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PREFACE

Ir an apology that precedes it could mitigate an offence, I should
be inolined to oonvert my preface into an spology for publishing
this book. Progress, and the hope of progress, in logical investiga-
tions, bave lain perhaps during the last three generations chiefly in
two directions, either of analysing more closely the processes of
thought exhibited in the sciences, or of determining what know-
ledge is, and the relation of the knowing mind to what it knows.
Though I have been compelled to deal in some degree with the first
of these questions, I am well aware that it demands s scientific
knowledge which I do not possess ; the second I have not attempted
systematically to discuss, The aim of the following book is more
modest. Thereis a body of what might be called traditional doctrine
in Logio, whioh is not only in fact used by itself as an instrament
of intellectual discipline, but ought also to be in some degres
mastered by those who would proceed to the higher and abetruser
problems. It is of this traditional doctrine that Benjamin Jowett
is recorded to have said, that Logic is neither a science, nor an att,
but » dodge. 1 could perhaps best describe the motive with which
this work was begun, as the desire to expound the traditional Logio
in & way that did not deserve this accusation. The accusation was
doubtless provoked by tbe attempt to force into & limited number
of forms processes of thought, many of which can only with pre-
tence and violence be made to fit them: an attempt, it may be
sdded, st least as characteristio of ‘Inductive Logio’ as of
any other.

In the course of centuries, the tradition has become divergent,
and often corrupt. In this difficalty, I have ventared, like one or
two other modern writers, to go back largely to its source in
Aristotle. Problems of thought cannot in any case be studied
without careful regard to their inology, and their inology
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cannot be understood without reference to ite history, The termin-
ology of Lagic owes more to Aristotle than to any one else ; but
there is this further reason for attention to what he said, that much
prevalent faleehood or confusion in the tradition is a corruption of
truths expressed by him. At the same time, I have not pretended
to believe in the verbal inspiration of his writings,

T have in particular been anxious to teach nothing to beginners
which they should afterwards have merely to unlearn. They may
of coarse come to dissent from the positions here taken up; but
only, I hope, because they think I have the worst of the argument
onapwpen-u,ndnat. because, a3 meat for babes, I bave been

i knowledged fictions.

‘While d-lmg lugely with thc more technical parts of logical
tradition and terminology, I have done my best to avoid a super-
flaity of technical terms ; and the subjects discussed bave been for
the most part discussed in detail, and the principles involved in
them debated. The dryness with which the more formal branches
of Logic are often charged springs, I think, in part from their being
prosented in too cat and dried » manner ; those who go beyond the
jejune outline, and get into an argument, often find the subject then
first begin to grow interesting. At any rate I have tried to secure
this result by greater fullness, and attention to controversial issnes.
In every study there must be something to leamn by heart; but
Logic should appeal as far as posmible to the resson, and not to the
memory. Thus such a question as the reduction’ of syllogisms
has been dealt with at length, not from any wish to overrate the
importance of syllogistic reasoning, or burden the student with need-
Jess antiquarianism, but because the only thing of any resl valae
in the subject of reduction is just thet i igation of the natare
of our processes of thinking which is involved in asking whether
there is any ]umﬁutwn for reducing all syllogisms to the first
figare.

‘Topics whose main intereet is obviously historical or antiquarian
have been either relegated to footnotes or placed in closer type aad
between bruckets; and as I have followed the advice to translate
what Greek I quote, I do not think that there is anything in these
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discussions which & reader need be sltogether precluded from fol-
lowing by ignorance of that langusge. I have also put between
brackets in closer type other pasesges which, for one reason or
another, might be omitted without spoiling the argument ; among
the matters so treated is the fourth figure of syllogism ; for I have
reverted to the Aristotelian doctrine of three figures, with the
moods of the fourth as indirect moods of the first.

1 hope that I have sufficiently acknowledged all detailed obliga-
tions to previous w‘nterl in '.he places where they occur.  But Lowe
here s more comp led, both to the published
work of Sigwart, Lotze, Mr. F. H. Bradley, and meeuorBounqnst
and to the instraction received in private discussion with various
friends. Among these I should like to mention in particalar
M. J. Cook Wilson, Fellow of New College, Wykeham Professor
of Logic in the University of Oxford, whose reluctance to write
is & source to many of serious disappointment and concern;
Mr. J. A. Smith, Fellow of Balliol College; Mr. C. C. J. Webb,
Fellow of Magdalen College; Mr. H. H. Joachim, Fellow of
Merton College; and Mr. H. A. Pricbard, Fellow of Trinity
College, Oxford. To the last three of thess, and also to Mr. C.
Cannan, Secretary to the Delegates of the University Press, I am
further indebted for the great kindness with which they read large
portions of the work in MS. or in proof; without their suggestions
and corrections it would be even more imperfect than it is.
Lastly, I have to thank my sister, Miss J. M. Joseph, for the
help she gave me in reading the whole of the proof-sheets and in
undertaking the laborious and ungrateful task of checking the
index,
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CHAPTER I
OF THE GENERAL CHARACTER OF THE ENQUIRY

It is 8 common practice to begin a treatise on any science with
8 discyssion of its definition. By this means the reader’s attention
udlnchitnthpmpuob;ecu and to those features of them, with
which the sei ; srealad when, as in the case
of Logie, those objects are not apprehended throngh the senses, and
for this reason ordinarily attract little notice. But the same reason
which makes s definition of Logic at the outset useful, makes any
controversy about its definition useless at such an early stage. The
reader is too unfamiliar with the sabject-matter of his science to be
lbhf»;udgowhuddmmbdmdmmmm, he cannot

b to und d the definition that is given, until
he has become familiar with that which is defined. The definition
will at first guide more than enlighten him ; but if, as he proceeds,
he finda that it belps to bring unity into the different enquiries upon
which he successively enters, it will 8o far be justified.

Logic is s science, in the semse that it eceks to know the
principles of some subject which it studies. The different sciences
differ in the subjects which they eo study; astronomy studies
the movements of the heavenly bodies, botany the structure,
growth, history, and habits of plants, geometry the properties of
figures in space; but each attempts to discover the primciples
underlying the facts with which it has to deal, and to explain the
great variety of facts by the help of one set of principles. These
principles are often spoken of as laws; and in the physical sciences
that deal with change, as ‘laws of nature’. The phrase may
suggest that  nature’ is not the sum of things and of events in the
physical universe, but a sort of power prescribing to these the rules
which they are to follow in their behaviour; as the King in Parlia-
ment prescribes rules of conduct to his people. That, however, is
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not what Wwe have t6 understand in science by a ‘law’; a law in
science is not, like human laws, a rule enjoined but sometimes dis-
regarded ; it is & principle illustrated—and existing only in the
necessity of its being illustrated—in the department of fact to which
it belongs. There are therefore no breaches of scientific law, or of &
Iaw of nature? ; if events are observed which do not conform to what
we have hitherto called a Iaw, we conclude not that the law is broken,
bat that we were ignorant of the true law; if water, for example,
were observed to boil on the top of Mont Blanc at a lower tem-
perature than 212° Fahr., we shounld infer not that the law that
water boils at 212° Fahr. was broken bat that it is not s law of
nature that water boils at 212° Fahr.,—that there are other
conditions which have to be fulfilled, if water is to boil at that
temperatare; and the ‘law’ is that it should boil only when those
conditions are fulfilled. Such laws, the general principles to which
objects in their properties and their behaviour do actually conform,
are what the physical sciences seck to discover, each in its own
department, and if Logic is a science, it must have s department of
its own, in which it seeks for principles and laws,

