may regard the indivisible act of thought. Thus,
the consideration of concepts cannot be effected out of
all relation to, and without even some anticipation of,
the doctrine of judgments. This being premised, I

? son, &n

roducts
of Compari-
all

tions of judg-
of a greater or a less simplicity. These three degrees ™" "
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Lecr. now proceed to the consideration of the Products
of Thought, viewed in the three relations or the
three degrees, of Concepts, Judgments, and Reason-
ings.®
Under the Second Section of Stoicheiology, Concepts
or Notions form the first chapter.
L ofcon- Now in treating of Concepts, the order I shall fol-
Niiom,— low is this,—1I shall, in the first place, treat of them
e o . i general ; in the second, treat of them in special.
Under the former, or general, head, will be considered,
1°, What they are; 2°, How they are produced.
Under the latter, or special, head, they will be con-
sidered under their various relations. And here,
I may observe, that as you obtain no information
from Dr Whately in regard to the primary laws of
Whatsly's thought,—these laws being in fact apparently un-
e avcaine known to every British logician old or new,—so you
ofGonceP™ will find but little or no aid from his Elements towards
an understanding of the doctrine of concepts. His
omission, in this respect, cannot be excused by his
error in regard to the object-matter of Logic; that
object, you will recollect, being on his view, or rather
one of his views, not thought in general or the pro-
ducts of the comparative faculty in their three degrees,
but reasoning or argumentation alone; for even on
the hypothesis, that Logic is thus limited, still as the
doctrine of reasoning can only be scientifically evolved
out of the doctrine of concepts, the consideration of
the latter forms the indispensable condition of a satis-
factory treatment of the former. But not only is
Whately’s doctrine of concepts, or, in his language, of

a [Hume, Treatise of Human Na- apprehension is impossible without
ture, Bk. i, part ili., § 7. Jac. Tho- judgment. Compare also Krug, Lo-
masius, Physica, p. 295] [c. xlix. § gik, § 28, Anm. ii. p. 70.—Eb.]

112, where he holds that simple
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“ the process of simple apprehension,” meagre and Lect.
imperfect, it is even necessary to forewarn you, that it
leads to confusion and error. There is a fundamental Whatel

distinction of what is called the Extension and the ehg:uﬁo o the

Comprehension of notions,—a distinction which, in gnon;::
fact, as you will find, forms the very cardinal point on sion ..hm
which the whole theory of Logic turns. But not only "

is this distinction not explained, it is not even arti-
culately stated, nay, the very words which logicians

have employed for the expression of this contrast, are
absolutely used as synonymous and convertible. In-

stead, therefore, of referring you for information in
regard to our present object of consideration to Dr
Whately, I am sorry to be compelled to caution you
against putting confidence in his guidance. But to
return. The following I dictate as the title of the first

head to be considered.

A. Of Concepts or Notions in General : What are . of Con-
they ? Notions in
m&ey
In answering this question, let us, first, consider the “*
meaning of the expressions ; and, secondly, the nature

of the thing expressed.

1 XIX. Concept or notion, (&wvoia, événua, pu. XIX.

. : Conoopte, —
vénpa, émivow,® conceptio, notio), are terms em- u Moo

a In Greek, the terms &mvoia (drvoy-
Tinds), dvvénpa (vonuarixds), éxfvoa
(éxwontixés), vénua, to say nothing of
éxwinpa (éxwvonuarinds), areall more or
lees objectionable, as all more or less
ambiguoualy used for the object or pro-
ductof thought, inanact of Conception,
or, a8 it has been usually called by the
logicians, Simple Apprehension. S8ee
Blemmidas, Epitome Logica [c. V. Tepd

*Exwolas, p. 31, ed. 1605.—Eb.};
Eugenios, Logica [Aoyuch, c. ii. p.
170, Leipsic, 1766.—ED.] Stephanus,
Thesaurus, v. Novs; Hocker, Clavis
Phil. Arist., v. Nofjpara, p. 227 etseq. ;
Micraelius, Lexicon Philosophicum, v.
Nénua, p. 800, and p. 80 [v. Aloéhuara.
Cf. p. 310, v. Conceptus ; p. 638, v. In-
tentio.—ED.] Onrofiuara,see Aristotle,
De Interpr.,c. i ,and Waite, Comment-
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LECT. ployed as convertible, but, while they denote the
—_— same thing, they dénote it in a different point of
g ofthe view. Conception, the act of which concept is

the result, expresses the act of comprehending or
grasping up into unity the various qualities by
which an object is characterised ; Notion, (rotio),
again, signifies either the act of apprehending,
signalising, that is, the remarking or taking note
of, the various notes, marks, or characters of an
object, which its qualities afford ; or the result of
that act.

tustraied In Latin, the word concipere, in its many various
ment of the applications, always expresses, as the etymology would

wimeie  indicate, the process of embracing or comprehending
wd animi the many into the one, as could be shown by an
e articulate analysis of the phrases in which the term
occurs. It was, accordingly, under this general signi-
fication, that this word and its derivatives were analo-
gically applied to the operation of mind. Animo
vel mente concipere, a8 used by Cicero, Pliny, Seneca,
and other Roman writers, means to comprehend or
understand, that is, to embrace a multitude of differ-
ent objects by their common qualities in one act of
thought ; and anim: conceptus was, in like manner,
applied by the ancient writers to denote this operation,
ofenci- oOritsresult. The employment of concipere, conceptus
Pevtu,wma and conceptio, as technical terms, in the Philosophy of
withut s Mind, without the explanatory adjunct, was of a later
Junt introduction,—was, indeed, only possible after they
had been long familiarly used in a psychological rela-
tion. But when so introduced, they continued to be
arius p. 327. In Aristotle, De Anima, Twv vénois év Tobrois, wepl & obx ¥ore
L iii. cc. 6,(7) 7, (8) 8, (9), etc., vofipara Td Yetdos & ols 3¢ xal Td Yeddos xal

are clearly equivalent to conceptsin our 70 aAndés, avrecls Tis #3n voqudrov
meaning ; [c. 6, ‘H ud» ody 7@y &diaipé- &owep & vrwy. x.7.A.—ED.]
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employed by philosophers in general in their pr g Iﬂr%\i 3
signification as convertible with thought or comprehen- ——
ston, and as opposed to the mere apprehension of

Sense or Imagination. Not, indeed, that examples
enough may not be adduced of their abusive applica-

tion to our immediate cognitions of individual objects,

long before Mr Stewart formally applied the term
conception to a certain accidental form of representa-
tion,—to the simple reproduction or repetition of an

act of perception in imagination.® In using the terms
conception and concept in the sense which I have ex-
plained, I, therefore, employ them not only in strict
conform1ty to their grammatical meaning, but to the
meaning which they have generally obtained among
philosophers.

The term notion, like conception, expresses both an Tne term
act and its product. I shall, however, as has com- :ﬁ? po
monly been done, use it only in this latter relation. fe e Autho,
This word has, like conception, been sometimes abus-
ively applied to denote not only our knowledge of
things by their common characters, but, likewise, to
include the mere presentations of Sense and represen-
tations of Phantasy. This abusive employment has,
however, not been so frequent in reference to this
term as to the term conception ; but it must be ac-
knowledged, that nothing can be imagined more vague
and vacillating than the meaning attached to notion
in the writings of all British philosophers, without
exception. So much for the expressions concept and
notion. 1 now go on to that which they express.

gy
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9 XX.A—In our Consciousness,—apprehension, par. Xx.
of an individual object, there maybe distinguished Coneopts,—

« See Lectures on Metaphysics, vol. B On this and three following pa-
ii. p. 261.—Ebp. ragraphs apply Leibnitz’s distinction
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LECT. the two following cognitions :—1°, The immediate
b and irrespective knowledge we have of the indi-
e thiamof vidual object, as a complement of certain qualities

or characters, considered simply as belonging to
iteelf. 2°, The mediate and relative knowledge
we have of this object, as comprising qualities or
characters common to it with other objects.

The former of these cognitions is that contained
in the Presentations of Sense, external and inter-
nal, and Representations of Imagination. They
are only of theindividual orsingular. The latter
is that contained in the Concepts of the Under-
standing, and is a knowledge of the common,
general, or universal.

The conceiving an object is, therefore, its re-
cognition mediately through a concept; and a
Concept is the cognition or idea of the general
character or characters, point or points, in which
a plurality of objects coincide.

Concepts,—  T'his requires some illustration, and it will be best

their nature

illstrated  afforded by conmdermg the history of our knowledge.
by reference
fothe kis Our mental activity is not first exerted in an appre-
knawieags. hension of the general, common, properties of things.
Objecte aro On the contrary, objects are originally presented to
pﬁm inus in confused and imperfect perceptions. The rude
wnd imper- Mmaterials furnished by Sense, retained in Memory,
ok reproduced by Reminiscence, and represented in Ima-
gination, the Understanding elaborates into a higher
knowledge, simply by means of Comparison and Ab-
straction. The primary act of Comparison is exerted
Cones aon upon the individual objects of Perception and Imagin-

of Intuitive and Symbolical Know- [Meditationes de Cognitione, Veritate,
ledge, see Opera II. i.p. 14 et seq.— et Ideis.—ED.]
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ation alone. In the multitude and complexity of these LECT.
objects, certain attributes are found to produce similar,
others to produce dissimilar, impressions. The obser- 224 Ab-
vation of this fact determines a reflective consider- *ention.
ation of their properties. Objects are intentionally
compared together for the purpose of discovering their
similarities and differences. When things are found to
agree or to disagree in certain respects, the conscious-
ness is, by an act of volition, concentrated upon the
objects which thus partially agree, and, in them, upon
those qualities in or through which they agree ; and
by this concentration,—which constitutes the act
called Attention,—what is effected ? On the objects
and qualities, thus attentively comsidered, a strong
light is shed ; but precisely in proportion as these are
illuminated in consciousness, the others, to which we
do not attend, are thrown into obscurity.

The result of Attention, by concentrating the mind Presciton,
upon certain qualities, is thus to withdraw or abstract and Abstrac-

tion are cor-

it from all else. In technical language, we are said to rolative
. prescind the phsnomena which we exclusively con- the sme
sider. To prescind, to attend, and to abstract are’
merely different but correlative names for the same
process ; and the first two are nearly convertible.
When we are said to prescind a quality, we are merely
supposed to attend to that quality exclusively ; and
when we abstract, we are properly said to abstract
Jrom, that is, to throw other attributes out of account.

I may observe that the term abstraction is very often
abusively employed. By Abstraction we are frequently

said to attend exclusively to certain phsnomena,—
those, to wit, which we abstract ; whereas, the term
abstraction is properly applied to the qualities which

we abstract from, and by abstracting from some, we
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are enabled to consider others more attentively. At-
tention and Abstraction are only the same process
viewed in different relations. They are, as it were, the
positive and negative poles of the same act.

By Comparison, the points of resemblance among
things being thus discovered, and by Attention consti-
tuted into exclusive objects ; by the same act they
are also reduced in consciousness from multitude to
unity. What is meant by this will be apparent from
the following considerations.

We are conscious to ourselves that we can repeat
our acts of consciousness,—that we can think the
same thought over and over. .This act, or this
thought, is always in reality the same, though mani-
fested at different times : for no one can imagine that
in the repetition of one and the same thought, he has
a plurality of thoughts ; for he is conscious, that it is
one and the same thought which is repeated, so long
as its contents remain identical.

Now this relation of absolute similarity which sub-
gists between the repetitions of the same thought, is
found to hold between our representations of the
resembling qualities of objects. Two objects have
similar qualities only as these qualities afford a similar
presentation in sense or a similar representation in
imagination, and qualities are to us completely simi-
lar, when we are unable to distinguish their cognitions.
But what we cannot distinguish, is, to us, the same ;
therefore, objects which determine undistinguishable
impressions upon us, are perceived and represented in
the same mental modification, and are subjectively to
us precisely as if they were objectively identical.

a See Lectures on Metaphysics, vol. Logik, § 49.—Ebp. [Schulze, Logik, §
ii. p. 202, and Bachmanu, Logik, § 44. 28; Drobisch, Logik, § 14, p. 11 ¢
Compare Kant, Logik, § 6; Krug, seq.]
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But the consciousness of identity is not merely the LECT.
result of the indiscernible similarity of total obJects
it is equally the result of the similarity of any of their scjoumses
parts,—partial characters. For by abstracting observa- aqunily the

result of the

tion from the qualities, pomts, in which objects differ, similarit
and limiting it to those in which they agree, we are pua 2:,
able to consxder them as identical in certain respects, oy
however diverse they may appear to be in others,
which, for the moment, we throw out of view. For
example, let B, C, and D represent a series of indivi-
dual objects, which all agree in possessing the resem-
bling attributes of y, ¥, ¥, and severally differ in each
respectively possessing the non-resembling attributes
1, o,u. Now, in so far as we exclusively attend to
the resembling qualities, we, in the first place, ob-
scure or remove out of view their non-resembling
characters ¢, o, %, while we remain exclusively con-
scious of their resembling qualities 7, %, y. But
in the second place, the qualities expressed by
Y, 9, ¥, determine in us cognitive energies which we
are unable to distinguish, and which we, therefore,
consider as the same. We, therefore, view the three
similar qualities in the three different objects as also
identical ; we consider the ¥ in this, the y in that,
and the y in the third object, as one, and in so far as
the three objects participate in this oneness or iden-
tity, we regard them also as the same. In other
words, we classify B, C, and D under y; y is the
genus, B, C, and D are its individuals or species, seve-
rally distinguished from each other by the non-resem-
bling properties, ¢, 0, . Now it is the points of simi-
larity thus discovered and identified in the unity of
consciousness, which constitute Concepts or Notions.

It is evident that the same process of Comparison
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LECT. and Abstraction may be again performed on the con-

— cepts thus formed. They are, in like manner, com-

Gon ™ pared together, and their points of resemblance noted,

exclusively considered, and reduced to one in the

synthesis of thought. This process is called General-

isation ; that is, the process of evolving the general

Cancepts or OT ODLE, out of the individual and manifold. Notions

perfuouly and concepts are also sometimes designated by the

rat. *"* style of gemeral motions,—general conceptions. This

is superfluous, for, in propriety of speech, notions and

concepts are, in their very nature, general ; while the

other cognitive modifications to which they are op-

posed,—perceptions and imaginations,—have, in like
manner, their essence in their individuality.

Tdear— By the way, you may have noticed that I never use

an the term tdea. The reason of my non-employment

regularly  of that word is this :—There is no possible diversity

e of meaning in which that term has not been usurped,

iy eme and it would only confuse you, were I to attempt to

Mibe  enumerate and explain them. I may, however, occa-

sionally not eschew the word, but if you ever hear it

from me, I beg you to observe, that I apply it, in a

loose and general signification, to comprehend the pre-

sentations of Sense, the representations of Phantasy,

and the concepts or notions of the Understanding.

We are in want of a generic term to express these;

and the word representation, (representatio), which,

since the time of Leibnitz, has been commonly used

by the philosophers of the Continent, I have restricted

to denote what, it only can in propriety express, the

immediate object or product of Imagination. We

are, likewise, in want of a general term to express

what is common to the presentations of Perception,

and the representations of Phantasy, that is, their in-
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dividuality and immediacy. The Germans express Lecr.
this by the term Anschauung, which can only be '
translated by ¢nfuition, (as it is in Latin by Germans,)
which literally means a looking at. This expression
has, however, been preoccupied in English to denote
the apprehension we have of self-evident truths, and
its application in a different signification would, there-
fore, be, to a certain extent, liable to ambiguity. I
shall, therefore, continue, for the present at least, to
struggle on without such a common term, though the
necessity thus imposed of always opposing presenta-
tion and representation to concept is both tedious and

perplexing.

T XXI.—A Concept or Notion thus involves— Genenl

1°, The representation of a part only of the various of Concepts.

attributes or characters of which an individual P*; XXt

object is the sum ; and, consequently, affords only & ;, aflorda

a one-sided and inadequate knowledge of the k="

things which are thought under it.

This is too simple to require any commentary. It Explication.

i8 evident that when we think Socrates by any of the
concepts,—Athentian, Greek, European, man, biped,
animal, being,—we throw out of view the far greater
number of characters of which Socrates is the com-
plement, and those, likewise, which more proximately
determine or constitute his individuality. It is, like-
wise, evident, that in proportion as we think him by a
more general concept, we shall represent him by a
smaller bundle of attributes, and, consequently, repre-
sent him in a more partial and one-sided manner.
Thus, if we think him as Athenian, we shall think
him by a greater number of qualities than if we think

s tentrmaand

P tademit v
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LECT. him by Greek ; and, in like manner, our representation
will be less and less adequate, a8 we think him by
every higher concept in the series,—Furopean, man,

biped, animal, being.
Par. XXIL T XXII.—2°, A concept or notion, as the result
copt affords of a comparison, necessarily expresses a relation.
object ;{8& It is, therefore, not cognisable in itself, that is,

it affords no absolute or irrespective object of
knowledge, but can only be realised in conscious-
ness by applying it, as a term of relation, to one
or more of the objects, which agree in the point
or points of resemblance which it expresses.

Thispars-  In this paragraph, (if I may allude to what you may

ﬂhﬂ.’; not all be aware of), is contained a key to the whole

2{,"‘] of Go. mystery of Generalisation and General Terms ; for the

EdTé'xf“ whole disputes between the Conceptualists and No-
minalists, (to say nothing of the Realists), have only
arisen from concepts having been regarded as afford-
ing an irrespective and independent object of thought.*
This illusion has arisen from a very simple circum-
stance. Objects compared together are found to pos-
sess certain attributes, which, as producing indiscern-
ible modifications in us, are to us absolutely similar.
They are, therefore, considered the same. The relation
of similarity is thus converted into identity, and the
real plurality of resembling qualities in nature is
factitiously reduced to a unity in thought ; and this
unity obtains a name in which its relativity, not being
expressed, is still further removed from observation.

But the moment we attempt to represent to our-

a For a full account of thisdispute, p. 296 et seq.—Eb.
see Lectures on Metaphysics, vol. ii.
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selves any of these concepts, any of these abstract wLEor.
generalities, as absolute objects, by themselves, and Vit
out of relation to any concrete or individual realities, Woerein, |
their relative nature at once reappears ; for we find it &y
altogether impossible to represent any of the qualities
expressed by a concept, except as attached to some
individual and determinate object ; and their whole
generality consists in this,—that though we must
realise them in thought under some singular of the

class, we may do it under any. Thus, for example,

we cannot actually represent the bundle of attributes
contained in the concept man, as an absolute object,

by itself, and apart from all that reduces it from a
general cognition to an individual representation.

We cannot figure in imagination any object adequate

to the general notion or term man ; for the man to be

here imagined must be neither tall nor short, neither

fat nor lean, neither black nor white, neither man nor
woman, neither young nor old, but all and yet none

of these at once. The relativity of our concepts is

thus shown in the contradiction and absurdity of the

opposite hypothesis,

VOL. 1. I
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LECTURE VIIL

STOICHEIOLOGY.
SECT. IL.—OF THE PRODUCTS OF THOUGHT.
I.—ENNOEMATIC.

A. OF CONCEPTS IN GENERAL; B. IN SPECIAL—I. THEIR
OBJECTIVE RELATION—QUANTITY.

Lect. IN our last Lecture, we began the Second Section of
YII_ Stoicheiology,—the consideration of the Products of
Goapits Thought. The product of thought may be considered

further ex-

phanation . 88 Concepts, as Judgments, and as Reasonings ; these,
tnd illustre- 1) owever, are not to be viewed as the results of dif-
ferent faculties, far less as processes independent of
each other, for they are all only the product of the
same energy in different degrees, or rather in sim-
pler or more complex application to its objects.
In treating of Concepts, which form the subject of
the First Chapter of this Second Section, I stated that
I should first consider them in general, and then con-
gider them in special ; and, in my last Lecture, I had
nearly concluded all that I deem it requisite under
the former head to state, in regard to their peculiar
character, their origin, and their general accidents.
I, first of all, explained the meaning of the two terms,
concept and notion, words convertible with each other,
but still severally denoting a different aspect of the
simple operation, which they equally express. Notion
being relative to and expressing the apprehension,—
the remarking,—the taking note of, the resembling
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attributes in objects ; concept, the grasping up or
synthesis of these in the unity of thought.

Having shown what was properly expressed by the
terms notion and concept or conception, I went on to
a more articulate explanation of that which they were
employed to denote. And here I again stated what
a Concept or Notion is in itself, and in contrast to a
Presentation of Perception, or Representation of Phan-
tasy. Our knowledge through either of the latter, is
a direct, immediate, irrespective, determinate, indivi-
dual, and adequate cognition ; that is, a singular or
individual object is known in itself, by itself, through
all its attributes, and without reference to aught but
itself. A concept, on the contrary, is an indirect,
mediate, relative, indeterminate, and partial cognition
of any one of a number of objects, but not an actual
representation either of them all, or of the whole
attributes of any one object.

Though it be not strictly within the province of
Logic to explain the origin and formation of our
notions, the logician assuming, as data, the laws and
products of thought, as the mathematician assumes,
as data, extension and number and the axioms by
which their relation is determined, both leaving to
the metaphysician the inquiry into their grounds ;—
this notwithstanding, I deemed it not improper to
give you a very brief statement of the mode and cir-
cumstances in which our concepts are elaborated out
of the presentations and representations of the sub-
sidiary faculties. Different objects are complements
partly of similar, partly of different, attributes. Simi-
lar qualities are those which stand in similar relation
to our organs and faculties, and where the similarity
is complete, the effects which they determine in us
are, by us, indiscernible. To us they are, therefore,

LECT.
VIII.
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LEcT. virtually the same, and the same we, accordingly, con-
Y™ sider them to be, though in different objects; pre-
cisely as we consider the thought of the same object
to be itself the same, when repeated at intervals,—at
different times,—in consciousness. This, by way of
preface, being understood, I showed that, in the for-
mation of a concept or notion, the process may be
analysed into four momenta. In the first place, we
must have a plurality of objects presented or repre-
sented by the subsidiary faculties. These faculties
must furnish the rude material for elaboration. In
the second place, the objects thus supplied are, by an
act of the Understanding, compared together, and their
several qualities judged to be similar or dissimilar.
In the third place, an act of volition, called Attention,
concentrates consciousness on the qualities thus re-
cognised as similar ; and that concentration, by atten-
tion on them, involves an abstraction of consciousness
from those which have been recognised and thrown
aside as dissimilar; for the power of consciousness
is limited, and it is clear or vivid precisely in propor-
tion to the simplicity or oneness of its object. Atten-
tion and Abstraction are the two poles of the same
act of thought ; they are like the opposite scales in a
balance, the one must go up as the other goes down.
In the fourth place, the qualities, which by compari-
son are judged similar and by attention are consti-
tuted into an exclusive object of thought,—these are
already, by this process, identified in consciousness ;
for they are only judged similar, inasmuch as they
produce in us indiscernible effects. Their synthesis
in consciousness may, however, for precision’s sake, be
stated as a fourth step in the process ; but it must be
remembered, that at least the three latter steps are
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not, in reality, distinct and independent acts, but are wLecr.
only so distinguished and stated, in order to enable Vi
us to comprehend and speak about the indivisible
operation, in the different aspects in which we may
consider it. In the same way, you are not to sup-

pose that the mental sentence which must be analysed

in order to be expressed in language, has as many
parts in consciousness, as it has words, or clauses,

in speech; for it forms, in reality, one organic and
indivisible whole. To repeat an illustration I have
already given,—the parts of an act of thought stand

in the same relation to each other as the parts of a
triangle,—a figure which we cannot resolve into any
simpler figure, but whose sides and angles we may
consider apart, and, therefore, as parts ; though these

are, in reality, inseparable, being the necessary condi-

tions of each other.—But this by the way.

The qualities of different individual things, thus
identified in thought, and constituting concepts, under
which, as classes, these individual things themselves
are ranged ;—these primary concepts may themselves
be subjected to the same process, by which they were
elaborated from the concrete realities given in Per-
ception and Imagination. We may, again, compare
different concepts together, again find in the plurality
of attributes which they comprehend, some like, some
unlike ; we may again attend only to the similar, and
again identify these in the synthesis of consciousness ;
and this process of evolving concepts out of concepts
we may go on performing, until the generalisation is
arrested in that ultimate or primary concept, the
basis itself of all attributes,—the concept of Being or
Existence.

Having thus endeavoured to give you a general
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LECT. Vview of what concepts are, and by what process they

VI are formed, I stated, by way of corollary, some of their

general characteristics. The first of these I mentioned

is their partiality or inadequacy,—that is, they com-

prehend only a larger or smaller portion of the whole

attributes belonging to the things classified or con-
tained under them.

Relativiiy  Lhe second is their relativity. Formed by compari-

of Goncop™ gom, they express only a relation. They cannot, there-

fore, be held up as an absolute object to consciousness,

—they cannot be represented, as universals, in ima-

gination. They can only be thought of in relation to

some one of the individual objects they classify, and

when viewed in relation to it, they can be represented

in imagination ; but then, as so actually represented,

they no longer constitute general attributions, they fall

back into mere special determinations of the individual

object in which they are represented. Thus it is, that

the generality or universality of concepts is potential,

not actual. They are only generals, inasmuch as they

may be applied to any of the various objects they

contain ; but while they cannot be actually elicited

into consciousness, except in application to some one

or other of these, so, they cannot be so applied with-

out losing, pro tanto, their universality. Take, for

example, the concept horse. In so far as by horse we

merely think of the word, that is, of the combination

formed by the letters A, o, 7, s, e,—this is not a con-

cept at all, as it is a mere representation of certain

individual objects. This I only state and eliminate,

in order that no possible ambiguity should be allowed

to lurk. By horse, then, meaning not merely a re-

presentation of the word, but a concept relative to

certain objects classed under it ;—the concept horse,
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I say, cannot, if it remain a concept, that is, a uni- LEcr.
versal attribution, be represented in imagination ; - VIIL

but, except it be represented in imagination, it cannot yewe%,

be applied to any object, and, except it be so applied, Wrnsi*
it cannot be realised in thought at all. You may try “nivemitr-
to escape the horns of the dilemma, but you cannot.
You cannot realise in thought an absolute or irre-
spective concept, corresponding in universality to the
application of the word ; for the supposition of this
involves numerous contradictions. An existent horse
is not a relation, but an extended object possessed of
a determinate figure, colour, size, etc.; horse, in
general, cannot, therefore, be represented, except by
an image of something extended, and of a determinate
figure, colour, size, etc. Here now emerges the con-
tradiction. If, on the one hand, you do not represent
something extended and of a determinate figure,
colour, and size, you have no representation of any
horse. There is, therefore, on this alternative, nothing
which can be called the actual concept or image of a
horse at all. If, on the other hand, you do represent
something extended and of a determinate figure,
colour, and size, then you have, indeed, the image of
an individual horse, but not a universal concept co-
adequate with horse in general. For how is it pos-
gible to have an actual representation of a figure,
which is not a determinate figure ? but if of a deter-
minate figure, it must be that of some one of the
many different figures under which horses appear ;
but then, if it be only of one of these, it cannot be the
general concept of the others, which it does not repre-
sent. In like manner, how is it possible to have the
actual representation of a thing coloured, which is
not the representation of a determinate colour, that is,




136 LECTURES ON LOGIC.

LECT. either white, or black, or grey, or brown, etc.? but if it
™ be any one of these, it can only represent a horse of
this or that particular colour, and cannot be the
general concept of horses of every colour. The same
result is given by the other attributes; and what I
originally stated is thus manifest,—that concepts have
only a potential, not an actual, universality, that is,
they are only universal, inasmuch as they may be
applied to any of a certain class of objects, but as
actually applied, they are no longer general attribu-

tions, but only special attributes.
But con- But it does not from this follow that concepts are
;’:," there- mere words, and that there is nothing general in
worts.  thought itself. This is not indeed held in reality by
any philosopher ; for no philosopher has ever denied
that we are capable of apprehending relations, and in
particular the relation of similarity and difference ; so
‘that the whole controversy between the conceptualist
and nominalist originates in the ambiguous employ-
ment of the same terms to express the representations
of Imagination and the notions or concepts of the
Understanding. This is significantly shown by the
absolute non-existence of the dispute among the philo-
sophers of the most metaphysical country in Europe.
In Germany, the question of nominalism and concep-
tualism has not been agitated, and why ? Simply be-
cause the German language supplies terms by which
concepts, (or notions of thought proper), have been
contradistinguished from the presentations and repre-
sentations of the subsidiary faculties.* But this is
not a subject on which I ought at present to have
touched, as it is, in truth, foreign to the domain of

a See the Author's note, Reid’s physics, vol. ii. p. 296 et seq.—E.
Works, p. 412 ; and Lectureson Meta-
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Logic ; and I have only been led now to recur to it wLecr.
at all, in consequence of some difficulties expressed to '
me by members of the class.—All that I wish you

now to understand is,—that concepts, as the result of
comparison, that is, of the apprehension and affirma-

tion of a relation, are, necessarily, in their nature re-
lative, and, consequently, not capable of representa-

tion as absolute attributes. I shall terminate the
consideration of concepts in general by the following
paragraph, in which is stated, besides their inadequacy

and relativity, their dependence on language :—

1 XXTII. The concept thusformed by an abstrac- par. xx111.
tion of the resembling from the non-resembling c. Ther’
qualities of objects, would again fall back into sxias
the confusion and infinitude from which it has®*"
been called out, were it not rendered permanent
for consciousness, by being fixed and ratified in
a verbal sign. Considered in general, thought
and language are reciprocally dependent ; each
bears all the imperfections and perfections of the
other ; but without language there could be no
knowledge realised of the essential properties of
things, and of the connection of their accidental

states.

This also is not a subject of which the considera- Tne relation
tion properly belongs to Logic, but a few words may toTLl:\?gll‘nf:,
not be inexpedient to make you aware, in general of iafueage
the intimate connections of thought and its expression, seas o
and of the powerful influence which language exerts ope:t.;:lt::l
upon our mental operations. Man, in fact, only ob-
tains the use of his faculties in obtaining the use of

speech, for language is the indispensable mean of the
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development of his natural powers, whether intellec-

tual or moral.
For Perception, indeed, for the mere consciousness

7 of the similarities and dissimilarities in the objects

i

Mental
operations
to which

is indispen-

sable, and
its relation
to these.

perceived, for the apprehension of the causal connec-
tion of certain things, and for the application of this
knowledge to the attainment of certain ends, no lan-
guage is necessary ; and it is only the exaggeration
of a truth into an error, when philosophers maintain
that language is the indispensable condition of even
the simpler energies of knowledge. Language is the
attribution of signs to our cognitions of things. But
as a cognition must have been already there, before it
could receive a sign; consequently, that knmowledge
which is denoted by the formation and application of
a word, must have preceded the symbol which denotes
it. Speech is thus not the mother, but the godmother,
of knowledge. But though, in general, we must hold
that language, as the product and -correlative of
thought, must be viewed as posterior to the act
of thinking itself; on the other hand, it must be
admitted, that we could never have risen above the
very lowest degrees in the scale of thought, without
the aid of signs. A sign is necessary, to give stability
to our intellectual progress,—to establish each step in
our advance as a new starting-point for our advance
to another beyond.

A country may be overrun by an armed host, but
it is only conquered by the establishment of fortresses.
Words are the fortresses of thought. They enable us
to realise our dominion over what we have already
overrun in thought ; to make every intellectual con-
quest the basis of operations for others still beyond.—
Or another illustration :—You have all heard of the
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process of tunnelling, of tunnelling through a sand-
bank. In this operation it is impossible to succeed,
unless every foot, nay almost every inch in our pro-
gress, be secured by an arch of masonry, before we
attempt the excavation of another. Now, language is
to the mind precisely what the arch is to the tunnel.
The power of thinking and the power of excavation
are not dependent on the word in the one case, on the
mason-work in the other ; but without these subsi-
diaries, neither process could be carried on beyond its
rudimentary commencement. Thoygh, therefore, we
allow that every movement forward in language must
be determined by an antecedent movement forward in
thought ; still, unless thought be accompanied at each
point of its evolution, by a corresponding evolution of
language, its further development is arrested. Thus
it is, that the higher exertions of the higher faculty of
Understanding,—the classification of the objects pre-
sented and represented by the subsidiary powers in
the formation of a hierarchy of notions, the connection
of these notions into judgments, the inference of one
judgment from another, and, in general, all our con-
sciousness of the relations of the universal to the par-
ticular, consequently all science strictly so denomin-
ated, and every inductive knowledge of the past and
future from the laws of nature :—not only these, but
all ascent from the sphere of sense to the sphere
of moral and religious intelligence, are, as experience
proves, if not altogether impossible without a language,
at least possible to a very low degree.

Admitting even that the mind is capable of certain
elementary concepts without the fixation and signa-
ture of language, still these are but sparks which would
twinkle only to expire, and it requires words to give

LECT.
VIIL
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them prominence, and, by enabling us to collect and
elaborate them into new concepts, to raise out of what
would otherwise be only scattered and transitory scin-
tillations a vivid and enduring light.

I here terminate the General and proceed to the
Special consideration of Concepts—that is, to view
them in their several Relations. Now, in a logical
point of view, there are, it seems to me, only three
possible relations in which concepts can be considered ;
for the only relatjons they hold are to their objects, to
their subject, or to each other. In relation to their
objects,—they are considered as inclusive of a greater
or smaller number of attributes, that is, as applicable
to a greater or smaller number of objects; this is tech-
nically styled their Quantity. In relation to their
subject, that is, to the mind itself, they are considered
as standing in a higher or a lower degree of conscious-
ness,—they are more or less clear, more or less distinct;
this, in like manner, is called their Quality. In rela-
tion to each other, they are considered as the same or
different, co-ordinated or subordinated to each other ;
this is their Relation, strictly so called.®* Under these
three heads I now, therefore, proceed to treat them ;
and, first, of their Quantity.

T XXIV. As a concept, or notion, is a thought
in which an indefinite plurality of characters is

a On their relation to their origin have the quantity of extension. These
a8 direct or indirect, see Esser, [System two thus quantity in general.

der Logik, § 49, p. 96.—ED.] 3° By relation to each other they
Mem.—N.B. Notions may be thus have relation strictly so called.
better divided (1) :— 4°, By relation to their subject

1°, By relation to themselves they they have clearness and distinctness.
have the quantity of comprehension, (This last had better be relegated
2°, By relation to their objectathey to Methodology.)—Memoranda.
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bound up into a unity of consciousness, and ap- wLecr.
plicable to an indefinite plurality of objects, a Vi

concept is, therefore, necessarily a quantity, and {7 kinds,
a quantity varying in amount according to the 2d Exten-

greater or smaller numbers of characters of e
which it is the complement, and the greater or
smaller number of things of which it may be
said. This quantity is thus of two kinds ; as it
is either an Intensive or an Extensive. The In-
ternal or Intensive Quantity of a concept is de-
termined by the greater or smaller number of
constituent characters contained in it. The Ex-
ternal or Extensive Quantity of a concept is
determined by the greater or smaller number of
classified concepts or realities contained under it.
The former (the Intensive Quantity) is called by
some latter Greek logicians the depth, (Bdfos),
by the Latin logical writers the comprehension,
(comprehensio, quantitas comprehensionis, com-
plexus, or quantitas complexus). The latter (the
Extensive Quantity) is called by the same latter
Greek Logicians, the breadth, (whdros) ; by Aris-
totle, 7 wepuox), 70 wepiéxew, 70 wepuéyeala ;*
by the logical writers of the western or Latin
world,the extension or circuit, (extensio, quantitas
extensionts, ambitus, quantitas ambitus) ; and like-
wise the domain or sphere of a notion, (regzo,
sphara).f

a See Lectures on Metaphysics, vol.
ii. p. 290 n.  Aristotle does not use
wepioxh as a substantive, though the
verb, both active and passive, is em-
ployed in this signification, e.g. Anal,
Prior. i. 27 ; Rhet. iii. 6.—ED.

B [Cf. Porphyrisi, Isagoge, cc. i. il
viii.; Cajetan, In Porphyrii Pre-

dicabilia, cc. i ii. [p. 87 ed. 1579;
prefixed to his Commentary on the
Categories, first published in 1496.
“ Ad hoc breviter dicitur, quod
esse magis collectivum multorum
potest intelligi dupliciter : uno modo
intensive, et sic species magis est
collectiva, quia magis unit adunata ;
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The Internal Quantity of a notion,—its Intension
or Comprehension, is made up of those different attri-
butes of which the concept is the conceived sum ;
that is, the various characters connected by the con-
cept itself into a single whole in thought. The
External Quantity of a notion or its Extension is, on
the other hand, made up of the number of objects
which are thought mediately through a concept. For
example, the attributes rational, sensible, moral, ete.,
go to constitute the intension or internal quantity of
the concept man ; whereas the attributes European,
American, philosopher, tailor, etc., go to make up a
concept of this or that individual man. These two
quantities are not convertible. On the contrary, they
are in the inverse ratio of each other ; the greater the
depth or comprehension of a notion the less its breadth
or extension, and wice versd. You will observe, like-
wise, a distinction which has been taken by the best
logicians. Both quantities are said Zo contain ; but
the quantity of extension is said to contain under it ;
the quantity of comprehension is said to contain #n it.

By the intension, comprehension, or depth of a
notion, we think the most qualities of the fewest ob-
jects ; whereas by the extension or breadth of a con-
cept, we think the fewest qualities of the most objects.

alio modo extensive, et sic genus est
magis collectivum, quia multo plura
sub sua adunatione cadunt, quam sub
speciei ambitu. Unde species et genus
sehabent sicut duo duces,quorumalter
habet exercitum parvum, sed valde
unanimem, alter exercitum magnum,
sed diversarum factionum. Ille enim
magis colligit intensive, hic extensive.
Porphyrius autem loquebatur hic de
extensiva collectione, ideo dixit, genus
esse magis collectivum.” Quoted by
Stahl, Regule Philosophice, tit. xii.,

reg. b, p. 381. Cf. reg. 6, ed. London,
1668.—Eb.] [Port-Royal Logic, P. i.c.
6, p. 74,ed. 1718. Boethius, Introductio
ad Syllogismos, Opera,p. 562; I»Topwa
Ciceronis Commentarsi, lib. i, Opera,
P. 765, ed. Basilem, 15670. Reuschius,
Systema Logicum, pp. 11, 92 ; Baum-
garten, Acroasis Logica, §§ 56, 57, ed.
Hale Magdeburgw, 1778. Krug,
Logik, § 26; Schulze, Logik, § 80;
Esser, Logik, § 84 et seq. ; Eugenios,
P- 194 et seq. [Aoyixh, o iv., Hep)
*Evvoidy Bdbovs Te xal TIAdrovs.—ED.]
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In other words, by the former, we say the most of the vLEcr.
least ; by the latter, the least of the most. Vi

Again ; you will observe the two following distinc-
tions : the first,—the exposition of the Comprehen-
sion of a notion is called its Definstion ; (a simple
notion cannot, therefore, be defined) ; the second,—
the exposition of the Extension of a notion is called its
Duwision ; (an individual notion cannot be divided.)