That department is thought, but thought is always thought
sbout something ; and thinking cannot be studied in abstraction from
anything thought about. But yet in the same way that we may
study the laws of motion, as they are exemplified in the movement
of all bodies, without studying all the bodies that ever move, so we
may stady the laws of thought, as they are exemplified in thinking
about all subjects, without studying all the subjects that are ever
thought of. This comparison may be pushed further. Just as we
must have experience of moving bodies, before we can investigate
the laws of their motion, so we must have experience of thinking
sbout things, before we can investigate the principles of thinking ;
only this means, in the case of thinking, that we must osrselves
think about things first, for no one can have experience of thinking
except in his own mind. Again, although, in studying the laws
of motion, we do not study every body that moves, yet we must
always have before our minds some body, which we take as repre-
senting all poesible bodies like it ; and in the same way, when we
investigate the principles that regulate our thinking, though we do

! The  gusation of the postibility of & breach of natoral Iaw need not
be considered bere ; something is said of it in ¢. xix,
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not need to study all subjects ever thought of, we must have before
our minds some sabject thought of, in order to realize in it how we
think about it and all possible subjects like it. For example, it is
» general principle of our thought, that we do not conceive of quali-
ties except as existing in some subject; and that nevertheless the
same quality is regarded as existing in many subjects; green is
» quality, which exists not by iteelf, but in grass and leaves of trees
and so forth ; at the same time, green may exist in many different
leaves or blades of grass. The gemeral principle which is thus
illustrated in the case of the quality green is readily understood to
be true of all poesible qualities ; but unless we were able to think
of some particular quality to illustrate it, we could not understand
the general principle at all.

‘What has been now said will serve to remove an objection which
Locke brought against the study of Logic. ‘God,’ says Locke?,
“has not been 80 sparing to men, to make them barely two-legged
creatures, and left it to Aristotle to make them rational’ He is
urging that men thought rationally, or logically, i. e. in accordance
with the principles that Logic discovers to regulateall sound thought,
long before those principles were recognized ; and that this is still
the case with each of us; we do not therefore need Logic to teach
us how to think. That is quite true, and would be s pertinent
eriticimm against any one who pretended that no ome could think
rationally without studying Logic; but it is not the object of
Logio to make men rational, bat rather to teach them in what their
being rational consists. And this they could never learn, if they were
not rational first ; just as s man could never study (say) the prin-
ciples of voluntary motion, if he was not first accustomed to move
his limbs as he willed. Had God made men barely two-legged
creatures, Aristotle would in vain bave taught them to be ratiopal,
for they would not have understood his teaching.

« Logic, then, is the science which studies the general principles in
sccordance with which we think about things, whatever things they
may be; and eo it presuppases that we have thought about things.
Now our thought about them is expressed partly in the daily con-
versation of life or musings of our minds; partly and most sys-
tematically in the various sciences. Those sciences are the best
examples of human thinking, the most careful, clear, and coherent,
' Esoy, Bk. IV. c. xvii. § 4.
B2
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that exist. In them, therefore, the logician can best study the laws
of men's thinking; and it is in this sense that we may accept the
old definition of Logic, scientia scientiarum.! What  the courses of
the stars’ are to astronomy, what figures are to geometry, what
planta are to botany, or the calendar of Newgate to the criminolo-
gist, that the other sciences are to the logician: they are the
material which he bas to investigate, the particular facts which sre
given him, in order that he may discover the principles displayed
in them. He bas to ask what knowledge is as knowledge, apart
—20 far as possible—from the question, what it is about ; and he
must therefore examine divers ‘knowledges ', and see in what they
are alike; and the best pieea of knowledge that exist, the best
‘knowledges ’, are the various sciences. But he is not concerned
with the detail of any particular lmnue, only with those forms of
thinking which are lified in all our thinki though not
necesaarily the same in all—but M exemplified in the -aeneu

It is important to understand what is meant by saying that
Logio is concerned with forms of thinking ; for many logicians who
have laid stress on this, and pointed out that Logic is a formal
science, have understood by thet expresion more than seems to be
trae. There is & sense in which Logic is undoubtedly formsl. By
forms we mean what is the same in meny individuals called
materially different—the device, for example, on different coins
strack from the same die, or the anatomical structure of different
vertebrates, or the identical mode in which the law requires the
different Colleges of the University to publish their socounte.
And all science is formal, in the sense that it deals with what is
common to different individuals. A scientific man has no interest
in » specimen that is exactly similsr to one which he has already
examined ; he wants new types, or fresh details, but the mere mul-
tiplication of specimens all alike does not affect him.* So the
logician studies the forms of thinking, such as that involved in
referring s quality to s subject possessing it; but when he has
once grasped the nature of this act of thought, be is quite unin-
terested in the thousand different occasions on which it is performed
during the day; they differ only materially, as to what quality is

! Josnnes Phx!o?lul cites it ad Ar. Amal. Post. a. ix. 76% 15,
* Unless indeed he is collecting statistica as to the comparative frequency
of different types.
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referred to what subject ; formally, 8o far as the notion of s quality
as existing in a subject is concerned, they are the same; and the
forms that run through all our thinking aboat different matters are
what he stadies.

But those who have insisted moet that Logic is a formsl science,
or the science of the formal lsws of thought, have not merely
meant that Logic is in this like other sciences, which all deal with
what is formal or univereal in their subject-matter. They have
meant to exclude from Logic any consideration of forms or modes
of thinking which are not alike exemplified in thinking about
abeolutely every subject. It is as if the botanist were to regard
only those laws which are exemplified in every plant, or the geo-
meter were to consider no properties of figures, except what are
common to all figures. They have thought that one might
abstract entirely from and disregard all question as to what he
thinks about, and still find that there are certain principles in
socordance with which, if he is to think about anything, he will
think, But the truth is, that we think in different ways about
different kinds of subjects, and therefore we must, if we wish to
study the principles that regulate our thinking, consider to some
extent the differences in the matter about which we think. The
distinction between form and matter may as it were be taken at
different levels. This is plain in the case of & science that deals
with some order of sensible things, like zoology. We may my of
all men and all horses that they have severally a common form,
that as compared to & man & horse is formally different, bat as
compared to one another all horses are formally the same, though
each hores in his body is materially different from every other.
Or we may consider not the form of horse common to Black Bess
and Bucephalus and Bosinante, but the form of vertebrate common
to man, horse, eagle, crocodile, &c.; snd now man and horse (as
compared with oysters for example) are formally alike. Or we
may take the four orders in Cuvier's division of the animal
kingdom, vertebrata, coelenterata, radista, and annuloes, and regard
them a8 only differont examples of the common form of animal;
and from this point of view a horse and an oyster differ materially,
but not formally. When however we have reached this stage, and
formed the conception of animal, as something exemplified equally
in kinds of animal so different, it is clear that we can only under-
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stand what animal pature means by seeing it as it exists in all the
different orders of animals; wheress we can understand fairly the
natare of & vertebrate animal without eeeing it as it exists in every
genus of vertebrates ; still more can we understacd the nature of
» horse without familierity with all horses. The higher the level
therefore at which in Zoology the distinction between form and
matter is taken, the less can we study the form in isolation; no
example taken from one order of animals, eay the starfish, will enable
us to realize what animal means. It is the same in studying the
forms of thought. The most general forms of thought exist
diversely modified in thinking sbout different matters; and they
can no more be fully known withoat attending to the different
matters in which they appear differently, than animal nature
can be fully known withont attending to the different orders
of animal in which it appears differently. Thus we may take the
Proposition, and point out that in every proposition there is & nb
ject about which hing is eaid, and s predicate, or