What follows is in further illustration of the para- special_
graph. Notions or concepts stand in a necessary rela- of Pan -
tion to certain objects, thought through them ; for with- Sxerrisa
out something to think of, there could exist no thought, ™"
no notion, no concept. But in so far as we think an
object through a concept, we think it as part of, or
as contained under, that concept : and in so far as we
think a concept of its object or objects, we think it as
a unity containing, actually or potentially, in it a
plurality of attributions. Out of the relation of a
concept to its object it necessarily results, that a
concept is & quantum or quantity ; for that which con-
tains one or more units by which it may be measured,
i8 & quantity.

But the quantity of a concept is of two, and two This quaa-
opposite, kinds. Considered internally, that is, as an;:&:i;;l.
unity which may, and generally does, contain in it a )
plurality of parts or component attributes, a concept
has a certain quantity, which may be called its tnternal
or intensive quantity. This is generally called its
comprehension, sometimes its depth, Bdfos, and its
quantitas complexus. Here, the parts, that is, the
several attributes or characters, which go to constitute
the total concept, are said to be contained #n it. For
example, the concept man is composed of two con-
stituent parts or attributes, that is, of two partial
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concepts,—rational and anvmal; for the characters
rational and animal are only an analytical expression
of the synthetic unity of the concept man. But each
of these partial concepts, which together make up the
comprehension of the total concept man, are them-
selves wholes, in like manner made up of parts. To
take only the concept animal ;—this comprehends in
it, as parts, living and sensitive and organised, for a
living and sentient organism may be considered as an
analytical development of the constituents of the syn-
thetic unity animal. But each of these, again, is a con-
cept, comprehending and made up of parts ; and these
parts, again, are relative wholes, divisible into other
constituent concepts ; nor need we stop in our analy-
sis till we reach attributes which, as simple, stand as
a primary or ultimate element, into which the series
can be resolved. Now, you will observe, that as the
parts of the parts are parts of the whole, the concept
man, as immediately comprehending the concepts
rational and animal, mediately comprehends their
parts, and the parts of their parts, to the end of the
evolution. Thus, we can say, not only, that man is
an animal, but that he is a hving being, a sentient
being, etc. The logical axiom, Nota not@ est nota ret
ipsius, or, as otherwise expressed, Predicatum pre-
dicatt est predicatum subjecti,*—is only a special
enunciation of the general principle, that the part of a
part is a part of the whole. You will, hereafter, see
that the Comprehension of notions affords one of the
two great branches of reasoning, which, though mar-
vellously overlooked by logicians, is at least of equal

a A translation of Aristotle’s first wdwra xal kard 700 Swoxeiuévov Pnoh-
antipredicamental rule, Categ. iii. 1, oerai.—Eb.
“Oca kard Tob KaTryopovuévov Aéyeras




LECTURES ON LOGIC. 145

importance with that which they have exclusively vLecr,
developed, and which is founded on the other kind of "™
quantity exhibited by concepts, and to which I now
proceed.

But a concept may also be considered externally, 2. Exten.
that is, a8 a unity which contains under it a plurality "
of classifying attributes or subordinate concepts, and,
in this respect, it has another quantity which may be
called its external or extensive quantity. This is
commonly called its extension ; sometimes its sphere
or domain, sphara, regio, quantitas ambitus; and,
by the Greek Logicians, its breadth or latitude, whd-
70s." Here the parts which the total concept contains,
are said to be contained under it, because, holding
the relation to it of the particular to the general, they
are subordinated or ranged under it. For example,
the concepts man, horse, dog, &c., are contained
under the more general concept animal,—the con-
cepts triangle, square, circle, rhombus, rhomboid, &c.,
are contained under the more general concept figure ;
inasmuch as the subordinate concepts can each or
any be thought through the higher or more general.
But as each of these subordinate concepts is itself a
whole or general, which contains under it parts or
more particular concepts, it follows, again, on the
axiom or self-evident truth, that a part of a part is a
part of the whole,—an axiom which, you will here-
after see, constitutes the one principle of all Deductive
reasoning,—it follows, on this axiom, that whatever
is contained under the partial or more particular con-
cept is contained under the total or more general
concept. Thus, for example, triangle is contained
under figure; all, therefore, that is contained under

a See above, p. 141, notes a, 8.—ED,
VOL. I K
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LECT. triangle, a8 rectangled triangle, equilateral triangle, &o.,
Vi will, likewise, be contained under figure, by which we
may, accordingly, think and describe them.

Such, in general, is what is meant by the two
Quantities of concepts,—their Comprehension and
Extension.

Itemsive  But these quantities are not only different, they are
-."31 o opposed, and so opposed, that though each supposes
oppossito the other as the condition of its own existence, still,
cwhother. however, within the limits of conjunct, of correlative
existence, they stand in an inverse ratio to each other,
—the maximum of the onme being necessarily the
minimum of the other. On this I give you the fol-

lowing paragraph :—
Par. XXV. ¢ XXV. A notion is intensively great in pro-
Iating the. portion to the greater number, and intensively
;1:3?:57 small in proportion to the smaller number, of
sad Com- determinations or attributes contained in it. Is
prehension,

the Comprehension of a concept a minimum,
that is, is the concept one in which a plurality
of attributes can no longer be distinguished, it
is called simple; whereas, inasmuch as its attri-
butes still admit of discrimination, it is called
complex or compound.”

A notion is extensively great in proportion to
‘the greater number, and extensively small in
proportion to the smaller number, of determina-
tions or attributes it contains under it. When
the Extension of a concept becomes a minimum,
that is, when it contains no other notions under
it, it is called an individual.?

These two quantities stand always in an inverse

a Krug, Logik, § 28.—Eb. B Krug, ibid., § 29.—Eb.
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ratio to each other : For the greater the Compre- Lecr.
hension of a concept the less is its Extension, ' -
and the greater its Extension the less its Compre-
hension.”

To illustrate this :—When I take out of a concept, Iustration,
that is, abstract from one or more of its attributes, I
diminish its comprehension. Thus, when from the
concept man, equivalent to rational animal, I abstract
from the attribute or determination rational, I lessen
its internal quantity. But by this diminution of its
comprehension I give it a wider extension, for what
remains is the concept animal, and the concept animal
embraces under it a far greater number of objects than
the concept man.

Before, however, proceeding further in illustrating
the foregoing paragraph, it may be proper to give you
also the following :—

T XXVI. Of the logical processes by which these Pur. XXVI.

counter quantities of concepts are amphﬁed-—b  which
the one which amplifies the Comprehension is prehension

called Determination, and sometimes called Con- :":;Efm

cretion, the other which amplifies the Extensmnm.n li-
is called Abstraction or Generalisation. inm-mlved.
tion and Division are severally the resolution of

the Comprehension and of the Extension of
notions, into their parts. A Simple notion can-

not be defined ; an Individual notion cannot be
divided.?

a Krug, Logik,§ 27.—ED. ; [Schulze,
Logik, § 83. Cf. Porphyry, Isagoge, c.
viii. §8 9, 10.] ["E7¢ 7& udy yém wAeo-
vder Tfi Téy Ox abrd el&y wepioxh*
73 3t By 76y yevdy wAeovd(er Tals
oixefas Jiapopais. “Eri obre 7d €lBos
yévor? ¥v yevixdraror obre TO Yévos
eduxéraror.—ED.]

B [Synonyms of Abstraction :—1,
Analysis (of Comprehension) ; 2, Syn-
thesis; 3, Generification; 4, Induc-
tion; 5, Amplification.

Synonyms of Determination or Con-
cretion :—1, Analysis (of Extension) ;
2, Synthesis ; 3, Specification ; 4, Re-
striction ; 5, Individuation.]
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LECT. The reason ot this opposition of the two quantities
is manifest in a moment, from the consideration of

TMusiration their several natures. The comprehension of a con-
ks, Cept is mothing more than a sum or complement
of the distinguishing characters, attributes, of which
Compreben- the concept is made up; and the extension of a
“E:u:%:d concept is nothing more than the sum or complement
inwnin- - Of the objects themselves, whose resembling characters
t&.‘:“ were abstracted to constitute the concept. Now, it
* is evident, that the more distinctive characters the
concept contains, the more minutely it will distinguish

and determine, and that if it contain a plenum of
distinctive characters, it must contain the distinctive,

—the determining, characters of some individual ob-

ject. How do the two quantities now stand ? In

regard to the comprehension or depth, it is evident,

that it is here at its maximum, the concept being a
complement of the whole attributes of an individual

object, which, by these attributes, it thinks and dis-
criminates from every other. On the contrary, the
extension or breadth of the concept is here at its
minimum ; for, as the extension is great in propor-

tion to the number of objects to which the concept

can be applied, and as the object is here only an indi-

vidual one, it is evident that it could not be less,
without ceasing to exist at all. Again, to reverse

the process ;—throwing out of the comprehension of

the concept, that is, abstracting from those attri-

butes, which belonging exclusively to, exclusively
distinguish, the individual, —we at once diminish

the comprehension, by reducing the sum of its at-
tributes, and amplify the extension of the concept,

by bringing within its sphere all the objects, which

the characteristics, now thrown out of the comprehen-
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sion, had previously excluded from the extension. rkcr.

Continuing the process, by abstraction we throw out
of the sum of qualities constituting the comprehension,
other discriminating attributes, and forthwith the
extension is proportionally amplified, by the entrance
into its sphere of all those objects which had pre-
viously been debarred by the determining character-
istics last discarded. Thus proceeding, and at each
step ejecting from the comprehension those characters
which are found the proximate impediments to the
amplification of the extension of the concept, we at
each step diminish the former quantity precisely as
we increase the latter; till, at last, we arrive at that
concept which is the necessary constituent of every
other,—at that concept which all comprehension and
all extension must equally contain, but in which com-
prehension is at its minimum, extension at its maxi-
mum,—I mean the concept of Being or Exzistence.®

VIIIL.

We have thus seen, that the maximum of compre- Definition

hension and the minimum of extension are found in
the concept of an individual,—that the maximum of ex-
tension and the minimum of comprehension are found
in the concept of the absolutely simple, that is, in the

and Divi-
sion,—are
e pro-
cesses b
which .
prehension
and Exten-
ion of Con-

. . ts
concept of existence. Now comprehension and exten- rewived,

gion, as quantities, are wholes ; for wholes are only
the complement of all their parts, and as wholes are
only by us clearly comprehended as we distinctly
comprehend their parts, it follows :—1°, That com-
prehension and extension may each be analysed into
its parts ; and, 2°, That this analysis will afford the
mean by which each of these quantities can be clearly
and distinctly understood. But as the two quantities

a This, like other logical relations, [See below, p. 152.—Eb.]
may be typified by a sensible figure.
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are of an opposite nature, it is manifest, that the two
processes of analysis will, likewise, be opposed. The
analysis of the intensive or comprehensive quantity
of concepts, that is, their depth, is accomplished by
Definition ; that of their extensive quantity or breadth,
by Division. On Definition and Division I at present
touch, not to consider them in themselves or on their
own account, that is, as the methods of clear and of dis-
tinct thinking, for this will form the matter of a special
discussion in the Second Part of Logic or Methodology,
but simply in so far as it is requisite to speak of them
in illustration of the general nature of our concepts.
The expository or explanatory analysis of a concept,
considered as an intensive whole or quantum, if pro-
perly effected, is done by its resolution into two con-
cepts of which it is proximately compounded, that is,
into the higher concept under which it immediately
stands, and into the concept which affords the char-
acter by which it is distinguished from the other co-
ordinate concepts under that higher concept. This is
its Definition ; that is, in logical language, its expo-
gition by an analysis into its Genus and Differential
Quality ;—the genus being the higher concept, under
which it stands; the differential quality the lower
concept, by which it is distinguished from the other
concepts subordinate to the genus, and on a level or
co-ordinate with itself, and which, in logical language,
are called Species. For example, if we attempt an
expository or explanatory analysis of the concept
man, considered as an intensive quantity or com-
plexus of attributes, we analyse it into animal, this
being the higher concept or genus, under which it
stands ;—and into ralional, the attribute of reason
being the characteristic or differential quality by

——
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which man is distinguished from the other concepts LEcT.
or species which stand co-ordinated with itself, under
the genus animal,—that is, irrational antmal or brute.

Here you will observe, that though the analysis be
of the comprehension, yet it is regulated by the exten-
sion ; the extension regulating the order in which the
comprehension is resolved into its parts.

The expository analysis of a concept, an extensive Division.

whole or quantum, is directly opposed to the preceding,
to which it is correlative. It takes the higher con-
cept, and, if conducted aright, resolves it into its proxi-
mately lower concepts, by adding attributes which
afford their distinguishing characters or differences.
This is division:—Thus, for example, taking the high-
est concept, that of ens or existence, by adding to it the
differential concepts per se or substantial, and non per
se or accidental, we have substantial existence or exist-
ence per se, equivalent to substance, and accidental
existence or existence mon per se, equivalent to acct-
dent. We may then divide substance by simple and
not-stmple, equivalent to compound, and again simple
by material and non-material, equivalent to imma-
terial, equivalent to spiritual ;—and matter or material
substance by organised and not-organised, equivalent
to brute matter. Organised matter we may divide by
sentient or animal, and non-sentient or vegetable.
Anvmal we may divide by rational and rrational, and
8o on, till we reach a concept which, as that of an
individual object, is, in fact, not a general concept,
but only in propriety a singular representation.

Thus, it is manifest, that, as Definition is the analysis The Inde-
of a complex concept into its component parts or attri- Tadivshie.
butes, if a concept be simple, that is, if it contain in
it only a single attribute, it must be indefinable ; and
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LECT. again, that as Division is the analysis of a higher or
VIIL .
more general concept into others lower and less gen-
eral, if a concept be an individual, that is, only a
bundle of individual qualities, it is indivisible, is, in
fact, not a proper or abstract concept at all, but only
a concrete representation of Imagination.

Dignm  “The following Diagram represents Breadth and
Entonsion © Depth, with the relations of Affirmation and Negation
and Com- oy

prehension 40 these quantities,

of Concepta.
ScreMEs oF THE TWo QUANTITIES.
Line of Breadth. Arr. NxG.
B. D ' -
i L A [(A|A]|A A A||A
v'g'-s’ E (E|[E|E |E|]IE: .
iv.3.§' I I|I IIII: E
i
i 4.'*;. O |0|O0]l0:
i, 5. ’S U U IU:
i e Y |Ir:
zlz'lz"
Ground of Reality.

Explams-  In the preceding Table there are represented :—by
% A, A, &c., the highest genus or widest attribute ; by
Y, the lowest species or narrowest attribute ; whilst
the other four horizontal series of vowels typify the
subaltern genera and species, or the intermediate
attributes. The wowels are reserved exclusively for
classes, or common qualities ; whereas the consonants
z, 7, 2", (and which to render the contrast more ob-
trusive are not capitals,) represent individuals or sin-

a The Diagram and relative text to Editors from the Author's Discussions,
end of Lecture are extracted by the p. 699-701.—Eb.
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gulars. Every higher class or more common attribute LECT.
is supposed (in conformity with logical precision) to
be dichotomised,—to be divided into two by a lower
class or attribute, and its contradictory or negative.
This contradictory, of which only the commencement
appears, is marked by an italic vowel, preceded by a
perpendicular line (| ) signifying not or non, and
analogous to the minus (—) of the mathematicians.
This being understood, the Table at once exhibits the
real identity and rational differences of Breadth and
Depth, which, though denominated gquantities, are, in
reality, one and the same quantity, viewed in counter
relations and from opposite ends. Nothing is the
one, which is not, pro tanto, the other.

In Breadth: the supreme genus (A, A, &c.) is, a8
it appears, absolutely the greatest whole ; an indivi-
dual (z) absolutely the smallest part; whereas the
intermediate classes are each of them a relative part
or species, by reference to the class and classes above
it ; a relative whole or genus, by reference to the class
or classes below it.—In Depth : the individual is ab-
solutely the greatest whole, the highest genus is abso-
lutely the smallest part ; whilst every relatively lower
class or species, is relatively a greater whole than the
class, classes, or genera, above it.—The two quantities
are thus, as the diagram represents, precisely the in-
verse of each other. The greater the Breadth, the
less the Depth ; the greater the Depth, the less the
Breadth ; and each, within itself, affording the corre-
lative differences of whole and part, each, therefore, in
opposite respects, contains and 8 contained. But, for
distinction’s sake, it is here convenient to employ a
difference, not altogether arbitrary, of expression.
We should say :—* containing and contained under,”
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for Breadth ;—* containing and contained n,” for
Depth. This distinction, which has been taken by
some modern logicians, though unknown to many
of them, was not observed by Aristotle. We find
him, (to say nothing of other ancient logicians), using
the expression & oAy elvar or vmdpyew, for either
whole. Though different in the order of thought,
(ratione), the two quantities are identical in the
nature of things, (r¢). Each supposes the other ; and
Breadth is not more to be distinguished from Depth,
than the relations of the sides, from the relations of
the angles, of a triangle. In effect it is precisely the
same reasoning, whether we argue in Depth,—* 2" is,
(t.e. a8 subject, contains ¢n it the inherent attribute),
some Y; all Y is some U; all Uis some O; all O
is some I; all I is some E; all E is some A ;—there-
fore, z' iz some A :” or whether we argue in Breadth,—
“ Some A is, (z.e. as class, contains under it the subject
part), all E ; some Eis all I; some Lis all O ; some O
isall U; some Uisall Y; some Y is z’ ;—therefore,
some A is zZ.” The two reasonings, internally identi-
cal, are externally the converse of each other; the
premise and term, which in Breadth is major, in
Depth is minor. In syllogisms also, where the con-
trast of the two quantities is abolished, there, with
the difference of figure, the differences of major and
minor premise and term fall likewise. In truth, how-
ever, common language in its enouncement of pro-
positions, is here perhaps more correct and philoso-
phical than the technical language of logic itself.
For as it is only an equation—only an afirmation of
tdentity or its megation, which is, in either quantity,
proposed ; therefore the substantive verb, (i3, 23 not),
used in both cases, speaks more accurately, than the
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expressions, contained, (or not contained), tn of the
one, contained, (or not contained), under of the other.
In fact, the two quantities and the two quantifications
have by logicians been neglected together.