which is said about it. This is trae eqnlly of the pmponhonn,
¢ A borse is an animal,’ ¢ First-class railway tickets sre white,’ and
“Londres is London’. We msy if we like, because in all pro-
positions there is formally the same distinction of subject and
predicate, take symbols which shall stand for subject and predicate,
whatever they are, and say that all propositions are of the form
“8is P’. But when we ask for the meaning of this form, and in
what sense Sis P, it is clear that the meaning varies in different
propositions. Londres is just the same as London ; but a horse is
not just the same as an snimal; it may be said that ‘animal’
is an attribate of horse, and ¢ white’ of first-clase railway tickets,
but animal is sn sttribute belonging to horses in quite a different
way from that in which white belongs to first—class railway tickets ;
these might as well be any other colour, and still entitle the holder
to travel first-class by the railway; s horse could not cease to be
an animal and still continue to be s horse. The meaning of the
formuls 8 is P cannot possibly be fully known merely by under-
standing that §and P are some subject and predicate ; it is necessary
to understand what kind of subject and predicate they are, and
also the relation between them, and in what sense one is the
other; and if this sense is different in different cases, just as
snimal js eomething different in & dog and s starfish, then the
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thorough study of the form of thought involves the consideration .
of material differences in the subjects of thought. But logicians
who emphasize the purely formal character of Logic maintain that
it can exhaust the form of thought in treating that as one and the
same in every possible matter of thought; an impracticable task,
because the form itself (as in the above instance of the form of
thought which we call & proposition) 'is modified according to the
matter in which it appears. On the other hand, and even although
the forms of our thought cannot be studied apart from the par-
ticular sort of matter about which we may think, yet Logic is not
interested in the variety of the matters that we think about for
their own sake, but only for the eake of the divers forms of
thinking involved in them; snd so far as the same form is
exemplified over and over again in different particular “bits’ of
thinking, the stady of the common form alone belongs to Logic.

[The truth that form cannot be studied spart from matter might
be otherwise expressed by saying, that the general form can only
be studied in connexion with the special forms in which it is
manifested ; and these special forms can only be illustrated in
examples that are materially different from one amother. The
proposition ¢ Londres is London is » special form of proposition
equally well exemplified in ‘ K&ln is Cologne’; {:.I.l
an animal of a special form equally well exem, Ilﬁa‘l in B].nck Be-.
‘What is important to realize is the need of following the common
form out into the differences which it displays in different matter.]

. The foregoing discussion will probably become plainer if it be
resd again st » later stage, when the reader is more practised in
reflecting on his thoughta. A distinction which is readily seen in
material objects, like medals from a common die, is not so easily
seen in immaterial objects, like our thoughts. The natural man
thinks much about things, and asks and answers questions about
them ; but it is by sn effort that he comes to see how these things
sre only known to him in his perceptions of them and his thoughts
sbout them, and 80 comes to turn his attention inward upon the
nature of the acts of perceiving or of thinking. Nor can these
new objects of his study be pr—rved and dissected like s material
thing; & man cannot catch & thongbt and bottle it; he must
create it by thinking it, if he wishes to think about it; and the
task will be found difficult while it is strange.
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[Mediseval logicians sometimes sy that Logic deals with second
intentions ; by this is meant what has been pointed out in the last
h. The mind intends or directs iteelf at first upon material
objects; and these are its first intentions; it may
intend or direct itself upon its own modes of thinking as exhibited
in its first intentions; and what it then discovers are its second
intentions. Thus we observe animals, and give them names
according to their kind, al].mg them stag snd ox, worm and
lobster ; and again we obeerve how these kinds agree and differ,
snd call some vertebrate, and some invertebrate, but all animals;
and these names, which are names we give to objects, are
names of the first intention. But we may also observe how we
have been thinking sbout these animals, as having some properties
common to all, and some peculiar to the members of each kind;
and we may call the members of each kind s species, and the
members of the several kinds together & genus; and genus and
epecies are names of the second intention. The unity on the
dmﬂ: of which we call them of one species or of one genus msy
ing be something in the snimals themselves; and so our names
of second intention will signify something real in things. The
distinction therefore presents difficulties.]

If now we ask for a definition of Logic, to keep before our
minds in the following chapters, perhape it is simplest and least
objectionable to call it the Science, or the Study, of Thought;
for to say of the Formal Principles of Thought might imply both
that there were sciences which did not seek for principles, and that
the form of thought can be studied without reference to differences
in the matter of it ; neither of which things is true.

It is sometimes beld that Logic is rather an art than a science,
or st any rate that it is an art as well. In considering this
question, we must remember that there are two senses of the word
art. We may eay that s man understands the art of navigation
when he is ekilful in handling » ship, though he may be unable to
explain the principles which he follows ; or we may say that he under-
stands it, when he is familiar with the principles of navigation, as
a piece of book-work, though he msy never bave navigated s ehip.
Thus an art may either mean practical skill in doing a thing,
or theoretical knowledge of the way it should be done. In the
latter sense, art presupposes science; the rules of navigation are
based upon a knowledge of the motions of the heavens, the laws of
hydrostatics, and the build of ships. It is in this sense that Logic
is called an art; and hence it is clear that if there is an art of
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Logic, there must first be a science, for the study of the nature of
sound thinking must precede the giving of instructions for
thinking soundly. And even granting the existence of such an
art, it remains distinct from the science ; so that the name Logic
would be used of the two in different senses, and we ought rather
to esy that Logic means the ecience or the art of thought, than
that it is the science and the art thereof. That there is an art
of Logic, based on the science of Logic, might be urged on the
ground that Logic reveals to us our own ideal of what knowledge
about any subject must be, and certain canons of ressoning which
no sound srgument can violate. But though we may thus pre-
soribe to ourselves the conditions which should be falfilled in
science or in common thought, we are mot thereby ensbled to
fulfil them; for art, as a theoretical knowledge of what is to be
done, does not always bring the art or practical ekill of doing it.
An art of Logic would therefore be no infallible means of coming to
know about all subjects ; it is against that sort of pretension that
s protest like Locke’s, quoted above, may well be made; and yet
the rules and the ideals which the study of Logic suggests are not
without value in keeping our thoughts sbout things straight.

We have aaid that Logic studies the way in which we already
think about things. But a good deal of our so-called thinking is
incoherent, and bresks down when we criticize it. That we can
discover for ourselves without learning Logic; an economist can
correct his own or his predecessors’ errors in political economy,
» mathematician in mathematics; they could no more wait for
the logician to correct than to construct these sciencea! Yet the
study of the thinking, good and bad, which bas gone to their con-
struction may give us a more lively consciousness of the difference
between what its character should be and what it sometimes is,
or as the Greeks would have eaid, between knowledge and opinion,
Herein Logic msy be compared with Ethics. Ethics investigates
homan conduct ; it discusses the judgements of right and wrong,
of good and evil, that we pass upon men’s acts and them ; it tries to
determine what we really mean in calling an sct wrong, and what

! The word logic is sometimes used not for the study of thought which
has boen described in this chapter, but for the thinking which it studies:
%2 when we sy that sone one is a man of powerful logic, or of great logical

scomen. It is important $o recognite that this is & different sense of the
vo
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we really require of & man in eaying be shonld do what is right.
All this would be impossible unless men already acted wrongly and
rightly, and made moral judgements; Ethics does not teach men
to do that. But it does bring into clearer consciousness the nature
of the ideals which we already have, the grounds of the judgements /
which we already make, the frequent discrepancy between what is
done and what we recognize should be done. To this extent Ethics
tells us what to do, though it does not enable us to do it. Similarly
Logio helps us to reslize what knowledge of s subject means : but
it does not enable us to bring our opinions on every subject into the
form that knowledge requires. Both Logic and Ethics are thus in
some degree practical ; but we do not call Ethics an art, and it is
not desirable any the more to call Logic so!.