This Table, (the principle of which becomes more
palpably demonstrative, when the parts of the table
are turned into the parts of a circular machine®),
exhibits all the mutual relations of the counter quan-
tities.—1°, It represents the classes, as a series of
resemblances thought as one, (by & repetition of the
same letter in the same series), but as really distinct,
(by separating lines). Thus, A is only A, not A, A, A,
&c. ; some Animal is not some Animal ; one class of
Animals is not all, every, or any other; this Animal
is not that ; Socrates is not Plato; z is not z. On
the other hand, Eis EA; and Y is YUOIEA;
every lower and higher letter in the series coalescing
uninterruptedly into a series of reciprocal subjects and
predicates, as shown by the absence of all discrim-
inating lines. Thus, Socrates (z’), is Athenian (Y),
Greek (U), European (0), Man (I), Mammal (E), Ani-
mal (A). Of course the series must be in gram-
matical and logical harmony. We must not collate
notions abstract and notions concrete.—2°, The Table
shows the inverse correlation of the two quantities in
respect of amount. For example : A, (z.e A, A, &c.),
the highest genus represented as having six times the
Breadth of Y ; whilst Y, (¢.e. Y—A), the lowest species,
has six times the Depth of A.—3°, The Table mani-
fests all the classes, as in themselves unreal, subjective,
ideal ; for these are merely fictions or artifices of the
mind, for the convenience of thinking. Universals

& A machine of this kind was con- the class-room to illustrate the doc-
structed by the Author,and used in trine of the text.—Eb.

LECT.
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only exist in nature, as they cease to be universal in
thought ; that is, as they are reduced from general
and abstract attributes to individual and concrete
qualities. A—Y are only truly objective as distri-
buted through z, 2, z”, &c.; and in that case they
are not universals. As Boéthius expresses it :—
“Omne quod est, eo quod est, singulare est.”—4°, The
opposition of class to class, through contradictory
attributes, is distinguished by lines different from
those marking the separation of one part of the same
class from another. Thus, Animal, or Sentiently-
organised (A), is contrasted with Not-animal, or Not-
sentiently-organised, (| 4), by lines thicker than
those which merely discriminate one animal (A), from
another (A).=

a See further in Discussions, p. 701 et seq.—Eb.
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LECTURE IX.
STOICHEIOLOGY.

SECT. II.—OF THE PRODUCTS OF THOUGHT.
L—ENNOEMATIC.

B. OF CONCEPTS IN SPECIAL—II. THEIR SUBJECTIVE
RELATION—QUALITY.

Havine concluded the consideration of the relation LECT.
of concepts to their objects,—the relation in which

their Quantity is given, I now proceed to consider cm;;"i.':ﬁ
their relation to their conceiving subject—the relation o
in which is given their Quality. This consideration

of the quality of concepts does not, in my opinion,
belong to the Doctrine of Elements, and ought, in
scientific rigour, to be adjourned altogether to the
Methodology, as a virtue or perfection of thought.

As logicians, however, have generally treated of it
likewise under the former doctrine, I shall do so too,

and commence with the following paragraph.

¥ XXVIIL A concept or notion is the unity in par.xxvIr,
consciousness of a certain plurality of attributes, of Gosespts
and it, consequently, supposes the power of think-{ logiai
ing these, both separately and together. But s s imper-
there are many gradations in the consciousness ™™™
with which the characters of a concept can be
thought severally and in conjunction, there will

consequently be many gradations in the actual '



158 LECTURES ON LOGIC.

LECT. Perfection or Imperfection of a notion. It is this
. perfection or imperfection which constitutes the
logical Quality of a concept.®

It is thus the greater or smaller degree of conscious-
ness which accompanies the concept and its object,
that determines its quality, and according to which it
is called logically perfect or logically imperfect. Now
there may be distinguished two degrees of this logical
perfection, the nature of which is summarily expressed

in the following paragraph.
Par. XXVIIL T XXVIIL There are two degrees of the logical

The two

dogrees of perfection of concepts,—viz. their Clearness and
Porfosion their Distinctness, and, consequently, two opposite

fostion ot degrees of their corresponding imperfection,—viz.
Ser8lar  their Obscurity and their Indistinciness. These

ness and

Distinct- four qualities express the perfection and imper-
ety Ob- fection of concepts in extremes; but between
Todinaes these extremes, there lie an indefinite number of
ness.

intermediate degrees.

A concept is said to be clear, (clara), when
the degree of consciousness is such as enables
us to distinguish it as a whole from others;
and obscure, (obscura), when the degree of con-
sciousness is insufficient to accomplish this. A
concept is said to be dastinct, (distincta, per-
spicua), when the degree of consciousness is such,
as enables us to discriminate from each other the
several characters, or constituent parts of which
the concept is the sum ; and ndistinct or con-
Sused, (indistincta, confusa, tmperspicua), when
the amount of consciousness requisite for this is

a Krug, Logik, § 80. Cf. Easer, Logik, § 46 ¢t seq.—ED,
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wanting. Confused, (confusa), may be employed vLecr.
as the genus including obscure and indistincts > _

The expressions clearness and obscurity, and dis- or
tinciness and indistinctness, as applied to concepts, '?a.. ex-
ongmally denote certain modifications of vision ; from Zaraes,
vision they were analogically extended to the other Frind
senses, to imagination, and finally to thought. It
may, therefore, enable us the better to comprehend
their secondary application, to consider their primitive.

To Leibnitz? we owe the precise distinction of con-
cepts into clear and distinct, and from him I borrow
the following illustration. In darkmess,—the complete Tllustrated
obscurity of night,—we see nothing,—there is no per- 3 o
ception,—no discrimination of objects. As the light
dawns, the obscurity diminishes, the deep and uniform
sensation of darkness is modified,—we are conscious
of a change,—we see something, but are still unable
to distinguish its features,—we know not what it is.
As the light increases, the outlines of wholes begin to
appear, but still not with a distinctness sufficient to
allow us to perceive them completely ; but when this
is rendered possible, by the rising intensity of the
light, we are then said to see clearly. We then recog-
nise mountains, plains, houses, trees, animals, &c,
that is, we discriminate these objects as wholes, as
unities, from each other. But their parts,—the mani-
fold of which these unities are the sum,—their parts
still lose themselves in each other, they are still but
indistinctly visible. At length when the daylight has
a Compare Krug, Logik, 31 et seg.— p. 79), Nouveaux Essais, L. ii, ch.
Ep. [Buffier, Logique, § 845 et seg. xxix. The illustration, however, does
Kant, Kr. d. r. Vernunft, B. ii. Trans not occur in either of theee passages.
Dial,, art. i, p. 414, 8d ed., 1790.] It was probably borrowed from Krug,

B See his Meditationes de Cognitione, Logik,§ 31, and attributed to Leibnits
Feritate et Ideis, (Opera, ed. Erdmann, by an oversight.—Ep-
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fully sprung, we are enabled likewise to discriminate
their parts ; we now see distinctly what lies around
us. But still we see as yet only the wholes which
lie proximately around us, and of these, only the
parts which possess a certain size. The more distant
wholes, and the smaller parts of nearer wholes, are
still seen by us only in their conjoint result, only as
they concur in making up that whole which is for us
a visible minimum. Thus it is, that in the distant
forest or the distant hill, we perceive a green surface ;
but we see not the several leaves, which in the one,
nor the several blades of grass, which in the other,
each contributes its effect to produce that amount of
impression which our consciousness requires. Thus it
is, that all which we do perceive is made up of parts
which we do not perceive, and consciousness is itself
a complement of impressions, which lie beyond its
apprehension.s  Clearness and distinctness are thus
only relative. For between the extreme of obscurity
and the extreme of distinctness, there are in vision an
infinity of intermediate degrees. Now the same thing
occurs in thought. For we may either be conscious
only of the concept in general, or we may also be
conscious of its various constituent attributes, or both
the concept and its parts may be lost in themselves to
consciousness, and only recognised to exist by effects
which indirectly evidence their existence.

The perfection of a notion, as I said, is contained in
two degrees or in two virtues,—viz. in its clearness
and in its distinctness ; and, of course, the opposite
vices of obscurity and indistinctness afford two de-
grees or two vices, constituting its imperfection. “ A
concept is said to be clear, when the degree of con-
sciousness by which it is accompanied is sufficient to

a See Lectures on Metaphyics, vol. i. p. 848 et seg.—ED.
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discriminate what we think in and through it, from wLecr.
what we think in and through other notions ; whereas —
if the degree of consciousness be so remiss that this

and other concepts run into each other, in that case,

the notion is said to be obscure. It is evident that
clearness and obscurity admit of various degrees ;

each being capable of almost infinite gradations, ac-
cording as the object of the notion is discriminated

with greater or less vivacity and precision from the
objects of other notions. A concept is absolutely The sbeo-
clear, when its obJect is distinguished from all other nd st
objects ; a concept is absolutaly obscure, when its ob- sum.
Ject can be distinguished from no other object. But

it is only the absolutely clear and the absolutely ob-

scure which stand opposed as contradictory extremes ;

for the same notion can at once be relatively or com-
paratively clear, and relatively or comparatively ob-
scure. Absolutely obscure notions, that is, concepts
whose objects can be distinguished from nothing else,

exist only in theory ;—an absolutely obscure notion
being, in fact, no notion at all. For it is of the very
essence of a concept, that its object should, to a cer-

tain degree at least, be comprehended in its peculiar,
consequently, in its distinguishing, characteristics.

But, on the other hand, of notions absolutely clear,

that i, notions whose objects cannot possibly be con-
founded with aught else, whether known or unknown,

—of such notions a limited intelligence is possessed

of very few, and, consequently, our human concepts

are, properly, only a mixture of the opposite qualities ;
—clear or obscure as applied to them, meaning only

that the one quality or the other is the preponderant.

In a logical relation, the illustration of notions con-

sists in the raising them from a preponderant obscu-

VOL. I. L
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LECT. rity to a preponderant clearness—or from a lower
degree of clearness to a higher”® So much for the
quality of clearness or obscurity considered in itself.
The Dis- But a Clear concept may be either Distinct or Indis-
wni Totis- tinct ; the distinctness and indistinctness of concepts
gmof are, therefore, to be considered apart from their clear-
ness and obscurity.
Himorial  But before entering upon the nature of the distinc-
his autino- tion iteelf, I may observe that we owe the discrimina-
ton tion of Distinct and Indistinct from Clear and Obscure
notions to the acuteness of the great Leibnitz. By the
Cartesians the distinction had not been taken ; though
the authors of the Port Royal Logic come 8o near, that
we may well marvel how theyfailed explicitly to enounce
Locke. it Though Locke published his Essay Concerning
Human Understanding some five years subsequent to
the paper in which Leibnitz—then a very young
man,—had, among other valuable observations, pro-
mulgated this distinction, Locke did not advance be-
yond the limit already reached by the Cartesians ;—
indeed, the praises that are so frequently lavished on
this philosopher for his doctrine concerning the dis-
tinctions of Ideas,—the conditions of Definition, &ec.,
—only prove that his encomiasts are ignorant of what
had been done, and, in many respects, far better done,
by Descartes and his school :—in fact, with regard to
the Cartesian Philosophy in general, it must be con-
fessed, that Locke has many errors to expiate, arising
partly from oversight, and partly from the most un-
accountable misapprehension of its doctrines. It is

Due to
Leibnitz,

a Esser, pp. 91, 92, [Logik, § 46.— with those of Descartes and Leibnitz,
En] see the Appendix to Mr Baynes’s

B Part I. ch. ix.—For a comparison translation of the Por¢t Royal Logic, p.
of this statement of the distinotion 423 (second edition.)—Eb.
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almost needless to say, that those who, in this country, vLecr.
have written on this subject, posterior to Locke, have
not advanced a step beyond him ; for though Leib-
nitz be often mentioned, and even occasionally quoted,
by our British philosophers, I am aware of none who
possessed a systematic acquaintance with his philo-
sophy, and, I might almost say, who were even super-
ficially versed, either in his own writings, or in those of
any of the illustrious thinkers of his school.

But to consider the distinction in itself —We have The dis
seen that a concept is clear, when we are able to re-i ot
cognise it as different from other concepts. But we
may discriminate a whole from other wholes, we may
discriminate a concept from other concepts, though
we have only a confused knowledge of the parts of
which that whole, or of the characters of which that
concept, is made up. This may be illustrated by the nustra
analogy of our Perceptive and Representative Faculties. mlogt;zf
We are all a.cquamted with many, say a thousand, set l&pre-
individuals ; that is, we recognise such and such a sontation.
countenance as the countenance of John, and as not
the countenance of James, Thomas, Richard, or any of
the other 999. This we do with a clear and certain
knowledge. But the countenances, which we thus
distinguish from each other, are, each of them, a com-
plement made up of a great number of separate traits
or features ; and it might, at first view, be supposed
that, as a whole is only the sum of its parts, a clear
cognition of a whole countenance can only be realised
through a distinct knowledge of each of its constituent
features. But the slightest consideration will prove
that this is not the case. For how few of us are able
to say of any, the most familiar face, what are the
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particular traits which go to form the genera.l result ;
and yet, on that account, we hesitate, neither in regard
to our own knowledge of an individual, nor in regard

Thejudical £0 the knowledge possessed by others.—Suppose a

determina-

tionbetween Witness be adduced in a court of justice to prove the

ife and
dmh::op
Siflarence

weon &
cleu and

identity or non-identity of a certain individual with
the perpetrator of a certain crime, the commission of
which he had chanced to see,—would the counsel be

taowisige. allowed to invalidate the credibility of the witness by,

first of all, requiring him to specify the various ele-
ments of which the total likeness of the accused was
compounded, and then by showing that, as the witness
either could not specify the several traits, or specified
what did not agree with the features of the accused,
he was, therefore, incompetent to prove the identity
or non-identity required ? This would not be allowed.
For the court would hold that a man might have a
clear perception and a clear representation of a face
and figure, of which, however, he had not separately
considered, and could not separately image to himself,
the constituent elements. Thus, even the judicial de-
termination of life and death supposes, as real, the
difference between a clear and a distinct knowledge :
for a distinct knowledge lies in the knowledge of the
constituent parts ; while a clear knowledge is only of
the constituted whole.

Continuing our illustrations from the human coun-
tenance,—we all have a clear knowledge of any face
which we have seen, but few of us have distinct
knowledge even of those with which we are familiar ;
but the painter, who, having looked upon a counte-
nance, can retire and reproduce its likeness in detail,
has necessarily both a clear and a distinet know-
ledge of it. Now, what is thus the case with percep-
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tions and representations, is equally the case with Lecr.
notions. We may be able clearly to discriminate — -
one concept from another, although the degree of con-
sciousness does not enable us distinctly to discrimin-
ate the various component characters of either con-
cept from each other. The Clearness and the Distinct-
ness of a notion are thus not the same; the former
involves merely the power of distinguishing the total
objects of our notions from each other ; the latter in-
volves the power of distinguishing the several charac+
ters, the several attributes, of which that object is the
sum. In the former, the unity,in the latter, the mul-
tiplicity, of the notion is called into relief.

The Distinctness of a concept supposes, however, the 8pecial

Clearness ; and may, therefore, be regarded as a higher ;?':ﬁieﬁﬁmis-
degree of the same quality or perfection. “To the A Gonenpts

distinctness of a notion, over and above its general oo

clearness, there are required three conditions,—1°, The
clear apprehension of its several characters or compo-
nent parts ; 2°, The clear contrast or discrimination of
these ; and, 3°, The clear recognition of the nexus by
which the several parts are bound up into a unity
or whole.

“ As the clearness, so the distinctness, of a notion
is susceptible of many degrees. A concept may be
called distinct, when it involves the amount of con-
sciousness required to discriminate from each other its
principal characters; but it is so much the more dis-
tinct, 1°, In proportion to the greater number of the
characters apprehended ; 2°, In proportion to the
greater clearness of their discrimination ; and, 3°, In
proportion to the precision with which the mode of
their connection is recognised. But the greater dis-
tinctness is not exclusively or even principally deter-
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LECT. mined by the greater number of the clearly appre-

hended characters ; it depends still more on their su-
perior importance. In particular, it is of moment,
whether the characters be positive or negative, inter-
nal or external, permanent or transitory, peculiar or
common, essential or accidental, original or derived.
From the mere consideration of the differences sub-
sisting between attributes, there emerge three rules to
be attended to in bestowing on a concept its requisite
distinctness. In the first place, we should endeavour
to discover the positive characters of the object con-
ceived ; as it is our purpose to know what the object
18, and not what it is not. When, however, as is not
unfrequently the case, it is not at once easy to discover
what the positive attributes are, our endeavour should
be first directed to the detection of the negative ; and
this not only because it is always an advance in know-
ledge, when we ascertain what an object is not, but,
likewise, because the discovery of the negative cha-
racters conducts us frequently to a discovery of the
positive.

“In the second place, among the positive qualities
we should seek out the intrinsic and permanent before
the extrinsic and transitory ; for the former give us
a purer and more determinate knowledge of an ob-
ject, though this object may likewise at the same time
present many external relations and mutable modifi-
cations. Among the permanent attributes, the pro-
per or peculiar always merit a preference, if for no
other reason, because through them, and not through
the common qualities, can the proper or peculiar nature
of the object become known to us.

“ In the third place, among the permanent charac-
ters we ought first to hunt out the necessary or essen-

| N
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tial, and then to descend from them to the contmgent LECT.
or accidental ; and this not only because we thus give
order and connection to our notions, but, likewise, be-
cause the contingent characters are ﬁ'equently only to
be comprehended through the necessary.”

But before leaving this part of our subject, it may Tho dis-

be proper to illustrate the distinction of Clear and Ciear and
Distinct notions by one or two concrete examples. Of moeioms.
many things we have clear but not distinct notions. by st
Thus we have a clear, but not a distinct, notion of col- P
ours, sounds, tastes, smells, &c. For we are fully able
to distinguish red from white, to distinguish an acute
from a grave note, the voice of a friend from that of
a stranger, the scent of roses from that of onions, the
flavour of sugar from that of vinegar; but by what
plurality of separate and enunciable characters is this
discrimination made ? It is because we are unable to
do this, that we cannot describe such perceptions and
representations to others.

“If you ask of me,” said St Augustin, “ what is Time,
I know not ; if you do not ask me, I know.”? What
does this mean ? Simply that he had a clear, but not
a distinct, notion of Time.

Of a triangle we have a clear notion, when we
distinguish a triangle from other figures, without spe-
cially considering the characters which constitute it
what it is. But when we think it as a portion of
space bounded by three lines, as a figure whose three
angles are equal to two right angles, &c., then we
obtain of it a distinct concept.

‘We now come to the consideration of the question,— Howtho

How does the Distinctness of a concept stand affected ofa Concept

a Easer, Logik, § 47, p. 93-95.— B Confessions, xi. ¢, 14.—Ebp.
Ebp. :

. "
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LEct. by the two quantities of a concept ?—and in reference
X' _ to this point I would, in the first place, dictate to you

b s, the following paragraph :—

quantities of
& Concept.