It is perhaps from a desire to show the practical value of the
study of Logic that men have insisted on viewing it as an art.
But it would be a mistake to suppose that its practical value can lie
solely in its farnishing rules for * the conduct of the understanding *.
The direct help that it can give in this way is not very great. Its
practical value in general education is firstly this : that it demands
very careful and exact thinking sbout its own subjeot-matter, and
thus tends to produce a habit of similar carefulness in the study of

‘" any other subject. In this it only does for the mind what s thorough
training in sny other science might do, Secondly, it makes us
o realize better what the general forms of speech that we habitually”
use really meéan, and familiarizes us with the task of examining our
reasonings and looking to see whether they are conclusive. In this
it has an effect which the study of some epecial science like botany
is not equally calculated to produce. Thirdly, it brings into clearer
conscionsness, as aforessid, our ideal of what knowing is, and so far
furnishes us with & sort of negative standard ; it makes us more
slive to shortcomings in our ordinary opinions. But its chief value
» lies in its bearing upon those ultimate problems, concerning the
? It must not however be supposed either that Ethics can determine 'hll

ought to be dome in every difficalt case of comscience, or that
determines exhaustively the forms of r-mmn( ‘which the sciences mwt

employ. Cf. Bradley, Logic, pp. 247-249. The phrase normatios science, which
some wnun hnve of applied to !ngnc. Euuu and Aesthetics, has
perhaps sted by the character in them to vlueh ‘this paragraph

nfon. Bul. lt is liable to create misunderstanding, a8 if it were the business
of these enquiries to pregeribe rather than to ssce] the pnnmplen which
our rational thinking, or action or appreciation of beauty exhibif
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nature of reality, and man’s place and destiny in the world, from
which at first sight it might seem far remote. *Logic, mys
J. 8. Mill, in the Introdaction to bis famous work ?, ‘is common
ground on which the partisans of Hartley and of Reid, of Locke
and of Kant may meet and join hands’ Comserere manme—it is
only in this sense that rival schools join hands on the field of
Logic. The dream of a Logic that shall be ¢ neatralized ’ like the
physical sciences will not be fulfilled. These may move securely
within the limits of certain well-defined sssumptions, which all
workers, though they may fight over minor points, agree to respect.
Logic, which studies the principles of cur thought about all things,
cannot be content to leave unquestioned the assumptions within the
limits of which it thinks: for it is those very amsumptions that it
investigates. The history of Mill’s own work disprovee his saying,
for it is on its metaphysical side that it has been most vehemently
attacked. Into euch controversies, however, it is not the aim of
this book to enter. It would be abeurd to pretend that the treat-
ment of many topics in it does not rest upon a metaphysic which
some would reject, and of which the rejection would mean the
restatement of what is written here. But he would emay a vain
task, who should attempt to expound the rudiments of Logic with
no metaphysical presuppositions ; therefore it is beiter mot to
conceal them; but though the points at which they are most
. important will be indicated, they will not be discussed as they
deserve.
1§



CHAPTER II
OF TERMS, AND THEIR PRINCIPAL DISTINCTIONS

‘W bave to study the principles which regulate our thinking
about any subject ; and these can only be discovered by examining
our various particular thoughts. Now the true unit of thought,
the simplest complete act of thought or piece of thinking, is the
Judgement, or Proposition : between which, if a distinction is ever
intended, it is that the proposition is the expression in words of
s jud, t, and unless & jud, were d in words, we
could not study it. This does not mean that it need be uttered
aloud, or written down, though these may be helps to us in fixing
our attention; but we must express it mentally to ourselves in
words or in & proposition, if it is not to evade us. The judgement
being thus the unit of thought, it might be expected that Logic
should begin with a discussion of judgement ; but it is more usual to
begin with the elements of judgement, viz. {rms. It is, however,
only through its place in & judgement that we can understand what
is meant by a term. When that has been explained, it may then
be convenient to discuss the doctrine of Toerms, before passing to

a fuller consideration of Judgement.
To judge, in the logical sense of the word, is not to soquit or
condemn, but to affirm or deny s predicate of a subject. It is easy,

bowever, to see the connexion between the two usaof the word ; for
when I judge, in the logical sense, I decide with myself what is,
or is happening. ‘Vengeance belongeth unto the Lord,’ ‘Sweet
are the uses of adversity,’ xakezd rd «aAd, Balbus cedificat, are all
judgements. In each I recognize s matter of fact, and what
I recognize in each is different.! But in the matter of fact there
is & distinction seen when I judge, between the subject and the

' . . . " "
caten 0o oo e ret sokjocta ey v e ‘e predeate
* Vengeance is sweel.’
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predicate ; for I i hing in p lar as characterizi

the object of tllon‘\lt already before mal Sub]-:t and pndwau
unite with one another in the object, snd we are aware that because
dlmnglullud dweym not wpnte . the words that indicate them
are in our the jud, admits of
analysis into those two factors, as has been already said. Subject
and predicate (Gr. vmoxelueror and xarmyopoduevor), as the parts
into which it is analysed, are called the lrms of the judgement.®

From this it will be clear that s term is not the same as & word ;

» proposition may contain any number of words; but ong ;udg+
ment never contains mare than two terms. Sabject and predicate
may Bo expressed each in a single word, as in the proposition
¢ Tastes differ’ ; more commonly each requires several words, as in
“Dead men tell no tales’; while sometimes, on the other hand,
» single word expresses both, Caessr’s famous message of three
words, ¢ Veni, vidi, vici,’ containing as many distinet propoeitions,
each of which may be broken up into the subject-term ‘I’, the
same in each, and & predicate-torm which is different. Again,
some words are not normally capable of signifying the terms of
s judgement at all ; they do not indicate by themselves any object.
of thought, but are either used, like an article, in conjunction with
some descriptive word, to designate sn object, or like an adverb, to
qualify what another word expresses, or like conjunctions and pre-
positions, to indicate » relation between different parts of a com-

stat it difying in the case of ji ich define
Ihen nluoct bat i m thess also there is & d.minotwn between the subjoct as
2 anity, ud Q.ho elementa eo-pumg \t
0y ulh..l 24> 16, ‘Term’

is terainua, & translation of the Omk dpor. It is ot quite easy to o
why the perts into which the ¢ fudgsment an bo broken up were called dpos.
The statement that *a term is 0 called because it forms one end of a propo-
sition” (Jevons) is clearly -m,, for that is an accident of language, and
of the ion bos locutus est it is not trae. It is ible that Aristotle
the proposition in the form ‘B—A’ (where we should write
fg‘n A’), and the use of the word comes from the position of the
symbole. Bonits (Indez Arist., s.9. 3por, 580 21) thinks it s metaphor from
mmmcm. where if the ratio of two quantities was considered, these
3pou, being represented by lines, which are the boundaries of
- pl.no in the jue mnt, there i is a relation of subject and predicate,
whu:h m‘hb therefore be called o'a- too. 'l'he word is, however, also
'm,www and it may be that subject and
nd.lell:‘" e called por pa_the. “‘_dmrmnu obphc: of our thov
& purtict I‘IIOIM, or as er comprising what is
_ﬂ__jﬂ_dg_mont in wh:g. they uu.\up lo.its own ﬁelJ