Paz. XXIX. T XXIX. As a concept is a plurality of cha-
Tntermal *> - racters bound up into unity, and as that plurality
L is contained partly in its Intensive, partly under
its Extensive, quantity ; its Distinctness is, in like
manner, in relation to these quantities, partly an
Internal or Intensive, partly an External or Exten-

- sive Distinctness.®

Expliastion.  In explanation of this, it is to be observed, that, as
the distinctness of a concept is contained in the clear
apprehension of the various attributes of which it is
the sum, as it is the sum of these attributes in two
opposite relations, which constitute, in fact, two oppo-
gite quantities or wholes, and as these wholes are
severally capable of illustration by analysis,—it follows,
that each of these analyses will contribute its peculiar
share to the general distinctness of the concept. Thus,
if the distinctness of a notion bears reference to that
plurality which constitutes its comprehension, in other
words, to that which is contained ¢»n the concept, the
distinctness is denominated an internal or intensive
distinctness, or distinctness of comprehension. On the
other hand, if the distinctness refers to that plurality
which constitutes the extension of the notion, in other
words, to what is contained under it, in that case, the
distinctness is called an external or extensive distinct-
ness, a distinctness of extension. It is only when a
notion combines in it both of these species of distinct~
ness, it is only when its parts have been analysed in

a Krug, Logik, § 34 ; Esser, Logik, § 48.—Eb.
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reference to the two quantities, that it reaches the LECT.

highest degree of distinctness and of perfectmn
TheInternal Distinctness of a notion is accomplished Desnition

by Exposition or Definition, that is, by the enumeration it

of the characters or partial notions contained in it ;

the External Distinctness, again, of a notion is accom-

plished through Division, that is, through the enu-

meration of the objects which are contained under

it. Thus the concept man is rendered intensively

more distinct, when we declare that man is a rational

animal ; it is rendered extensively more distinct, when

we declare that man is partly male, partly female man.*

In the former case, we resolve the concept man into its

several characters,—into its partial or constituent attri-

butes ; in the latter, we resolve it into its subordinate

concepts, or inferior genera. In simple notions, there Simple no-

18 thus posslble an extensive, but not an intensive, dis- of sa eaten-

tinctness ; in individual notions, there is possible an dualnotions

intensive, but not an extensive, distinctness.f Thus sive dintinct-

the concepts existence, green, sweet,&c., though, as abso-

lutely or relatively simple, their comprehension cannot

be analysed into any constituent attributes, and they do

not, therefore, admit of definition ; still it cannot be said

that they are incapable of being rendered more distinct.

For do we not analyse the pluralities of which these

concepts are the sum, when we say, that existence is

either ideal or real, that green is a yellowish or a

bluish green, that sweet is a pungent or a mawkish

sweet ?—and do we not, by this analysis, attain a

greater degree of logical perfection than when we

think them only clearly and as wholes?” “A con- The bigh-

cept has, therefore, attained its highest point of dis- of Bistin

a Krug, p. 95, [Logik, § 34.—ED.] ¥ Krug, Logik, § 84, Anmerk., i
B Easser, Logik, § 48.—Ep. Pp- 95, 96.—Ebp,
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tinctness, when there is such a consciousness of its
characters that, in rendering its comprehension dis-
tinct, we touch on notions which, as simple, admit of
no definition, and, in rendering its extension distinct,
we touch on notions which, as individual, admit of no
ulterior division. It is true, indeed, that a distinct-
ness of this degree is one which is only ideal ; that is,
one to which we are always approximating, but which
we never are able actually to reach. In order to ap-
proach as near as possible to this ideal, we must
always inquire, what is contained in, and what under,
a notion, and endeavour to obtain a distinct conscious-
ness of it in both relations. What, in this research,
first presents itself we must again analyse anew, with
reference always both to comprehension and to exten-
sion ; and descending from the higher to the lower,
from the greater to the less, we ought to stop only
when our process is arrested in the individual or in

the simple.” ®
a Easer, Logik, § 48, p. 96.—Eb.
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LECTURE X
STOICHEIOLOGY.

S8ECT. II.—OF THE PRODUCTS OF THOUGHT.
I.—ENNOEMATIC.

IMPERFECTION OF CONCEPTS.

IT is now necessary to notice an Imperfection to which LECT.
concepts are peculiarly liable, and in the exposmon of
which I find it necessary to employ an expression, qor® o
which, though it has the highest philosophical author- “P*
ity for its use, I would still, in consequence of its ambi-

guity in English, have avoided, if this could have been

done without compromising the knowledge of what it

is intended to express. The expression I mean, is ¢n-
tuitive, in the particular signification in which it is

used by Leibnitz,* and the continental philosophers in
general,—to denote what is common to our direct and
ostensive cognition of individual objects, in Sense or
Imagination, (Presentation or Representation), and in
opposition to our indirect and symbolical cognition of
general objects, through the use of signs or language,

in the Understanding. But, on this head, I would,

first of all, dictate to you the following paragraph.

§ XXX. As a notion or concept is the fac- Par. Pj_ttxx
titious whole or unity made up of a plurality of tion of Con-
attributes,—a whole too often of a very complex

a Meditationes de Cogwitione, Veritate et Ideis, Oper, od. Erdmann, p. 80.—E.
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multiplicity ; and as this multiplicity is only
mentally held together, inasmuch as the concept
is fixed and ratified in a sign or word ; it fre-
quently happens, that, in its employment, the
word does not suggest the whole amount of
thought for which it is the adequate expression,
but, on the contrary, we frequently give and take
the sign, either with an obscure or indistinct con-
sciousness of its meaning, or even without an
actual consciousness of its signification at all.

This liability to the vices of Obscurity and Indis-
tinctness arises, 1°, From the very nature of a concept,
which is the binding up of a multiplicity in unity ;
and, 2°, From its dependence upon language, as the
necessary condition of its existence and stability. In
consequence of this, when a notion is of a very com-
plex and heterogeneous composition, we are frequently
wont to use the term by which it is denoted, without
a clear or distinct consciousness of the various cha-
racters of which the notion is the sum ; and thusit is,
that we both give and take words without any, or, at
least, without the adequate complement of thought.
I way exemplify this :—You are aware, that in coun-
tries where bank-notes have not superseded the use of
the precious metals, large payments are made in bags
of money, purporting to contain a certain number of a
certain denomination of coin, or, at least, a certain
amount in value. Now, these bags are often sealed
up and passed from one person to another, without
the tedious process, at each transference, of counting
out their contents, and this upon the faith, that, if
examined, they will be found actually to contain the
number of pieces for which they are marked, and for
which they pass current. In this state of matters, it
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is, however, evident, that many errors or frauds may
be committed, and that a bag may be given and taken
in payment for one sum, which contains another, or
which, in fact, may not even contain any money at all.
Now the case is similar in regard to notions. As the
sealed bag or rouleau testifies to the enumerated sum,

LECT.
X.

—

and gives unity to what would otherwise be an uncon- °

nected multitude of pieces, each only representing its
separate value ; so the sign or word proves and ratifies
the existence of a concept, that is, it vouches the tying
up of a certain number of attributes or characters in
a single concept,—attributes which would otherwise
exist to us only as a multitude of separate and uncon-
nected representations of value. So far the analogy
is manifest ; but it is only general. The bag, the
guaranteed sum, and the constituent coins, represent
in a still more proximate manner the term, the con-
cept, and the constituent characters. For in regard
to each, we may do one of two things. On the one
hand, we may test the bag, that is, open it, and
ascertain the accuracy of its stated value, by counting
out the pieces which it purports to contain; or we
may accept and pass the bag, without such a critical
enumeration. In the other case, we may test the
general term, prove that it is valid for the amount
and quality of thought of which it is the sign, by
spreading out in consciousness the various characters
of which the concept professes to be the complement ;
or we may take and. give the term without such an
evolution.*

It is evident from this, that notions or concepts are
peculiarly liable to great vagueness and ambiguity,
and that their symbols are liable to be passed about

@ A hint of this illustration is to be 1. chap. viii. p. 200.—Eb.
found in Degerando, Des Signes, vol.
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LECT. without the proper kind, or the adequate amount, of
thought.
Thelinbility ~ This interesting subject has not escaped the obser-

3:5‘:@1 vation of the philosophers of this country, and by

zu".f" them it has, in fact, with great ingenuity been illus-
Bnmh phi- trated ; but as they are apparently ignorant, that the
losopbens. 1 natter had, before them, engaged the attention of
sundry foreign philosophers, by whom it has been
even more ably canvassed and expounded, I shall,
in the exposition of this point, also do justice to the
illustrious thinkers to whom is due the honour of hav-

ing originally and most satisfactorily discussed it.
Stowart The following passage from Mr Stewart will afford
e sutjoct, the best foundation for my subsequent remarks. «In
the last section I mentioned Dr Campbell as an in-
genious defender of the system of the Nominalists,
and I alluded to a particular application which he has
made of their doctrine. The reasonings which I had
then in view, are to found in the seventh -chapter of
the second book of his Philosophy of Rhetoric, in which
chapter he proposes to explain how it happens, ¢ that
nonsense 8o often escapes being detected both by the
writer and the reader.” The title is somewhat ludicrous
in a grave philosophical work, but the disquisition to
which it is prefixed, contains many acute and profound
remarks on the nature and power of signs, both as a
medium of communication, and as an instrument of

thought.

Refesto  “ Dr Campbell’s speculations with respect to lan-
Hume. guage as an instrument of thought, seem to have
been suggested by the following passage in Mr Hume’s
Treatise of Human Nature :*— I believe every one
who examines the situation of his mind in reasoning,

a Part i, § 7.—Eb.
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will agree with me, that we do not annex distinct and Lecr.
complete ideas to every term we make use of ; and
that in talking of Government, Church, Negotiation,
Conquest, we seldom spread out in our minds all the
simple ideas of which these complex ones are composed.
It is, however, observable, that notwithstanding this
imperfection, we may avoid talking nonsense on these
subjects, and may perceive any repugnance among
the ideas, as well as if we had a full comprehension of
them. Thus if, instead of saying, that in war the
weaker have always recourse to negotiation, we should
say, that they have always recourse to conquest ; the
custom which we have acquired, of attributing certain
relations to ideas, still follows the words, and makes
us immediately perceive the absurdity of that pro-
position.’

“In the remarks which Dr Campbell has made on
this passage, he has endeavoured to explain in what
manner our habits of thinking and speaking gradually
establish in the mind such relations among the words
we employ, as enable us to carry on processes of
reasoning by means of them, without attending in
every instance to their particular signification. With
most of his remarks on this subject I perfectly agree ;
but the illustrations he gives of them are of too great
extent to be introduced here, and I would not wish
to run the risk of impairing their perspicuity by
attempting to abridge them. I must, therefore, refer
such of my readers as wish to prosecute the specula--
tion, to his very ingenious and philosophical treatise.

“‘In oonsequence of these circumstances,” says Dr Aud Camp-
Campbell, ‘it happens that, in matters which are per- )
fectly familiar to us, we are able to reason by means
of words, without examinjng, in every instance, their
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LEcT, signification. Almost all the possible applications of
" the terms (in other words, all the acquired relations
of the signs) have become customary to us. The con-
sequence is, that an unusual application of any
term is instantly detected ; this detection breeds
doubt, and this doubt occasions an immediate recourse
to ideas. The recourse of the mind, when in any
degree puzzled with the signs, to the knowledge it has
of the things signified, is natural, and on such subjects
perfectly easy. And of this recourse the discovery of
the meaning, or of the unmeaningness of what is said,
is the immediate effect. But in matters that are by
no means familiar, or are treated in an uncommon
manner, and in such as are of an abstruse and intricate
nature, the case is widely different.” The instances in
which we are chiefly liable to be imposed on by words
without meaning, are (according to Dr Campbell), the
three following :—

“ Fuirst, When there is an exuberance of metaphor.

“ Secondly, When the terms most frequently occur-
ring denote things which are of a complicated nature,
and to which the mind is not sufficiently familiarised.
Such are the words,—Government, Church, State, Con-
stitution, Polity, Power, Commerce, Legislature, Juris-
diction, Proportion, Symmetry, Elegance.

“ Thirdly, When the terms employed are very
abstract, and consequently of very extensive signifi-
cation.

“ “The more general any word is in its signification,
it is the more liable to be abused by an improper or
unmeaning application. A very general term is appli-
cable alike to a multitude of different individuals, a
particular term is applicable but to a few. When the
rightful applications of a word are extremely numer-
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ous, they cannot all be so strongly fixed by habit, but vrecr.
that, for greater security, we must perpetually recur
in our minds from the sign to the notion we have of
the thing signified ; and for the reason aforementioned,
it is in such instances difficult precisely to ascertain
this notion. Thus the latitude of a word, though
different from its ambiguity, hath often a similar
effect.’” «

Now, on this I would, in the first place, observe, Locke -
that the credit attributed to Hume by Dr Campbell"xfm
and Mr Stewart, as having been the first by whom w the gloy
the observation had been made, is, even in relation to term Yorms with-
British philosophers, not correct. Hume has stated mmmgm
nothing which had not, with equal emphasis and an
equal development, been previously stated by Locke,
in four different places of his Fssay.?

Thus, to take only one out of at least four passages
directly to the same effect, and out of many in which
the same is evidently maintained, he says, in the
chapter entitled—Of the Abuse of Words :— Others Locke
there be, who extend this abuse yet farther, who take quoted.
so little care to lay by words, which in their primary
notation have scarce any clear and distinct ideas
which they are annexed to, that by an unpardonable
negligence they familiarly use words, which the pro-
priety of language has affixed to very important
ideas, without any distinct meaning at all. Wisdom,
glory, grace, &c., are words frequent enough in every
man’s mouth ; but if a great many of those who use
them, should be asked what they mean by them, they
would be at a stand, and not know what to answer :

a Elements,vol. i, Works, vol. ii. 7;ii, xxix. 9; ii., xxxi. 8 ; iii, ix. 6;
chap. iv. § 4, pp. 198, 195. iii.,, x, 2.—Eb.
B Compare Essay, B. 11, ch. xxii., §

VOL. L M
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LECT. & plain proof, that though they have learned those
sounds, and have them ready at their tongues end,
yet there are no determined ideas laid up in their -
minds, which are to be expressed to others by them.
Men having been accustomed from their eradles to
learn words, which are easily got and retained, before
they knew, or had framed the complex ideas to which
they were annexed, or which were to be found in the
things, they were thought to stand for, they usually
continue to do so all their lives ; and without taking
the pains necessary to settle in their minds determined
ideas, they use their words for such unsteady and
confused notions as they have, contenting themselves
with the same words other people use : as if their
very sound necessarily carried with it constantly the
same meaning. This, though men make a shift with,
in the ordinary occurrences of life, where they find it
necessary to be understood, and therefore they make
signs till they are so ; yet this insignificancy in their
words, when they come to reason concerning either
their tenets or interest, manifestly fills their discourse
with abundance of empty unintelligible noise and jar-
gon, especially in moral matters, where the words, for
the most part, standing for arbitrary and numerous col-
lections of ideas, not regularly and permanently united
in nature, their bare sounds are often only thought
on, or at least very obscure and uncertain notions
annexed to them. Men take the words they find in
use among their neighbours, and that they may not
seem ignorant what they stand for, use them confi-
dently, without much troubling their heads about a
certain fixed meaning : whereby, besides the ease of it,
they obtain this advantage, that as in such discourses
they seldom are in the right, so they are as seldom to
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be convinced that they are in the wrong; it being LECT.
all one to go about to draw those men out of their
mistakes, who have no settled notions, as to dis-
possess a vagrant of his habitation, who has no
settled abode. This I guess to be so; and every
one may observe in himself and others, whether it

be or no.”*

From a comparison of this passage with those-
which I have given you from Stewart, Campbell, and
Hume, it is manifest that, among British philosophers,

Locke is entitled to the whole honour of the observa-
tion : for it could easily be shown, even from the iden- -
tity of expression, that Hume must have borrowed it
from Locke; and of Hume's doctrine the two other
philosophers profess only to be expositors.

This curious and important observation was not, The istinc-
however, first made by any British philosopher ; for ?&'.3: I.ﬂa
Leibnitz had not only anticipated Locke, in a pub- Fu know]edge
lication prior to the Essay, but afforded the most pre- b Lesbate.
cise and universal explanation of the phsenomenon,
which has yet been given.

To him we owe the memorable distinction of ouUr s distine-
knowledge into Intuitive and Symbolical, in which :“;u':'d.d
distinction is involved the explanation of the phaeno- ,,,,of tNo-
menon in question. It is the establishment of this 3‘;‘%‘0’:‘@
distinction, likewise, which has superseded in Germany Goimm,
the whole controversy of Nominalism and Concep-
tualism,—which, in consequence of the non-establish-
ment of this distinction, and the relative imperfection
of our philosophical language, has idly agitated the
Psychology of this country and of France.

That the doctrines of Leibnitz, on this and other

a Essay concerning Human Under- x. §§ 8, 4—Eb.]
standing, vol. ii. p. 228 ; [B. IIL, ch.
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LEct. cardinal points of psychology, should have remained
x apparently unknown to every philosopher of this
Sfwa” country, is a matter not less of wonder than of regret,
privwrrand is only to be excused by the mode in which
e Leibnitz gave his writings to the world. His most
Leibnitz  yaluable thoughts on the most important subjects
were generally thrown out in short treatises or letters,

and these, for a long time, were to be found only in

partial collections, and sometimes to be laboriously

Mamerin gought out, dispersed as they were, in the various
gwve s scientific Journals and Transactions of every country of

o world: Europe ; and even when his works were at length col-
lected, the attempt of his editor to arrange his papers
according to their subjects (and what subject did
Leibnitz not discuss ?) was baffled by the multifari-
ous nature of their contents. The most important of
his philosophical writings,—his Essays in refutation
of Locke,—were not merely a posthumous publication,
but only published after the collected edition of his
Works by Dutens ; and this treatise, even after its
publication, was so little known in Britain, that it
remained absolutely unknown to Mr Stewart,—(the
only British philosopher, by the way, who seems to
have had any acquaintance with the works of Leib-
nitz),—until a very recent period of his life. The
matter, however, with which we are at present en-
gaged, was discussed by Leibnitz in one of his very

His psper  €arliest writings ; and in a paper entitled De Cogni-

e e tione, Veritate, et Ideis, published in the Acta Eru-

tatey e Ideis. g itorum of 1684, we have, in the compass of two
quarto pages, all that has been advanced of principal
importance in regard to the peculiarity of our cognitions
by concept, and in regard to the dependence of our
concepts upon language. In this paper, besides estab-
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lishing the difference of Clear and Distinct knowledge, LECT.
he enounces the memorable distinction of Intuitive
and Symbolical knowledge,—a distinction not cer-
tainly unknown to the later philosophers of this coun-
try, but which, from their not possessing terms in
which precisely to embody it, has always remained
vague and inapplicable to common use. Speaking of
the analysis of complex notions, he says—*For the Leibnitz
most part, however, especially in an analysis of any butive.
length, we do not view at once (non simul intuemur) Beal Koo
the whole characters or attributes of the thing, but lodge.

in place of these we employ signs, the explication

of which into what they signify, we are wont, at the
moment of actual thought, for the sake of brevity,

to omit, knowing or believing that we have this expli-

cation always in our power. Thus, when I think a
chiliogon, (or polygon of a thousand equal sides), I do

not always consider the various attributes, of the side,

of the equality, and of the number a thousand, but

use these words, (whose meaning is obscurely and im-
perfectly presented to the mind), in lieu of the notions

which I have of them, because I remember, that I
possess the signification of these words, though their
application and explication I do not at present deem

to be necessary :—this kind of thinking I am used to

call blind or symbolical : we employ it in Algebra and

in Arithmetic, but in fact universally. And certainly,

when the notion is very complex, we cannot think at

once all the ingredient notions: but where this is
possible,—at least,inasmuch as it is possible,—1 call the
cognition intuitive. Of the primary elements of our
notions, there is given no other knowledge than the
intuitive : as of our composite notions, there is, for

the most part, possible only a symbolical. From thesc
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considerations it is also evident, that of the things
which we distinctly know we are not conscious of the
ideas, except in so far as we employ an intuitive cog-
nition. And, indeed, it happens that we often falsely
believe that we have in our mind the ideas of things ;
erroneously supposing, that certain terms which we
employ, had been applied and explicated ; and it is
not true, at least it is ambiguously expressed, what
some assert,—that we cannot speak concerning any-
thing, understanding what we say, without having
an idea of it actually present. For we frequently
apply any kind of meaning to the several words, or we
merely recollect us, that we have formerly understood
them, but because we are content with this blind
thinking, and do not follow out the resolution of the
notions, it happens, that contradictions are allowed to
lie hid, which perchance the composite notion involves.”