~
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plex object of thought.! Such words are called @Mﬂfﬁe

(ovyxamyopnuarixd) because only capable of being unsed along with
others in predication; while words which signify what can by
itself be a subject or predicate in thought are called categorematic.
These, indeed, while capable of being used by themselves for terms,
may also enter into & term as one of the words of which it is
composed ; thus man is & term in the proposition ‘Man hath
found out many inventions’, but not in the proposition * The heart
of man is deceitful’: ¢Ae sea in the proposition ¢ The ses shall give
up its dead”’, but not in the line ‘She left lonely for ever tde
kings of the sea’, In this line the words italiciced are eyncategore-
matic; but sca is not syncategorematic, because it can stand for
& term, though hore it does not do s0. Terms composed of we

of both kinds have been called ‘mixed terms’. It is true m
syncategorematic words, though signifying nothing about which
anything can be asserted, or which can be asserted of anything, can
yet as words be made the subject of linguistic or grammatical
discussion, as when we say ‘ Of is & preposition’, or ‘is the sign
of the genitive case in English’. When words which signity no
complete object of thought are made objects of our thought them-
selves as words, it is said to be by & suppositio materialis

L3 W:Lhthuhde-nybo eoupldvmda like some and any ; not, aad no
in 'no man’, also syncategorematic ; 80 is the oopnlt is, a8 the sign of
pnd.lutuon, tbon‘h not vho- it means. enm * and in itself the

* The doctrine oln{pﬂi«iuofd"mubu perties of ', has
hlg fallen into ob! vmn, at for the benefit o?:ny one who wishes to
un maa‘ﬁ uppositio malerialis it may be worth while to .dﬂ
[y nou on it parts of cyoeeh ‘were said to have signifcation ; then, as
sounds possessing signification, acquired properties which did not
belong to them as :en wounds, be-. ymg ies were not the same it:

every part of o 1 substantives denoting sul
ces, to d ives. Subetantiality and sdjectival iy

‘were supposed characters of the thinge signified ; the adjective coupls

som¢ n& val with some substantival thing, the wubstentive ‘put’ the

latter ‘under’ the former (v. Prantl, Geschiche der Logik, vol. II. Al

xv. Aom. 87; vol. I11. xvii. 59). So far, the sense of aupporitio soems to be

active; bat it is defined as acceptio f termini substantioi
the oenn is passive: [ ion’ of @ term is ‘ being u! * for some-
IF rupponers o aliguo {f, Praatl, sl I, i

waa then said itse]
o1, ety Compendium Logicae 4rtis, Lib. 1L c. z>, and m
same term bad different kinds of * supposition’ according to what
for ,&‘ in * Homo est animal’, bnomdlfordlmon.lnllhuuﬂll
ohwmmonum in * Homo currit’, it stands for some
u mdnl-l, and tlm is suppositio o, Now as a sound having i
cation, the term was ed into the sound as matter, and the
signification es form ; md'hmtpndxalmn'umcohumuamd
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Some logicians bave preferred to speak of mames, rather than
terms, or have been ready to apply to & term Hobbes’s well-
known definition of s name. ‘A mo, ho says, ‘ is & word taken
at pleasure to serve for s mark, which may.mise.in cur minds
£ Tike to_some thought we had before, and which, being
%ﬁ , may be & sign to them of what thought the
mmﬁn in Bis mind’7 This definition
oJmirbly expresses the function of s name, though it covers
many expressions that contain more than one word ; but jt is not
equl]y sppropriste to define a term. For the name not i but

the term. A term is properly one of the elemonts
mta which the object of our thought is analysed when we
break up the judgement; s name is the mark which serves to
fix and recall these elements in the objeot of cur thought. The
name belongs to the expression of our thought in language; but
thought itself is not made up of, and is not generally about, names.
‘We shall therefore commonly speak of terms, and not of names.
Nevertheless, by term will sometimes be mesnt tAe mame wihich
significs the term. For example, when it was said that in the pro-
position  The heart of man is deceitful’ mas entered into the
subject-term as one of the words of which it is composed, it would
have been more sccurate to say that it entered into the name (or
phrase) which signified the subject-term. But we may consult
brevity by the other expression without serious risk of confusion ;
for the name and the object of thought which it signifies are
obviously different, and it is easy to kmow in which sense ‘term’
is meant in any context. Usage has mnctioned the application
of the word “term’ both to the object thought of, and to the
verbal expression for it; this usage extends beyond Logic into
common speech ; and more difficulties would probably be caused
by depsrting from than by acquiescing in it.*
or in respsct of its matter, a4 in * Homo est disyllabum ’, it was said to be

tio materialis

w’:ﬂ ‘when in res, tof'hltxtnﬂul led, by p‘onn-
JSormalis. There can beuuppmwz:lasdu olmputof speech, Lut
/onuh'a only of for only

significal rem ut m o ndll«ll sub alio, v. u'
an lll xm. 00) an bave uppumu  formalis. Cf. p. 140, infra.

can T Enghlh of '.ho name of & pqm, n..ng. plm. nur.
of the me of s
nughur of !

hich can be

tu;
g phrase, like *the only man who
Covu'nnﬂ}m ‘s mission’, & name; while verbs ud’d eﬁ\vel.
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A term then may most properly be defined as whatever can be
l thought as the exdject or predicate of a proponition.) But if we mean
the name or verbal expression signifying what is thus thought, we
may define it as a word or combination of words capable of standing
as the anlject or predicate of a proposition. In order to mark the
former sense more unambiguously, logicians where the subject or
predicate is not an individmel® speak sometimes of comcepts
instead of terms, the word *concept’ signifying always an object
of thought, and never the name of it. What the logician calls
& conoept is often in common speech called a conception ; my con-
ception of heaven is what I think of when I speak of heaven.
But it is desirable to be able to distinguish between the act of
conceiving of heaven, and what I conceive i$ to be; in popular
speech ‘conception’ may signify either the act of conceiving
or what is conceived, as ‘narration’ may signify either the aot
of narrating or the story narrated, and ¢ composition” either the
act of composing or what is composed ; we msy say that s man is
engaged in composition, or that he has sent his composition to the
printer. The Greek language distinguished these two ingy
by different verbal terminations, the act by nounms in -ous (like
alobnois and pénaus), the object or product by nouns in -ua (like
alodnpa and vénpa). It is this distinction which Logic marks, by }

using the word comcepé for the object or product of the act of
conception.®

[It bas been eaid that s concept is an object of thought. But
it may be urged that the objects of our thought are things them-
eelves ; are things then the same as concepts? When we make
» judgement, it 1 ible to distinguish between (i) the object,
reality, or matter of fact which we recognize, and (i) our thought
in recognizing it. If I say ‘Gibraltar belongs to the British

predicates in s proposition, can bardly be called names st all. Nor would
any one speak of‘ the ‘middle name ' in a syllogism, though it is words which
are ambiguous when we have an ‘smbiguous middle'. Hence it seems
desirable to retain the word ‘term ' in both the senses mentioned in the next.

""ﬁ" b,

1 Mgin{'i- @ term except when it is 80 thought; but when we consider
terme in isolation, the question is not whether anything is & term in & given
judgement—for thers is no judgement given—bat whether it is & term of
a pomible judgement. Hence in our deBinition we must say * whatever con
be thought, &c.' and * capable of standing’.