“Thus, at first mght it must seem, that we
could form an idea of a maximum velocity (motus
celerrimi), for in using the terms we understand what
we say ; we shall find, however, that it is impossible,
for the notion of a quickest motion is shown to be con-
tradictory, and, therefore, inconceivable. Let us sup-
pose, that a wheel is turned with a velocity absolutely
at its maximum ; every one perceives that if one of
its spokes be produced,its outer end will be moved
more rapidly than the nails in the circumference of
the wheel ; the motion, therefore, of these is not a
maximum, which is contrary to the hypothesis, and,
therefore, involves a contradiction.”

This quotation will suffice to show you how cor-
rectly Leibnitz apprehended the nature of concepts,
as opposed to the presentations and representations
of the subsidiary faculties ; and the introduction of
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the term Symbolical knowledge, to designate the vLecr.
former, and the term Intuitive knowledge to compre- -
hend the two latter,—terms which have ever since
become classical in his own country,—has bestowed
on the German language of philosophy, in this re-
spect, a power and precision to which that of no other
nation can lay claim. In comsequence of this, while
the philosophers of this country have been all along
painfully expounding the phsenomenon as one of the
most recondite arcana of psychology, in Germany it
has, for a century and a half, subsided into one of the
elementary doctrines of the science of mind. It was
in consequence of the establishment of this distinction
by Leibnitz, that a peculiar expression, (Begriff, con-
ceptus), was appropriated to the symbolical notions of
the Understanding, in contrast to the intuitive pre-
sentations of Sense and representations of Imagination,
which last also were furnished with the distinctive
appellations of intuitions, (Anschauungen, intuitus).
Thus it is, that, by a more copious and well-appointed
language, philosophy has, in Germany, been raised above
various controversies, which, merely in consequence
of the poverty and vagueness of its English nomen-
clature, have idly occupied our speculations. But to
return to the mere logical question

The doctrine of Leibnitz in regard to this natural The disiuc.
imperfection of our concepts was not overlooked by his ciated by
disciples, and I shall read to you a passage from the ofeLe:g-':t:.'
Lesser Logic of Wolf,—a work above a centuryold, and
which was respectably translated from German into
English in the year 1770. This translation is now
rarely to be met with, which may account for its being
apparently totally unknown to our British philosophers;
and yet, upon the whole, with all its faults and imper-
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LEct. fections, it is perhaps the most valuable work on Logic,
X (to say nothing of the Port Royal Logic), in the
English language.
Wolf “ By Words, we usually make known our thoughts
Fosor to others: and thus they are nothing but uttered
wha articulate signs of our thoughts for the information
of others: for example, if one asks me, what I am
thinking of, and I answer, the sun; by this word I
acquaint him what object my thoughts are then em-
ployed about.

“If two persons, therefore, are talking together, it
is requisite, in order to be understood, first, that he
who speaks, shall join some notion or meaning to each
word ; secondly, that he -who hears, shall join the
very same notion that the speaker does.

“ Consequently, a certain notion or meaning must
be connected with, and therefore something be signi-
fied by, each word.

“Now, in order to know whether we understand
what we speak, or that our words are not mere empty
sound, we ought, at every word we utter, to ask our-
selves what notion or meaning we join therewith.

In sponking “For it is carefully to be observed, that we have

the m'.::.fg not always the notion of the thing present to us, or in

not always View, When we speak or think of it ; but are satisfied

suended ¥ when we imagine we sufficiently understand what we
speak, if we think we recollect that we have had at
another time the notion which is to be joined to this
or the other word ; and thus we represent to ourselves,
as at a distance only, or obscurely, the thing denoted
by the term (§ 9, c. i.)

Howwords  “ Hence it usually happens, that when we combine

meaning  Words together, to each of which apart a meaning or
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notion answers, we imagine we understand what we LECT.
utter, though that which is denoted by such combined
words be impossible, and, consequently, can have no haou™
meaning : for that which is impossible is nothing at

all ; and of nothing there can be no idea. For instance,

we have a notion of gold, as also of iron : but it is
impossible that iron can, at the same time, be gold,
consequently neither can we have any notion of iron-
gold ; and yet we understand what people mean when

they mention ron-gold.

“In the instance alleged it certainly strikes every Further
one at first that the expression ¢ron-gold is an empty *
sound ; but yet there are a thousand instances in
which it does not so easily strike : For example, when
I say a rectilineal two-lined figure, contained under
two right-lines, I am equally well understood as when
I say a right-lined triangle, a figure contained under
three right-lines: and it should seem we had a dis-
tinct notion of both figures (§ 18, c. i) However, as
we show in geometry that two right-lines can never
contain a space, it is also impossible to form a notion
of a rectilineal two-lined figure; and, consequently,
that expression is an empty sound. Just so it holds
with the vegetable soul of plants, supposed to be a
spiritual being, whereby plants are enabled to vege-
tate or grow: for though those words taken apart
are intelligible, yet in their combination they have
no manner of meaning. Just so if I say that the
Attractive Spirit, or Attractive Cord, as Linus calls
it, or the Attractive Force, as some philosophers at
this day, is an immaterial principle superadded to
matter, whereby the attractions in nature are per-
formed ; no notion or meaning can possibly be joined
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LECT. with these words. To this head also belong the Na-
tural Sympathy and Antipathy of Plants; the Band
of Right or law, (vinculum juris), used in the defini-
tion of Obligation, by Civilians ; the Principle of Evil
of the Manicheans,” &c.*

a Logic or Rational Thoughts on the Translated from the German of Baron

Powers of the Human Understanding. Wolfius, c. ii., p. 54-57 ; London,
1770.—Eb.
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LECTURE XIL
STOICHEIOLOGY.

SECT. L.—OF THE PRODUCTS OF THOUGHT.
L—ENNOEMATIC.
III. RECIPROCAL RELATIONS OF CONCEPTS.

A. QUANTITY OF EXTENSION—SUBORDtNATION AND
CO-ORDINATION.,

I Now proceed to the third and last Relation of Con- wLgcr.
cepts,—that of concepts to each other. The two Xt
former relations of notions,—to their objects and to
their subject,—gave their Quantity and Quality. This,
the relation of notions to each other, gives what is
emphatically and strictly denominated their Relation.
In this rigorous signification, the Relation of Con-
cepts may be thus defined.

7 XXXI. The Relation proper of notions con- P XXXL
sists in those determinations or attributes which Renpem.
belong to them, not viewed as apart and in them- *f *"**
selves, but as reciprocally compared. Concepts can
only be compared together with reference,either, 1°,

To their Extension ; or, 2°,To their Comprehension.
All their relations are, therefore, dependent on the

one or on the other of these quantities.”®

¥ XXXII. As dependent upon Extension, con- Pa. XXXIL

Under Ex-

cepts stand to each other in the five mutual tension.
a Cf. Krug, Logik, § 36.—En.
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relations, 1°, Of Exclusion; 2°, Of Coextension ;
3°, Of Subordination ; 4°, Of Co-ordination ; and,
5°, Of Intersection.

1. One concept excludes another, when no part
of the one coincides with any part of the other.
2. One concept is coextensive with another,
when each has the same number of subordinate
concepts under it. 3. One concept is subor-
dinate to another, (which may be called the
Superordinate), when the former is included
within, or makes a part of, the sphere or exten-
sion of the latter. 4. Two or more concepts are
co-ordinated, when each excludes the other from
its sphere, but when both go immediately to
make up the extension of a third concept, to
which they are cosubordinate. 5. Concepts in-
tersect each other, when the sphere of the one
is partially contained in the sphere of the other.”

Of Exclusion, korse, syllogism, are examples : there

18 no absolute exclusion.

As examples of Coextension,—the concepts, Living

being, and organised beings, may be given. For, using
the term life as applicable to plants as well as ani-
mals, there is nothing living which is not organised,
and nothing organised which is not living. This reci-
procal relation will be represented by two circles
covering each other, or by two lines of equal length
and in positive relation.

As examples of Subordination and Co-ordination,—

man, dog, horse, stand, as correlatives, in subordination
to the concept animal, and, as reciprocal correlatives,
in co-ordination with each other.

a. Cf. Krug, Logik, § 41.—Eb.
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What I would call the reciprocal relation of In- LECT.
tersection, takes place between concepts, when their
spheres cross or cut each other, that is, fall partly
within, partly without, each other. Thus, the concept
black and the concept heavy mutually intersect each
other, for of these some black things are heavy, some
not, and some heavy things are black, some not.

CONCEPTS, THEIR RELATIONS PROPER: TO WIT OF

1. Exclusiona O O
2. Coextension L
8. Subordination @

4. Co-ordination | |
5. Intersection,
orPartialCo- ~ or
inclusion and

Coexclusion I

Of these relations those of Subordination and Co- Subording-
tion
ordination are of principal importance, as on them Co-ordina-

a The notation by straight lines was first employed by the author in 1848.— Eb.
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LECT. reposes the whole system of classification; and to
them alone it is, therefore, necessary to accord a more

prnipal  particular consideration.
wmportancs.  [Under the Subordination of notions, there are vari-

Terms ex-

Pressive a':;t ous terms to express the different modes of this rela-

modeaof the tjon ; these it is necessary that you should now learn
Subordina- and hereafter bear in mind, for they form an essential
part of the language of Logic, and will come fre-

quently, in the sequel, to be employed in considering

the analysis of Reasonings.
Par. XXXIIL, T XXXIII. Of notions which stand to each
In| «srior.md other in the relation of Subordination,—the one

Narrower, is the Hugher or Superior, (notio, conceptus, supe-
rior), the other the Lower or Inferior, (notio, con-
ceptus, inferior). The superior notion is likewise
called the Wider or Broader, (latior), the inferior
is likewise called the Narrower, (angustior).*

Expliestion. ' The meaning of these expressions is sufficiently
manifest. A notion is called the higher or superior,
inasmuch as it is viewed as standing over another in
the relation of subordination,—as including it within
its domain or sphere ; and a correlative notion is called
the lower or inferior, as thus standing under a supe-
rior. Again the higher notion is called the wider or
broader, as containing under it a greater number of
things ; the lower is called the narrower, as contain-
ing under it & smaller number.

Par. XXXIV. T XXXIV. The higher or wider concept is
.1:','1' ;’;;t‘icu- also called, in contrast to the lower or narrower,
e a Unwersal or General Notion, (vénpa xabfdolov,

« Cf. Krug, Logik, § 42—Ebp.




LECTURES ON LOGIC. 191

notio, conceptus, universalis, generalis); the lower LEcr.
or narrower concept, in contrast to the higher or i
wider, a Particular Notion, (vénpa pepucdy, notio,
conceptus, particular:s).

The meaning of these expressions, likewise, requires Explication.

no illustration. A notion is called umiversal, inas-
much as it is considered as binding up a multitude of
parts or inferior concepts into the unity of a whole ;
for universus means in wunum versus or ad unum
versus, that is, many turned into one, or many re-
garded as one, and universal is employed to denote
the attribution of this relation to objects. A notion
is called particular, inasmuch as it is considered as
one of the parts of a higher concept or whole.

T XXXYV. A superior concept, inasmuch as it Par. xXXV.
constitutes a common attribute or character for Species.
a number of inferior concepts, is called a General
Notion, (vénppa xaléNov, notio, conceptus, genera-
lis), or, in a single word, a Genus (yévos, genus).

A notion, inasmuch as it is considered as at once
affording a common attribution for a certain
complement of inferior concepts or individual
objects, and as itself an inferior concept, con-
tained under a higher, is called a Special Notion,
(vénpa €lduxdv, notio, conceptus, specialis), or in
a gingle word, a Species, (eldos, species). The
abstraction which carries up species into genera,
is called, in that respect, Generification, or, more
loosely, Generalisation. The determination which
a[See Ammonius, In De Interpret., ca, p. 39] [Logica, tom. i, P. L, c.

f. 72 b,, (Brandis, Scholia in Aristot., iv.,§ 8, 4th edit., Venice, 1772. Cf.
p.118); Facoiolati, Rudimerta Logi- Krug, Logik, § 42.—Ep.]
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divides a genus into its species is called, in that
respect, Specification. Genera and Species are
both called Classes; and the arrangement of
things under them is, therefore, denominated
Classification.”

It is manifest that the distinction into Genera and

tionof Genus Species is a merely relative distinction ; as the same

and Species

merely rela- DOtiON is, in one respect, a genus, in another respect,

tive.

a species. For except a notion has no higher notion,
that is, except it be itself the widest or most universal
notion, it may always be regarded as subordinated to
another ; and, in so far as it is actually thus regarded,
it is a species. Again, every notion except that which
has under it only individuals, is, in so far as it is thus
viewed, a genus. For example, the notion triangle, if
viewed in relation to the notion of rectilineal figure,
i8 a species, as is likewise rectilineal figure itself, as
viewed in relation to figure simply. Again, the con-
cept triangle is a genus, when viewed in reference to
the concepts, — right-angled triangle, acute-angled
triangle, &c. A right-angled triangle is, however,
only a species, and not possibly a genus, if under it be
necessarily included individuals alone. But, in point
of fact, it is impossible to reach in theory any lowest
species ; for we can always conceive some difference
by which any concept may be divided ad infinitum.
This, however, as it is only a speculative curiosity,
like the infinitesimal divisibility of matter, may be
thrown out of view in relation to practice; and,
therefore, the definition, by Porphyry and logicians in
general, of the lowest species, (of which I am imme-
diately to speak), is practically correct, even though
a Krug, Logik, § 43—Eb.
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it cannot be vindicated against theoretical objections. rLEct.
On the other hand, we soon and easily reach the i
highest genus, which is given in 76 dv, ens aliquid,
being, thing, something, &c., which are only various
expressions of the same absolute universality. Out of
these conditions there arise certain denominations of
concepts, which it is, likewise, necessary that you be
made aware of.

In regard to the terms G'enemﬁcatzon and Specifica- Generifica-

tion, these are limited expressions for the processes of s;:c:zf.,
Abstraction and Determination, considered in a par- =
ticular relation. Abstraction and Determination, you
will recollect, we have already spoken of in general *;
it will, therefore, be only necessary to say a very few
words in reference to them, as the several operations
by which out of species we evolve genera, and out of
genera we evolve species. And first, in regard to
Abstraction and Generification. In every complex Generifia-
notion, we can limit our attention to its constituent
characters, to the exclusion of some one. We thus
think away from this one,—we abstract from it. Now,
the concept which remains, that is, the fasciculus of
thought minus the one character which we have
thrown out, is, in relation to the original,—the entire,
concept, the next higher,—the proximately superior
notion. But a concept and a next higher concept
are to each other as species and genus. The process of
Abstraction, therefore, by which out of a proximately
lower we evolve a proximately higher concept, is,
when we speak with logical precision, called the pro-
cess of Generyfication.

Take, for example, the concept man. This concept
is proximately composed of the two concepts or con-

a See above, p. 122 et seq.—ED.
VOL. I. N
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stituent characters,—animal and rational being. If
we think either of these characters away from the
other, we shall have in that other a proximately higher
concept, to which the concept man stands in the
relation of a species to its genus. If we abstract
from animal, then man will stand as a species in
subordination to the genus rational being, and the
concept animal will then afford only a difference to
distingnish man as a co-ordinate species from immate-
rial intelligences. - 1f, on the other hand, we abstract
from rational being, then man will stand as a species
in subordination to the genus animal, having for a
co-ordinate species wrrational amimal. Such is the
process of Generification. Now for the converse pro-
cess of Specification.

Every series of concepts which has been obtained
by abstraction, may be reproduced in an inverted
order, when, descending from the highest notion, we,
step by step, add on the several characters from which
we had abstracted in our ascent. This process, as
you remember, is called Determination ;—a very ap-
propriate expression, inasmuch as by each character
or attribute which we add on, we limit or determine
more and more the abstract vagueness or extension of
the notion ; until at last, if every attribute be annexed,
the sum of attributes contained in the notion becomes
convertible with the sum of attributes of which some
concrete individual or reality is the complement.
Now, when we determine any notion by adding on a
subordinate concept, we divide it ; for the extension
of the higher concepts is precisely equal to the exten-
sion of the added concept plus its negation. Thus, if
to the concept animal we add on the next lower con-
cept rational, we divide its extension into two halves,
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—the one equal to rational animal,—the other equal ygcr.
to its negation, that is, to #rrational antmal. Thus _**
an added concept and its negation always constitute
the immediately lower notion, into which a higher
notion is divided, But as a notion stands to the
notions proximately subordinate to it, in the imme-
diate relation of a genus to its species ; the process of
Determination, by which a concept is thus divided,
is, in logical language, appropriately denominated
Specification.

So much in general for the Subordination of no-
tions, considered as Genera and Species. There are,
however, various gradations of this relation, and cer-
tain terms by which these are denoted, which it is
requisite that you should learn and lay up in memory.
The most important of these are comprehended in the

following paragraph :—

T XXXVI. A Genus is of two degrees,—a hlgh- Par. XXXVI.
Gradations

est and a lower. In its highest degree, it isof ;}enen
called the Supreme or Most General Genus, (yévos ¢ Focd 71':!.
yekdratov, genus summum or generalissimum), wous =
and is defined, “ that which being a genus cannot
become a species.” In its lower degree, it is

called a Subaltern or Intermediate, (yévos vm-
d\\phov, genus subalternum or medium), and is
defined, “that which being a genus can also be-

come a species.” A Species also is of two de-
grees,—a lowest and a higher. In its lowest de-

gree, it is called a Lowest or Most Special Species,

(eldos eldixdrrarov, species infima, ultima, or spe-
cialissima®), and is defined, “ that which being

a species cannot become a genus.” In its higher

a Vide Timpler, p. 268, [ Logice Systema, L. ii. c. 1. q. 15—ED.]
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degree, it is called a Subaltern or Intermediate
Spectes, (eldos vmd\\nlov, species subalterna,
media), and is defined, “that which being a
species may also become a genus.” Thus a Sub-
altern Genus and a Subaltern Species are con-
vertible.

The distinctions and definitions in this paragraph
are taken from the celebrated Introduction® of Por-
phyry to the Categories of Aristotle, and they have
been generally adopted by logicians. It is evident,
that the only absolute distinction here established, is
that between the Highest or Supreme Genus and the
Lowest Species, for the other classes, to wit, the Sub-
altern or Intermediate, are, all and each, either genera
or species, according as we regard them in an ascend-
ing or a descending order ; the same concept being a
genus, if considered as a whole containing under it
inferior concepts as parts, and a species, if considered
as itself the part of a higher concept or whole. The
distinction of concepts into Genus and Species, into
Supreme and Intermediate Genus, into Lowest and
Intermediate Species, is all that Logic takes into
account ; because these are all the distinctions of
degree that are given necessarily in the form of
thought, and as abstracted from all determinate
matter.

It is, however, proper here to say a word in regard
to the Categories or Predicaments of Aristotle. These
are ten classes into which Existence is divided,—viz.
1, Substance ; 2, Quantity ; 3, Quality ; 4, Relation ;
5, Action ; 6, Passion; 7, Where; 8, When ; 9, Posture;
and 10, Habit. (By this last is meant the relation of

a C. i, 8 23, 28, 29.
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a containing to a contained.) They are comprehended LECT.
in the two following verses :—

Arbor, sex servos, fervore, refrigerat ustos,

Rari cras stabo, nec tunicatus ero.a
In regard to the meaning of the word category, Ongmal
it is a term borrowed from the courts of law, in which ande emrloy
it literally signifies an accusation. In a phllosophlcal o e
application, it has two meanings, or rather it is used ™"
in a general and in a restricted sense. In its general
sense, it means, in closer conformity to its original
application, simply a predication or attribution; in
its restricted sense, it has been deflected to denote
predications or attributions of a very lofty generality,
in other words, certain classes of a very wide exten-
sion. I may here notice, that, in modern philosophy,
it has been very arbitrarily, in fact very abusively,
perverted from both its primary and its secondary
signification among the ancients. Aristotle first em-
ployed the term, (for the supposition that he borrowed
his categories, name and thing, from the Pythagorean
Archytas is now exploded,—the treatise under the
name of this philosopher being proved to be a com-
paratively recent forgery?),—I say, Aristotle first em-
ployed the term to denote a certain classification, a pos-
teriori, of the modes of objective or real existence;”
and the word was afterwards employed and ap-
plied in the same manner by Plotinus,® and other
of the older philosophers. By Kant® again, and, in Kasat's em-
ployment of

conformity to his example, by many other recent ke

a Murmellii Jsagoge, c. i. Vide Mi- the treatise specially devoted to them,
cralius [Lex. Phil. v. Predicamenta. the Categories are viewed rather in a
—Eb.] p. 1085. Facciolati, Logics, grammatical than in a metaphysical
[t. i, Rudimenta Logica, P. 1. c. iii. aspect.—ED.

p. 32—Eb.] 3 Enn. VL, 1. i,, c. i.—Ebp.
B See Discussions, p. 140.—Eb. e Kritik d. ». V., p. 78 (ed. Rosen-
7 See especially Metaph.,iv. 7. In kranz), Prolegomena, § 39.—ED.
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LECT. phllosophers, the word has been usurped to denote
the a priori cognitions, or fundamental forms of
Transcond: thought. Nor did Kant stop here; and I may ex-
Transeend: plain to you the genealogy of another of his expres-

‘o o sions, of which I see many of his German disciples are

f:l"l .nt  UNAWATe. By the Schoolmen, whatever, as more gen-

xm.“”by eral than the ten categories, could not be contained
under them, was said to rise beyond them,—to tran-
scend them ; and, accordingly, such terms as being,
one, whole, good, &c., were called transcendent or
transcendental (transcendentia or transcendentalia).®
Kant, as he had twisted the term category, twisted
also these correlative expressions from their original
meaning. He did not even employ the two terms

transcendent and transcendental as correlative. The

a [See Facciolati, Rud.,p. 89; and Vox logice, Deus, Excedens, Privatio,
Inst., p. 26.] [Logica, t. i., Rudimenta Parsque,
Logica, P. L, c. iv.,, § 7. “Aliud est Hgec, studiose, categoriis non accipi-
categoricum, quod significat certam untur.
quamdam rem categoria comprehen- Ang Sanderson, (Logica, L. i . vii),
sam : aliud vagum, quod nulla cate- geper citing the mnemonic of the Cate-
goria continetur, sed per omnes vaga- gories themselves,adds, “ In aliqua ista-
tur, cujusmodi sunt essentia, bomi- rum classium quicquid uspiam rerum
taa.,. ordo, et s.imilin multa.”  Logica, g4 collocatur ; modo sit unum quid,
t. ii., Institutiones Logice, P, L., c. il reale, completum, limitateque ac finite
“ Sunt queedam vocabuls, que vaya 6t ,gtyre.  Exulant ergo his sedibus
transcendentia dicuntur ; quod genus  fuientiones Secunde, Privationes, et
quodlibet exsuperent in omni ate-  Ficta, quia non sunt realia ; Concreta,
goria. Hujusmodi sunt ens, aliguid, poyivoca, ot Compleza, quia non sunt
res, unum, verum, bonum.” Cf. Reid's una ; Pars, quia non est completum

Works, p. 687 note §.—Eb.] id » i iten
Excluded from the Aristotelic Cate- 3:;1,’,,,,,{’;:‘,,,’, ?;:i: :z: e:? hi;mt::;;
gories, all except the following :— nature. Hinc versiculi :
Ex parte vocis—“ Vox uva et sim-  Complexum, Consignificans, Priva-
plex, rebus concinna locandis.” tio, Fictum,
Exparterei—*Entiaper sese, finita,  Pars, Deus, Jquivocum, Trans-
realia, tota.” cendens, Ens rationis :

Sunt exclusa decem classibus ista

See others in Murmellius, Jsagoge, novem.”—Ep.]

¢, i.; Sanderson, p. 20, [Murmellius

gives as his own the verses— [That the Categories of Aristotlearenot

Complexum, Consignificans, Fictum, applicable to God, see (Pseudo) Augus-
Polysemunm, tin, De Cognitione Veree Vite, . iii]

e =
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latter he applied as a synonym for @ priors, to denote LECT.
those elements of thought which were native and Xt
necessary to the mind itself, and which, though not
manifested out of experience, were still not contin-
gently derived from it by an & posterior: process of
generalisation. The term transcendent, on the con-
trary, he applied to all pretended knowledge that
transcended experience, and was not given in an
original principle of the mind. Zranscendental he
thus applied in a favourable ; transcendent in a con-
demnatory acceptation.” — But to return from this
digression.

The Categories of Aristotle do not properly con- categories
stitute a logical, but a metaphysical, treatise; and Mg
they are, accordingly, not overlooked in the Aristo- e
telic books on the First Philosophy, which have ob-
tained the name of Metaphysics (ta pera Ta Pvowkd).

Their insertion in the series of the surviving treatises of
Aristotle on a logical argument, is, therefore, an error.?

But looking at these classes as the highest genera Categories
into which simple being is divided, they are, I think,  das-
obnoxious to various objections. Without pausing Being. -
to show that in other respects they are imperfect, it
is manifest that the supreme genus or category Being
is not immediately divided into these ten classes, and
that they neither constitute co-ordinate nor distinct
species. For Being (16 dv, ens) is primarily divided
into Being by itself, (ens per se), and Being by acct-
dent (ens per accidens). Being by itself corresponds
to the first Category of Aristotle, equivalent to Sub-
stance ; Being by accident comprehends the other

a Kritik d. r. V., p. 240, edit. Ro- C. Carleton; [Thomas Compton Carle-
senkranz.—ED. ton, Philosophia Universa, Disp. Met.
B [That the Categories of Aristotle d.vi. § 1.—Eb.]
are not logical but metaphysical, see
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nine, but is, I think, more properly divided in the
following manner :—Being by accident is viewed either
as absolute or as relative. As absolute, it flows either
from the matter, or from the form of things : If from
the matter,—it is Quantity, Aristotle’s second category :
If from the form, it is Quality, Aristotle’s third cate-
gory. As relative, it corresponds to Aristotle’s fourth
category, Relation ; and to Relation all the other six
may be reduced. For the category Where is the rela-
tion of a thing to other things in space ; the category
When is the relation of a thing to other things in
time. Action and Passion constitute a single relation,
—the relation of the agent and the patient. Posture
is the relation of the parts of a body to each other ;
finally, Habit is the relation of a thing containing and
a thing contained.® The little I have now said in re-
gard to the categories of Aristotle is more, perhaps,
than I was strictly warranted to say, considering them,
as I do, as wholly extralogical, and I have merely re-
ferred to them as exhibiting an example of the appli-
cation of the doctrine of classification.?

a With this classification of the
Categories, compare Aquinas, I'n Arist.
Metaph., L. v. lect. 9. Suaree, Dispu-
tationes Metaphysice, Disp. 39, §§ 12,
15.—Eb.

B There is nothing in regard to
which a greater diversity of opinion
has prevailed, even among Logicians,
than the number of the Categories.
For some allow only two—Substance
and Mode ; others three—Substance,
Mode, and Relation ; others four—
Mind, Space, Matter, and Motion ;
others seven, which are comprehended
in the following distich :—

“ Mens, Mensura, Quies, Motus, Posi-
tura, Figura,

Crassaque Materies, dederunt exordia
rebus.”

Second line better—
“Sunt, cum Materia, cunctarum ex-
ordia rerum.”

Aristotle’s Logic, c. ii. §§ 1, 2, Works,
See Facciolati, Logica, t. i, Rudimenta
Logica, P. 1., c. iii, p. 32. Purchot,
Instit, Philos., t.i. Logica, p. 82, ed.
1716. Chauvin, Lexicon Philosophi-
cum v. Categorema. Reid's Account of
p. 685 et seq. [For various attempts
at reduction and classification of the
categories, see Plotinus, Ennead., VI.
L. ii, c. 8 et s¢g. (Tennemann, Gesch-
der Phil., vi., p. 175 et 8¢q.) David
the Armenian, in Brandis, Scholia
ad Aristot., p. 49. Ramus, 4nimad.
Aristot., [L. iv. p. 80 et seg., ed.
1550, Ed.] Jo. Picus Mirandulanus,
Conclusiones, Opera, p. 90, ed. Basil,
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I may, likewise, notice, by the way, that in the wrEcr.

physical sciences of arrangement, the best instances
of which are seen in the different departments of 5 %arr,
Natural History, it is found necessary, in order to %epsinthe
mark the relative place of each step in the ascending Z.,":',f,‘,;:',m
and descending series of classes, to bestow on it a fimeeef
particular designation. Thus kingdom, class, order,™™
tribe, family, genus, subgenus, species, subspecies, vari-
ety, and the like, are terms that serve conveniently
to mark out the various degrees of generalisation, in
its application to the descriptive sciences of nature.
With such special applications and contingent differ-
ences, Logic has, however, no concern. I, therefore,
proceed to the last relative denomination of concepts
under the head.of Subordination in Extension. It is
expressed in the following paragraph :—

T XXXVIL A genus as containing under it Pu. XXXVIL
species, or a species as containing under it in- Met;?h)m-
dividuals, is called a Logical, or Universal, or and Parte.
Subject, or Subjective, or Potential Whole ; while
species as contained under a genus, and indivi-
duals as contained under a species, are called
Logical, or Unwversal, or Subject, or Subjective,
or Potential Parts. E converso,—an individual
as containing in it species, or a species as con-

! taining in it genera, is called a Metaphysical or
; Formal or Actual Whole; while species as con-
tained in an individual, and genera as contained

1572; Laurentius Valla, [Dialectice menta, p. 1 et seq. For the doctrines
Disputationes, ce. i. i.—ED.] Euge- of the Platonists and Stoics on the sub-
nios, Aoyucd, p. 225 et seg. On catego- ject of the Categories, see Facciolati,
ric tables of various authors, see Den- Instit. Log., [Logica, t. ii, p. ii.,
zinger, Inst. Log., ii. § 608,p.55. On p. 84 et seq. Cf. Trendelenburg,
history of categories in antiquity see Geschichte der Kategorienlehre, pp.
Petersen, Chrysippee Phil. Funda- 251, 267.—Ebp)]
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LECT. in species, are called Metaphysical, or Formal, or
XL Actual Parts® This nomenclature, however, in
so far as metaphysical is opposed to logical, is
inept ; for we shall see that both these wholes
and parts are equally logical, and that logicians
have been at fault in considering one of them,
in their doctrine of reasoning, to the exclusion
of the other.

Explica- A whole is that which contains parts; a part is

o that which is contained in a whole. But as the rela-

tion of a whole and parts is a relation dependent on

the point of view from which the mind contemplates

the objects of its knowledge, and as there are differ-

ent points of view in which these may be considered,

it follows that there may also be different wholes and

parts. Philosophers have, accordingly, made various

enumerations of wholes ; and, without perplexing

you with any minute discussion of their various divi-

sions, it may be proper, in order to make you the

better aware of the two wholes with which Logic is

conversant,—(and that there are two logical wholes,

and, consequently, two grand forms of reasoning, and

not one alone, as all logicians have hitherto taught, I

Generl  8hall hereafter endeavour to convince you),—to this

voron ™ end, I say, it may be expedient to give you a general

Wiole view of the various wholes into which the human
mind may group up the objects of its speculation.

Whals Wholes may be first divided into two genera,—into

ﬁiﬁ:& a Whole by itself, (totum per se), and a Whole by

" accident, (fotum per accidens). A Whole per se is

a See Timpler, Logica, [p. 232 et stituta, P, 111, c. ii,, § 2, ed. Genevse,
seq.] Facciolati, [ Logica,t. i, Rudi- 1668.— Ep.] Burgeredyk, [Institu-
menta Logica, P. IL, c. vi,, p. 61-52. tiones Logice, p. 51.—ED.]

—Eb.] Derodon, p. 447 [Logica Re-
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that which the parts of their proper nature neces- LECT.
sarily constitute ; thus body and soul constitute the
man. A Whole per accidens is that which the
parts make up contingently ; as when man is consi-
dered as made up of the poor and the rich. A whole
per se may, again, be subdivided into five kinds, into
a Logical, a Metaphysical, a Physical, a Mathematical,
and a Collective. 1°, A Logical, styled also a Uni- Whale per
versal, a Subject or Subjective, a Potential Whole ; into,1°,
and, 2°, A Metaphysical, styled also a Formal or an 21"3';12'&
Actual Whole,—these I have defined in the paragraph. "
It is manifest that the logical and metaphysical
wholes are the converse of each other. For as the
logical whole is the genus, the logical parts the species

and individual ; in the metaphysical, e contra, an in-
dividual is the whole of which the species, a species

the whole of which the genera, are the parts. A
metaphysical whole is thus manifestly the whole de-
termined by the comprehension of a concept, as a
logical whole is that whole determined by its exten-

sion ; and if it can be shown that the whole of com-
prehension affords the conditions of a process of rea-
soning equally valid, equally useful, equally easy, and,

to say the least of it, equally natural, as that afforded

by the whole of extension, it must be allowed that it

is equally well entitled to the name of a logical whole,

as the whole which has hitherto exclusively obtained

that denomination. 3°, A Physical, or, as it is like- 3, Phyi-
wise called, an Essential Whole, is that which consists o

of matter and of form, in other words, of substance

and of accident, as its essential parts. 4°, A Mathe- +, Mathe-
matical, called likewise a Quantitative, an Integral, matical
more properly an Integrate, Whole, (totum integratum),

is that which is composed of integral, or, more properly,
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LECT. of integrant, parts, (partes integrantes). In this
whole every part lies out of every other part, whereas,
in a physical whole, the matter and form, the sub-
stance and accident, permeate and modify each other.
Thus in the integrate whole of a human body, the
head, body, and limbs, its integrant parts, are not con-
5°, Colle- tained in, but each lies out of, each other. 5°, A Col-
e lective, styled also a Whole of Aggregation, is that
which has its material parts separate and accidentally
thrown together, as an army, a heap of stones, a pile
of wheat, &c.°
But to proceed now to an explanation of the terms
in the paragraph last dictated. Of these, none seem
to require any exposition, save the words subjective
and potential, as synonyms applied to a Logical or
Universal whole or parts.
The terms. The former of these,—the term subjective, or more

audjective - properly subject, as applied to the species as parts sub-

as applied
to Logical jacent to, or lying under, a genus,—to the individuals,

P ag parts subjacent to, or lying under, a species, is &
clear and appropriate expression. But as applied to
the genus or species, considered as wholes, the term
subject is manifestly improper, and the term subjective
hardly defensible. In like manner, the term universal,
as applied to genus or species, considered as logical
wholes, is correct ; but as applied to individuals, con-
sidered as logical parts, it is used in opposition to its
proper meaning. The desire, however, to obtain
epithets common both to the parts and to the whole,
and thus to indicate at once the relation in general,
has caused logicians to violate the proprieties both of
language and of thought. But as the terms have

« See above, p. 202, note.—Eb.
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been long established, I think it sufficient to put you LECT.

on your guard by this observation.
In regard to the term potential,—I shall, before The term

saying anything, read to you a passage from the ﬁ’rd Mon-

Antient Metaphysics of the learned Lord Monboddo. quoted,

“In the first place, it is impossible, by the nature of

things, that the genus should contain the species as a

part of it, and the species should likewise contain the

genus, in the same respect. But, in different respects,

it is possible that each of them may contain the other,

and be contained by it. We must, therefore, try to

distinguish the different manners of containing, and

being contained. And there is a distinction that runs

through the whole of ancient philosophy, solving many

difficulties that are otherwise insurmountable, and

which, I hope, will likewise solve this difficulty. The

distinction I mean is the distinction betwixt what

exists Swwduer, or potentially only, and that which ex-

ists évepyeiq, or actually. In the first sense, every-

thing exists in its causes; and, in the other sense,

nothing exists but what is actually produced. Now,

in this first sense, the whole species exists in the

genus ; for the genus virtually contains the whole

species, not only what actually exists of it, but what

may exist of it in any future time. In the same

manner, the lowest species, below which there is no-

thing but individuals, contains virtually all those indi-

viduals, present and future. Thus, the species man,

comprehends all the individuals now existing, or

that shall hereafter exist ; which, therefore, are said

to be parts of the species man. On the other

hand, the genus is actually contained in the species ;

a Vol. i. p. 479.
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LECT. and the species, likewise, in each of the individuals

—— under it. Thus, the genus animal is actually con-

tained in the species man, without which it could

not be conceived to exist. And, for the same reason,

the species man is actually contained in each indivi-

dual. It is a piece of justice which I think I owe to

an author, hardly known at all in the western parts of

Europe, to acknowledge that I got the hint of the so-

lution of this difficulty from him. The author I mean

is a living Greek author, Eugenius Diaconus, at present

Professor, as I am informed, in the Patriarch’s Univer-

sity at Constantinople, who has written an excellent
system of logic, in very good Attic Greek.”

Stwwts  This, or rather a similar passage at p.73 of the fourth

this p volume of the Antient Metaphysics, affords Mr Stewart

FRERT an opportunity of making sundry unfavourable stric-

tures on the technical language of Logic, in regard

to which he asserts, “the adepts are not, to this

day, unanimously agreed ;” and adds, that “it is an

extraordinary circumstance, that a discovery on which,

in Lord Monboddo’s opinion, the whole truth of the

syllogism depends, should be of so very recent a date.”*

Now this is another example which may serve to

put you on your guard against any confidence in the

asgertions and arguments even of learned men. You

may be surprised to hear, that so far is Eugenius from

being the author of this observation, and of the term

potential as applied to a logical whole, that both are

to be found, with few exceptions, in all the older sys-

tems of Logic. To quote only one, but one of the

best and best known, that of Burgersdyck,—he says,

speaking of the logical whole: “Et quia universale

subjectas species et individua non actu continet sed

a Elements, vol. ii., c. iii., § 1; Works, vol. iii., p. 199 and p. 200, note.
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potentia ; factum est, ut hoc totum dictum sit fotum LECT.
potentiale, cum ceterse species totius dicantur totum
actuale, quia partes suas actu continent.”® Aristotle
notices this difference of the two wholes. #

Having thus terminated the consideration of con-
cepts as reciprocally related in the perpendicular line
of Subordination, and in the quantity of Extension,
in so far as they are viewed as containing classes,—I
must, before proceeding to consider them under this
quantity in the horizontal line of Co-ordination, state
to you two terms by which characters or concepts are
denominated, in so far as they are viewed as differ-
ences by which a concept is divided into two sub-
ordinate parts.