\ * Technically, in the case of conorete general or of abstract terms. Cf.

* On the natare of concepts cf. pp. 55-57 infru.
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[Crown’, I refer to & rock at the entrance of the Mediterranesn,
and & fact in its present history. These form the ¢ first intention
of my mind. But my recogmition of this fact about Gibraltar is
itself o fact, and the thought in which I recognize it may be con- ,
sidered, and will form the ‘second intention’ of the mind. If.
1 consider this recognition, i.e. my sjxdgement, I find it involves
a recognition of the union with Gibraltar of this relation to the
British Crown. These therefore are the terms of my judgement,
and its terms are objects or realitics recogmized ; for ¢ belonging to
the British Crown’ is as real as the rock, though not visible
or tangible. But I might have thought Gibraltar to belong to
the Spanish Crown ; and that relation, though resl—it is real for
example of Algeciras—is not real of Gibr:fm‘ Again, I might
bave spoken about Atlantis, instesd of Gibraltar; and Atlantis
never existed except as an object of Plato’s or other men’s imagina-
tion. Inssmuch then as we may think about that which does not
exist, or think falsely about that which does exist, it ie necessary ,
to distinguish objects of our thowght from odjects czisting. Terms
therefore are always objects of our thought; but they are not
always objects that exist ! ; though in any true judgement they are
both. Hence it is possible to say that a term 1s some reslity,
or element in the reality, thought of, and it is possible to say
that it is merely lomechinlf thought of ; the objects of our t.houiht
not exist, and even if they do, we need not consider whether
they do or not. When concepts, or—more generally—terms as
the elements into which s judgement is broken up, are taken
in isolation, we do not ask whether, in thinking of r.iem, We are
thinking of an existing object; it is enough that they should
be objects of thought; for this purpose, they must not contain
elements which cannot be thought of as combined (as in the term
‘square circle’); but they may be incapsble of being thought
of as combining with what really exists, and yet be objects of
thought just because we are ignoring the question of their com-
bination therewith. A concept then is an object of our thought—
or our thought of an object, if that means what we think it to be,
and not the fact of our thinking sbout it—as opposed to an object
a8 existing irugcﬁvely of our thinking about it ; though of an
individual, so a3 its being beyond what thought can
.grasp, there is no concept.? Whether any objects exist altogether
irrespectively of the knowledge of them is & profound meta-

1 Or have existed or will exist.

* It would be powsible in ordinary speech to talk of & man's ‘ conception *
of Gibraltar, or his ‘ides’ of it, lln di-tm&lion from '.hel m_}_himl 3 bat
comcept in Logic signifies properly something universal. Thbe question
however ia this paragraph ilpo :nerll one concerning the relation of what
are sometimes called ‘ideas in the mind’, to things, whether or not these |
sre ‘idess of individoals .

oumrn c
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hysical que.tmn holding that they do not, we must still admit
tzu nﬁ of this or um m s howledg' of
them, nd '-‘ is nof rial exist ; the |
objects of mathematical knowledge exist, thongh duﬂ are noe i
material, like Gibraltar, and no one could mount s n
them. But there are ob)eeh thought of which oorhml{ tlo no
exist except as objects of ﬁmlght to the individuals who think
of them; these have their bein d‘ only in and for thought, and
are concepts which have to be from ‘things them-
telves’.]

Having considered what & term is in general, and distinguished
a term as an object of thonght from a term as the word or words
signifying it, we must now consider the main kinds of lerms that
Logic has to recognize. The ordivary classifications of terms
sre classifications of them as words which ngm!y ob;m of
thought ; but the distinctions are based on in what
we think of, and in our way of thinking about things,

Terms as objects of thought are divided first of all into
abetract and concrete: terms verbal! into sbstract, conorets,
and attribative. A concrete term (verbal) is the name of » person

r thing, an abetract term the name of a quality or attribute; so
the distinction between the thing and its qualities, between
substance and attribute, is tho basis of the distinction between con-
crete and abstract terms, Attributive terms will be explained later.

Our notion of s thing involves two elements, which furnish
the basis for a farther division of comcrete terms into those which
sre singular sod those which are oommon or general. A thing
is, first, an individual, having an existence distinct from that of
other individuals; the page, for example, on which these lines are
printed is » different page from every other in this book. But
secondly, o thing has a character, which may be the mme in other
things; just as other pages in this book, though individually
different, are equally pages. This character, which belongs alike
to many individuals, is called sometimes an uwiversal; and they,
a8 30 many different cases or examples of it, are called particalars:
particulars, as we often sy also, of s kind.

“Now the varions particulars of s kind, so far ss they have
the same character, may be called by the ssme name: so far as

¥ ie. terms as = the word or words signifying an object of thought.
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they are distinct particulars, they will require different names to
distinguish them. Their names a8 ¢Aings of a kind are common
or general names : for the name is common to all particulars of the
kind, or applies generally to any ; acorn, squirrel, file, metal, are
gensral namea.  Their names as individuals, if they have any, are
singular; like London, Zorosster, the Matterhorn; sach names
as these we call names. Agnml(erminthumudi:
predicabls of any axmber of individuals in the same sense: a singular
term one that i predicabls of one individual only in the same sense.
Smith for example, as meaning one who works in metal, is &
general term, because I mean the same by calling Dick or Thomas
a smith ; if I use it as & proper name, numercus es are the porsons
who bear it, I do not mean the msme in each use of it. I may
refer to the defender of Acre, or to the witty canon of St. Paul’s,
or to any of & hundred and one others, and in each case my meaning
is different.

We are seldom at » loss for some general term by which »
particular thing may be denoted; but comparatively few particulars
bave singular terms appropristed to them. Many particulars of
a kind—for example, new pennies—are not distinguishable at all
0 our senses, except by each occupying (when we see them together)
& different place ; these will not have each a different name, for we
should never succeed in calling each individual always by its own
proper name. In other cases, though the particulars of a kind
might be tolerably distingunishable—for example, lumps of chalk of
varying shapes and sizes—we have no occasion to refor to them
individually, nor to burden our memory with &0 many namea. We
are content to employ s common or general name, and to_specify
the particular object (from among all those that bear the name) to
which we wish to refer, by pointing, or the use of a demonstrative-or
possessive pronoun, or some periphrasis. Thus we ey the picture
there’, and point: or ¢ this year’, or ‘my great-coat’, or ¢ the bust
of Julius Caesar in the British Museum of which Froude used an
n‘nving for the ﬁvnu"pim of his life of. Caesar’. Such
expressions are indeed in & manner singular terms, for they serve
to designate particular ob;eeh tbey are m however proper names,
and they have been

But where particul of & kind are distinguishable, sud
are interested in them singly and wish to be able to refer individu-

03
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ally to them, we give them ¢ proper names’. Thus every individual
man has s nsme of his own, and every field in the country is
named, because the farmer needs to tell his men which particular
field to work in; and s railway company names or numbers its
various engines and carrisges. Though however many particular
things have no proper names, all which have proper names have
general names also; the ‘ four-acre” is a field, the ¢ Cornishman’ is
s train, William the Silent is & man; and on the other hand any
particular thing might, if it were worth while, be distinguished by
s proper name. The proper name and the common nsme thus
recognize respectively the two elements in oar notion of s thing
noted sbove : the proper name recognizes its distinct oxistence, the
[common name its character that it shares with other things: nor
could our thought about things express itself fally without concrete
rms of these two kinds.

[This has not indeed been always admitted. Thus James Mill in
his Analyris of the Haman Mind (vol. i. ch. viil. p. 260, London,
1860) writes that it is ¢ obvious, and certain, that men were led to
clsss solely for the purpose of economizing in the use of names.
Could the purposes of naming and discourse have been as con-
veniently mm?d by & name for every individual, the names
of classes, and the idea of clasification, would mever have existed.
But as the limits of the human memory did mot enable men to
retain beyond a very limited number of names ; and even if it had,
as it would have required s most inconvenient portion of time,
to run over in discourse 88 many names of individuals, and of
individual qualities, as there is occasion to refer to in discourse, it
‘was neceseary to have contrivances of abridgement; that is, to
employ names which marked equally s number of individuals, with
all their separate properties ; and enabled us to speak of multitudes
atonce’. The position here taken up by Mill is known technically
as that of nominalism, the doctrine that things called by the same
name bave only the name in common; & doctrine frequently pro-
fessed, but not often stated with such uncompromising clearness 2y
in this passage. We do not however really call different individuals
by the eame name, except becsuse they have or are believed to
have the same mature; mor is it conceivable that we could
name an individoal by a proper name, without at the same time

izing in it, however vaguely, some character that, as
capable of existing equally in other individuals, might be marked
b{ & general name. %enenl names therefore are not s mere means
of abbreviating di but their exi arises from a n
feature in our thought about objects. Aristotle’s distinction at the
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beginning of his ¢ Categories ’ between dudpupa, or things called by
the same name having only the name in common, and cwéruua, or
things called by the eame name having also what is meant by the
name in common, may be mentioned here: the distinction is nowa-
days embodied from the side of names instead of things in that
between equivocal and univocal terms (o. infra, p. 84).)

There are thus two kinds of concrete terms, viz. singular terms,
or names of individuals, and common or gemeral terms; singular
terme can be further distinguished into proper sames, i o. names
permanently assigned to ome individual, and designations, ie.
phrases which by a pronoun or what not serve to indicate an indi-~
vidual otherwise than by a name of its own. Now it has not been
stated in the last sentence, what general terms are the names of.
(Au they also the names of individuals, or are they names of the
charscter common to many individuals? The former view seems
incomplete, for it doee mot take sccomnt ef their difference from
singular terms. The latter view soems inconsistent with calling
them concrete: for the common character of many individ
regarded by iteelf, seems like & quality—something considered i
abatraction from the things possessing it. 1

The importance and difficulty of this problem can only be appre-
ciated in a more advanced study of thought than this volume
contains. Here the following solution must suffice ; but we shall
come upon the same issue sgain in other connexions.

A general term, being predicable of any number of individuals
in the same sense, implies that though they are individually different

they have something in common; in other words, that there is i

something the same in different individuals. This common charac-
ter is only found realized along with the special differences that
distinguish one individual from another; the common character of
man is found in you and me concrete with all that distinguishes one
of us from the other; and mas is & concrete term. When on the
ground of that common character we are called by the same name,
the name is concrete ; but when the common character is considered
by iteelf, and s name is given to that, without regard to or is
abatraction from the individuals who manifest it, that name is
abstract. Thus Axmanify? is an sbetract term, though it is what

! The term Awmanity has of course other meanings, viz. mankind collec-
ﬁn‘lﬁ, and also kindliness ; in the text it means the human natare common
to all men.
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makes esch of us & man. The term gold, again, is concrete; we
may say *this gold’ and ¢ that gold’, and ¢ the gold in the cellars
of the Bank of England’; but if we regard the common character
of all these, in abstraction from any particalar parcel of gold, we
should call it ‘goldness’, which would be an abstract term. The
readiest test whether s term is concrete is furnished by asking—
‘Do I mean by it some person or thing (or some assemblage

" of persons or things), or only & quality or atiribate of such?’
Thus animal is s concrete term, but colowr is not; sociefy, when we
talk about ‘s society’, is concrete ; when we say men live together
“in society ', it is abstract, for then we mean by the word not men
living together in a certain way, but only the way in which they
live together.

{1t was stated above (p. 18) that the distinction between concrete
and abstract terms on the distinction between substance and
attribute ; and in the last paragraph it might have been sid with
more precision that the test whether & term is concrete was fur-
nished by ukmg whether it could be used of & lnhunoe or agsem-
blage of And the difficulties often felt in d i
whether & term is concrete or abstract epring from the difficulties
lurking in the distinction of substance and attribute. If by sub-
stance we mean the fully determinate individual, then what we
call the attributes of & substance are elements in its being, and it is
not somet to which they can ba stiributed as sddends, like m
article of clothing ; the i not

sttributes are rather factors i in t.he mhunee Any of these wen-
bates, however, can be from
the rest of the nature of the concrete mh-unm, nnd o0 considered
can be a8 it were replaced in \‘.b ht in the concrete whole from
which it has been ted, atiributed to it. But while
sometimes what we thus oonnder separately is only some eompn—
tively simple feature of a thing, as its colour, or size, or price, at
other times we consider in one notion or concept indefinitely 1 numemu
.fut\nu, on the Mngtb of which the thing is grouped with others
in s *natura] kind ' (cf, ppu-ssu;) If wo gave & name to
these features id from what else ch
the substance, such name would be abstract ; but just because they
constitute ®0 much of its being, we give & name only to it as
constituted by them, -nd such a mmeﬁlke man or gold, u wnem,
they are not ab d from aod to the ; and
thenfon we have no nsme for them eonndered uyu-uly, unless

special reasons prompt us, as in the case of ‘humanity’; but g8
a rule, where occasion demands sbetraction, we use & penphmn
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like ¢ the nature of ’yand have not abstract terms like goldmess.
t is p«rfecﬂy;nm able” to eay one abetract term is less abstract
—more concrete—than another, iu the sense that though we are
considering not any substance, but some ynto!t.behllmddem
minate natare of a substance, yet the part we are
‘more, and more determinate, in one case thau in another. Thus tlu
properties of figure and nn.nba which can pre-eminently be studied
1 isolation from all else about dnngu re-ominently abetract.
Language, unfortunately, is apt to mi us in this matter.
Many abstract terms are not commonly used in the plaral; and
when we find & term used in the ploral, we m upt to think it con-
onu,upnd:nldofd"mmg this is not neces-
sarily the case. Myhuntmﬂy;mmh because we
can talk of triangles ; ‘tmglu'umdedmnaebli it refers to
lhng-ofwoodorotoel,nd-outhoungulum uu,bnt
le’ often means the of every

triangle, and * triangles’ Mmtmﬂ-o{mehmmg\ﬂm And
colour is mot concrete because we can speak of coloars. 'Cdonn
is concrete if I mean certsin slabs of ent ; but if I mean blue,
green, sud yellow, ;q\ldm- lt-m

_The concrate snd abstract m»—thdanm}y

really mul.l.ngn'blo if we ask ourselves what we are thinking of. If

_alons o terms verbal, it is impossible to tell whether

& pame is sbstract or concrete; for many names are equivocal,
being sometimes one and sometimes the other.]