¥ XXXVIII. The character, or complement of Par. XXXVILL
characters, by which a lower genus or species is fnpsmg‘ci,m
distinguished, both from the genus to which it is dusl Differ-
subordinate, and from the other genera or species "
with which it is co-ordinated, is called the Generic
or the Specific Difference, (Siadpopd. yevuai, and
Swagpopa eidury, differentia generica, and differen-
tia specifica). The sum of characters again, by
which a singular or individual thing is discrim-
inated from the species under which it stands,
and from other individual things along with
which it stands, is called the Individual or
Singular or Numerical Difference, (differentia
indwidualis vel singularis vel numerica ).

Two things are thus said to be generically dif- Explis-
ferent, inasmuch as they lie apart in two different ton-
genera ; specifically different, inasmuch as they lie

a Lib. L,c xiv., p. 43,ed. 1660,—EDp. De Toto ¢t Parte—ED.]
B Vide Timpler, Logica, [L. I1.c.i. <y Krug, Logik, § 45.—Eb.
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LEcT. apart in two different species ; individually or nume-
Xt rically different, inasmuch as they do not constitute
one and the same reality. Thus animal and stone
may be said to be generically different ; horse’and ox
to be specifically different ; High/lyer and E’clipse to
Generio be numerically or individually different. It is evi-
Ditrmmen.” dent, however, that as all genera and species, except
the highest of the one and the lowest of the other,
may be styled indifferently either genera or species ;
generic difference and specific difference are in gen-
eral only various expressions of the same thing, and,
accordingly, the terms heterogeneous and homogene-
ous, which apply properly only to the correlation of
genera, are usually applied equally to the correlation

of species.
Idivided  © Individual existences can only be perfectly discri-
A Singular minated in Perception, external or internal, and their
numerical differences are endless ; for of all possible
contradictory attributes the one or the other must,
on the principles of Contradiction and Excluded
Middle, be considered as belonging to each individual
thing. On the other hand, species and genera may be
perfectly discriminated by one or few characters. For
example, man is distinguished from every genus or
species of animal by the one character of rationality ;
triangle, from every other class of mathematical
figures, by the single character of trilaterality. It is,
therefore, far easier adequately to describe a genus or
species than an individual existence ; as in the latter
case, we must select, out of the infinite multitude of
characters which an individual comprises, a few of
the most prominent, or those by which the thing may
most easily be recognised.”* But as those which we

a Krug, Logik, § 45, p. 134-6.—Eb.
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thus select are only a few, and are only selected with LEcr.
reference to our faculty of apprehension and our capa- ——
city of memory, they always constitute only a petty,
and often not the most essential, part of the numeri-
cal differences by which the individuality of the ob-
ject is determined.

Having now terminated the consideration of the
Subordination of concepts under Extension, it is only
necessary to observe that their Co-ordination under
that quantity affords nothing which requires explana-
tion, except what is contained in the following para-

graph :—

T XXXIX. Notions, in so far as they are Pur. XXXIX,

considered the co-ordinate species of the same thon of G-
genus may be called Conspecies ; and in so far as P
Conspecies are considered to be different but not
contradictory, they are properly called Discrete or
Disjunct Notions (notiones discrete vel disjuncie).
The term Disparate (notiones disparate) is fre-
quently applied to this opposition of notions,
but less properly; for this ought to be reserved to
denote the corresponding opposition of notions in
the quantity of Comprehension.

I conclude the consideration of concepts, as depend-
ent on Extension, by a statement of the two general
laws, by which both Subordination and Co-ordination of
notions, under this quantity, are regulated.

T XL. The whole classification of things by Pw. xL
Genera and Species is governed by two laws. The “..';,:Ii‘i.w.
one of these, the law of Homogeneity, (principium S{xbord:in&
Homogeneitatis), is—That how different soever “"*"

VOL. 1. o
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may be any two concepts, they both still stand
subordinated under some higher concept ; in other
words, things the most dissimilar must, in certain
respects, be similar. The other, the law of Hetero-
geneity, (principium Heterogeneitatis), is,—That
every concept contains other concepts under it ;
and, therefore, when divided proximately, we de-
scend always to other concepts, but never to in-
dividuals ; in other words, things the most homo-
geneous,—similar,—must, in certain respects, be
heterogeneous,—dissimilar.

Of these two laws, the former, as the principle which

Generifia- €nables, and in fact compels, us to rise from species to
Specifice-  geNUS, is that which determines the process of Generi-

fication ; and the latter, as the principle which enables,
and in fact compels, us to find always species under a
genus, is that which regulates the process of Specifica-
tion. The second of these laws, it is evident, is only
true ideally, only true in theory. The infinite divisi-
bility of concepts, like the infinite divisibility of space
and time, exists only in speculation. And that it is
theoretically valid, will be manifest, if we take two
similar concepts, that is, two concepts with a small
difference : let us then clearly represent to ourselves
this difference, and we shall find that how small soever
it may be, we can always conceive it still less, without
being nothing, that is, we can divide it ad nfinitum ;
but as each of these infinitesimally diverging differ-
ences affords always the condition of new species, it is
evident that we can never end, that is, reach the indi-
vidual, except per saltum.

a Cf. Krug, Logik, § 45 p. 135,and pp. 186, 187.—Eb.
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There is another law, which Kant promulgates in LECT.
the Oritique of Pure Reason,* and which may be called
the law of Logical Affinity, or the law of Logical Con- gl:';'l of -
tinuity. It is this,—That no two co-ordinate species ™"
touch so closely on each other, but that we can con-
ceive other or others intermediate. Thus man and
orang-outang, elephant and rhinoceros, are proximate
species, but still how great is the difference between
them, and how many species can we not imagine to
ourselves as possibly interjacent ?

This law I have, however, thrown out of account, Grounds on
as not universally true. For it breaks down when i:‘:cl:u‘:’t“bo
we apply it to mathematical classifications. Thus al] e
angles are either acute or right or obtuse. For be-
tween these three co-ordinate species or genera no
others can possibly be interjected, though we may
always subdivide each of these, in various manners,
into a multitude of lower species. This law is also
not true when the co-ordinate species are distin-
guished by contradictory attributes. There can in
these be no interjacent species, on the principle of
Excluded Middle. For example ;—in the Cuvierian
classification the genus animal is divided into the
two species of vertebrata and invertebrata, that is,
into animals with a backbone,—with a spinal mar-
row ; and animals without a backbone,—without a
spinal marrow. Is it possible to conceive the pos-
gibility of any intermediate class 8

a P. 510, ed. Rosenkranz. Cf.Krug, B Bachmann, [Logik, § 61, pp. 102,
Logik, p. 188.—Ep. 103.—Ep.] [Compare Fries, Logik, §
21.—Ep.)
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LECTURE XIIL
STOICHEIOLOGY.
SECT. IL—OF THE PRODUCTS OF THOUGHT.
L—ENNOEMATIC.
III. RECIPROCAL RELATIONS OF CONCEPTS.

B. QUANTITY OF COMPREHENSION.

Lecr. HAVING now concluded the consideration of the Reci-

X procal Relation of Concepts as determined by the
Reciprocal quantity of Extension, I proceed to treat of that
Luiomin pelation as regulated by the counter quantity of

mpre-

hension.  Comprehension. On this take the following para-

graph :—
Par. XLI. T XLI. When two or more concepts are com-
Eﬁ"ﬁ?&ip pared together according to their Comprehension,
ent notions. they either coincide or they do not ; that is, they

either do or do not comprise the same characters.
Notions are thus divided into Identical and Dif-
Jerent, (conceptus identicy et diversi). The Iden-
tical are either absolutely or relatively the same.
Of notions Absolutely Identical there are actu-
ally none; notions Relatively Identical are called,
likewise, Svmilar or Cognate, (notiones similes,
affines, cognate) ; and if the common attributes,
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by which they are allied, be proximate and neces- LECT.
sary, they are called Reciprocating or Convertible,
(notiones reciprocee, convertibiles.)

In explanation of this paragraph, it is only neces- Explica-

sary to say a word in regard to notions absolutely Absolutely
Identical. That such are impossible is manifest. norions o
« For, it being assumed that such exist, as absolutely *"*
identical, they necessarily have no differences by which
they can be distinguished : but what are indiscernible
can be known, neither as two concepts, nor as two
identical concepts; because we are, ex hypothest, unable
to discriminate the one from the other. They are,
therefore, to us as one. Notions absolutely identical
can only be admitted, if, abstracting our view alto-
gether from the concepts, we denominate those notions
tdentical, which have reference to one and the same
object, and which are conceived either by different
minds, or by the same mind, but at different times.
Their difference is, therefore, one not intrinsic and
necessary, but only extrinsic and contingent. Taken
in this sense, Absolutely Identical notions will be only
a less correct expression for Reciprocating or Convert-
tble notions.”P

T XLII Considered under their Comprehen- Par. XLIL
sion, concepts, again, in relation to each other, are Y e
said to be either Congruent or Agreeing, inas-
much as they may be connected in thought; or
Conflictive, inasmuch as they cannot. The con-
fliction constitutes the Opposition of notions, (r6
dvriketofas, oppositio). This is twofold ;—1°,

a [Esser, Logik, § 36.] Krug, Logik, § 37, and Aom. i—
B [Esser, Logik, § 86, p. 79.] Cf. Eb.
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Immediate or Contradictory Opposition, called
likewise Repugnance, (td dvrupatkds Gvrixel-
alas, dvridaas, oppositio immediata sive conira-
dictoria, repugnantia) ; and, 2°, Mediate or Con-
trary Opposition, (10 évavrivs dvruceiolou, évay-
Té™)s, oppositio mediata vel contraria). The
former emerges when one concept abolishes, (tol-
lit), directly or by simple negation, what another
establishes, (ponit) ; the latter, when one concept
does this not directly or by simple negation, but
through the affirmation of something else.®

“Identity is not to be confounded with Agreement
or Congruence, nor Diversity with Confliction. All
identical concepts are, indeed, congruent; but all
congruent notions are not identical. Thus, learning
and virtue, beauty and riches, magnanimity and sta-
ture, are congruent notions, inasmuch as, in thinking
a thing, they can easily be combined in the notion
we form of it, although in themselves very different
from each other. In like manner, all conflictive no-
tions are diverse or different notions, for unless differ-
ent, they could not be mutually conflictive ; but on
the other hand, all different concepts are not conflic-
tive ; but those only whose difference is so great that
each involves the negation of the other; as, for ex-
ample, virtue and vice, beauty and deformity, wealth
and poverty. Thus these notions are by pre-emin-
ence,— xar’ éfoxnv,—said to be opposed, although
it is true, that in thinking we can oppose, or place
in antithesis, not only different, but even identical,
concepts.”

“To speak now of the distinction of Contradictory

a [CE. Drobisch, Logik, p. 17, § 25 seq.]



Contrariety ;—of these the former,—Contradiction,—
is exemplified in the opposites,—yellow, not yellow, , Oppositon.
walking, not walking. Here each notion is directly,
immediately, and absolutely, repugnant to the other,
—they are reciprocal negatives. This opposition is,
therefore, properly called that of Contradiction or of
Repugnance ; and the opposing notions themselves
are contradictory or repugnant notions, in a single
word, contradictories. The latter, or Contrary Oppo-
sition, is exemplified in the opposites, yellow, blue,
red, &c., walking, standing, lying, &c.”

“In the case of Contradictory Opposition, there are
only two conflictive attributes conceivable ; and of
these one or other must be predicated of the object
thought. In the case of Contrary Opposition, on the
other hand, more than two conflictive characters are
possible, and it is not, therefore, necessary, that if
one of these be not predicated of an object any one
other must. Thus, though I cannot at once sit and
stand, and consequently sitting and standing are attri-
butes each severally incompatible with the other ;
yet I may exist neither sitting nor standing,—I may
lie; but I must either sit or not sit, I must either
stand or not stand, &c. Such, in general, are the
oppositions of Contradiction and Contrariety

“It is now necessary to say a word in regard to Logical sig:
their logical sngnlﬁcance Immediate or Cont;radlctory cf.:’:;‘;%‘i:
Opposition constitutes, in Logic, affirmative and nega- Conttary
tive notions. By the former something is posited or cpposition.
affirmed, (ponitur, affirmatur); by the latter, some-
thing is sublated or denied, (tollitur, negatur). This,
however, is only done potentially, in so far as concepts
are viewed apart from judgments, for actual affirma-
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tion and actual negation suppose an act of judgment ;
but, at the same time, in so far as two concepts afford
the elements, and, if brought into relation, necessitate
the formation of an affirmative or negative proposi-
tion, they may be considered as in themselves negative
and affirmative. ”

“ Further, it is evident that a notion can only be
logically denied by a contradiction. For when we
abstract from the matter of a notion, as Logic does,
it is impossible to know that one concept excludes
another, unless the one be supposed the negation of
the other. Logically considered, all positive or affir-
mative notions are congruent, that is, they can, as
far as their form is concerned, be all conceived or
thought together ; but whether in reality they can co-
exist,—that cannot be decided by logical rules. If,
therefore, we would, with logical precision and cer-
tainty, oppose things, we must oppose them not as
contraries, (4. B. C.), but as contradictories, (4.—not
A. B.—not B. C.— not C.)—Hence it also follows,
that there is no negation conceivable without the con-
comitant conception of an affirmation, for we cannot
deny a thing to exist, without having a notion of the
existence which is denied.” @

There are also certain other relations subsisting be-
tween notions, compared together in reference to their
Comprehension.

T XLIIL Notions, as compared with each other
in respect of their Comprehension, are further
distinguished into Intrinsic and Extrinsic. The
former are made up of those attributes which
are essential, and, consequently, necessary to the

a Krug, Logik, p. 118-120.—Ep.
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object of the notion : these attributes, severally LECT.
considered, are called Essentials, or Internal De-
nomenations, (ovowddy, essentialia, denominaii-
ones interne, intrinsice), and, conjunctly, the
Essence, (ovota, essentia). The latter, on the con-
trary, consist of those attributes which belong to
the object of the notion only in a contingent
manner, or by possibility ; and which are, there-
fore, styled 4 ccidents, or Eztrinsic Denominations,
(ovpBefnidra, accidentia, denominationes exter-
7@ O exXlrinsio®.)

So much for the mutual relations of notions in re-
ference to their Comprehension, when considered not
in the relations of Involution and Co-ordination.

Having thus given you the distinctions of notions, Involu-
as founded on their more general relations under the Corondina-

tion of Con-
quantity of Comprehension, I now proceed to con- cepts under

prehen-

sider them under this quantity in their proximate sion hese
relations ; that is, in the relation of Involution and le:%?;;
the relation of Co-ordination. These relations have *
been, I may say, altogether neglected by logicians :

and, in consequence of this, they have necessarily over- Henco
looked one of the two great divisions of all reasoning ; L.tg::;rse-
for all our reasoning is either from the whole to the overlooked
parts and from the parts to the whole, in the quantity by logicians.
of extension, or from the whole to the parts and from

the parts to the whole, in the quantity of comprehen-

sion. In cach quantity there is a deductive, and in

each quantity there is an inductive, inference ; and if

the reasoning under either of thess two quantities

were to be omitted, it ought, perhaps, to have been

the one which the logicians have exclusively cultivated.
« Krug, Logik, § 39.—Eb.
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LEct. For the quantity of extension is a creation of the
X mind itself, and only created through, as abstracted
from, the quantity of comprehension; whereas the
quantity of comprehension is at once given in the
very nature of things. The former quantity is thus
secondary and factitious, the latter primary and na-

tural..
But pro- That logicians should have neglected the process of

bably con- . . .
templated reasoning which is competent between the parts and

pl
rrasete: whole of the quantity of comprehension, is the more
remarkable, as, after Aristotle, they have, in general,
articulately distinguished the two quantities from
each other, and, after Aristotle, many of them have
explicitly enounced the special law on which the logic
of comprehension proceeds. This principle established,
but not applied, is expressed in the axiom,—The cha-
racter of the character is the character of the thing ;
or, The predicate of the predicate is the predicate of
the subject, (Nota not® est nota rei ipsius; Predi-
catum predicati est predicatum subjectr). This
axiom is enounced by Aristotle ;* and its application,
I have little doubt, was fully understood by him. In
fact I think it even possible to show in detail, that
his whole analysis of the syllogism has reference to
both quantities, and that the great abstruseness of his
Prior Analytics, the treatise in which he develops
the general forms of reasoning, arises from this,—that
he has endeavoured to rise to formulee sufficiently
general to express at once what was common to both
kinds ;—an attempt so far beyond the intelligence of
subsequent logicians, that they have wholly misun-
derstood and perverted his doctrine. They under-
stood this doctrine, only as applied to the reasoning

a Categ., c. iii.—Ebp.
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in extensive quantity ; and in relation to this kind of Lecr.
reasoning, they have certainly made palpable and easy X"
what in Aristotle is abstract and difficult. But then
they did not observe that Aristotle’s doctrine applies
to two species, of which they only consider one. It
was certainly proper to bring down the Aristotelic
logic from its high abstraction, and to deliver its
rules in proximate application to each of the two
several species of reasoning. This would have been
to fill up the picture of which the Stagirite had given
the sketch. But by viewing the analytic as exclu-
sively relative to the reasoning in extension, though
they simplified the one-half of syllogistic, they alto-
gether abolished the other. This mistake,—this par-
tial conception of the science,—is common to all
logicians, ancient and modern : for in so far as I am
aware, no one has observed, that of the quantities of
comprehension and extension, each affords a reason-
ing proper to itself ; and no one has noticed that the
doctrine of Aristotle has reference indifferently to
both ; although some, I know, having perceived in
general that we do reason under the quantity of com-
prehension, have on that founded an objection to all
reasoning under the quantity of extension, that is, to
the whole science of Logic as at present constituted.
I have, in some degree, at present spoken of matters
which properly find their development in the sequel ;
and I have made this anticipation, in order that you
should attend particularly to the relation of concepts,
under the quantity of comprehension, as containing
and contained, inasmuch as this affords the founda-
tion of one, and that not the least important, of
the two great branches, into which all reasoning is
divided.
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T XLIV. We have seen that of the two quan-
tities of notions each affords a logical Whole and
Parts ; and’ that, by opposite errors, the one of
these has, through over inclusion, been called the
logical; whilst the other has, through over exclu-
sion, been called the metaphysical. Thus, in
respect of their Comprehension, no less than of
their Extension, notions stand to each other in a
relation of Containing and Contained ; and this
relation, which, in the one quantity (extension),
is styled that of Subordination, may in the other
(comprehension), for distinction’s sake, be styled
that of Tnvolution. Co-ordination is a term which
may be applied in either quantity.*

In the quantity of comprehension, one notion
is involved in another, when it forms a part of
the sum total of characters, which together con-
stitute the comprehension of that other; and
two notions are in this quantity co-ordinated,
when, whilst neither comprehends the other, both
are immediately comprehended in the same lower
concept.

From what has been formerly stated, you are aware
that the quantity of comprehension, belonging to a
notion, is the complement of characters which it con-
tains in it ; and that this quantity is at its maximum
in an individual. Thus the notion of the individual
Socrates, contains in it, besides a multitude of others,
the characters of Son of Sophroniscus, Athenian, Greek,
European, man, animal, organi<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>