Abstract terms then are the names of qualities or -M.ribuu-,
but Wé must understand this definition rather widely. Tt W not
only single sensible qualities, like flavours or odours, ‘Whose names
are abstract terms ; all that goes to make the nature of an object,
when it is considered merely ss qualifying such object, is abstract,
and its name (where it has sany) an abetract term. Moreover, the
object in question need not be a single thing (or person) such as &

stone or an elepbant ; it may be an asmemblage of what we regard J
7 e

8 distinct things (or pereons), like a forest, or an army; but if thets
are features belonging to. thia amemhlage, though they are not
qualities of any ope ghjeot-in-it (as  forest may be extensive and an
army skilfally or unskilfully disposed), these features considered in
themselves are abstract, and their names, ‘ extent ’ or * dispoeition’,
sbetruct also. Hence animality, duupl.mo, civilization, paterpity,
are all abstract ferms, though it is Snly by adoubtful extension of .
ve could call any of them & guality, like fragranes -

or sweetness,

et
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The distinction of singular and general is not applicable to
8l

bsTract terme. The calling o concrete term’ general rests upon a
considerstion of the many different individuals who being of the
same kind claim the same name. But an abstract term is the name
of that which is common to many individuals, considered without
reference to its repetition in them all. It may be thought that
abstract terms ought therefore to be called singular; but neither
would that be correct. A singular term denotes sn individual;
but an abstract term denotes something common to many individusls,
eomething therefore which is ¢ univeraal *.

1t is indeed true that whereas general terms are applied to many

istinguiy individuals, certain abstract terms are predicated of
many distinguishable attribates. Colour is nsed equally of blue and
red and all the other colours of the spectrum ; disease, of measles,
‘whooping-cough, bronchitis, and many other ills that flesh ia heir to;
whereas we do not distinguish different examples of blue by
different names’, nor different cases of bronchitis. ™ But * blue’ and
“bronchitis’ are not for this reason singular terms; the true
snalogy of the relation of the terms ‘blue’ and colour’ is the
relation of the terms ‘man’and ¢ animal ’, and not that of ¢ Socrates *
and ‘man’. Justasno one would say that ¢ man’ is & singular term
it is one epecies of animal, so we ought not to ssy that
“‘blue’ is a singular term because it is one species of colour, nor
* bronchitis * because it is one species of disease ; for that would be
to confuse the distinction of species and genus with the distinetion of
individual® and universal. ‘Socrates’ is a singular term because
it is the name of an individual having sttributes ; ‘blue’ is not &
singular term because it is not the name of an jndividual at all, but
of an attribute that may belong to many individuals.]

Besides abstract and concrete terms, s kind of terms has been
recognized which cannot well be classed with either—viz. adjec-
tives and adjectival terms. These are called attributive terms,
&.g. red, beaten, insolvent. They are not the names of qualities,
like redness, defeat, insolvency; on the other hand, it is those
qualities which furnish their meaning, and not the nature of the
various kinds of object to which the qualities may belong. Thus
cloth may be red and so may silk, but we should not explain
what is meant by calling them red if we were to explain the
nature either of eilk or cloth; and a man may be insolvent and

! We may of course distinguish varieties of any ome colonr by special
names, like sky-blue and ock-blue. But this does not affect the argu-
ment in the text: it would only require us to treat, not blue, but .»,.if.i‘.
or k-blue as the abstract term that is applicable only to one attribute.

The individuals of one kind are sometimes also called particndars (¢f.
p- 18), in contrast with the unisersal or kind that characterizes them all.
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20 may a company, but to explain what is meant by calling them
insolvent we must explain the nature not of man, nor of s company,
but of insolvency.!

J. 8. Mill held that adjectives are really concrete, on the ground
that white is predicated, or is the name, of snow, milk, or linen,
snd not of their colour; it is an srmy and not s defeat that is
beaten?. But it is clear that the subjects of which an adjective
may be predicated can as well be abstract as concrete; and if the
adjective is concrete because it is predicated of a thing, it should
equally be abstract because it is predicated of an sttribute; so that
if we say that cabbages are common, common will be concrete ; while
if we eay that indolence is common, it will be abstract. The fact
is that the distinction of attributive terms from abstract and
concrete ponds to no further distinction in thought; if terms
are objects thought of, sttributives are not terms at all; we may
attribute a quality to » subject, but that is an act of judgement;
thing and quality, substance and attribute differ as objects thought
of; thing or substance is concrete, quality or attribute abstract,
and everything sbstract is attributable; but there is no third kind
of object thought of to correspond to the attributive term. In
language however there are words which, though they can be
used as predicates, and therefore stisfy the definition of a term
verbal, are not properly names either of a substance or of an
sttribute. Adjectives are such words; but so aleo sre verbe
‘Verbs however were overlooked by those who erected for adjectives
a third class, along with abstract and concrete, in the division of
terms verbal. For terms are the parts into which a judgement is
resolved ; in them, taken singly, the act of predication is not eeen ;
they are as it were desd members, which could only bave been
taken apert because the life of judgement had fled and no longer
bound them together. But in the meaning of the verb this life
lingers, even if a verb be taken without its subject. Hence

! The mesning of atiibutives may, howerer, be incapable of explanation
'l ithout reference to that in the nature of the subjects whereto the qualities

which makes them susce) ugnbh of these qualities. Thus neither silk
th could be red Unldes e; neither 8 man nor & com-
wuld be nmlvem unless capeble of baving debta. CE p. 98, n. 1, inf’

n. be added that tarms like father or musician are adjectival in sense,
na vould by some h classed s attributive; for ums ihey ) substan: \

are predicated of concreta thi ly tmty
e ok thav ers poaiated €1 pp. Te0oTaA

— Eopie, 1. . 4.
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logicians, anxious to effect the resolution of s judgement into its
terms, have often preferred to sunder, even in language, the word
which expresses the predicate from that which expresses its predi-
cation: to take the term as it were out of the verb, and say of
Lear not, with the doctor!, that he ‘sleeps still’, but that he
‘is still sleeping’. Now in such & case the predicate is often
sdjectival in form; althoagh not always, for the proposition ¢ He
plays cricket’ would become, if it were meant that he played
babitually, not ‘ He is playing cricket’ but *He is a cricketer’.
Such an adjectival predicate is one of the parts into which the pro-
Pposition is resolved %, whereas the verb belongs rather to the un-
resolved proposition. The whole question of the separate character
of the adjective, or adjectival word, belongs indeed rather to
grammar than to logic. But when ‘term’ means name, or term
verbal, as names are either substantival or adjectival, and concrete
and abetract namee are both substantival, some place is wanted for
nsmes adjectival, and so they are classed separately as attributive
terms. If their form were to be ignored, and they were to be
referred either to concrete or to abstract, they should rather be
oconsidered sbetract than (as J. 5. Mill would have it) concrete;
for their invention implies the ideration of some quality or
character in the thing in abstraction from the rest of the thing’s
nature.

A special class of terms is constituted by those which are called
oollective. Like the other distinctions of tarms recognized in
Logic, this is based on a distinction in things. Individual things
or persons may be considered singly: they may also, since there
are many of them, be considered in groups; and the names of such
groups are collective terms. Thus a group or collection of books
forms 8 library; a group of human beings related in certain ways
forme & family ; related in rather different ways, a tribe; in other
ways yet,an army or & club. Any term that denotes a collection
of objects, with certain resemblances or relations among them, is col-
lective. Collective terms may be either singular or general; for we
may wish to refer to a group composed of certain specific individuals

! King Lear, At iv. 7. 1. 13.

* Adjectives can indeed be used as subjects, e. g. Beati immaculati in via,
where it is pomible to take either term as predicate. In many lan

the article is generally necessary in order to make an adjective do duty es
& substantive.
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(as when we say ‘the family of King Henry VIII’) or simply to
a group of individuals, no matter who or what, that is composed in
a certain way, snch as & family or & regiment: but all collective
terms are concrete, for they are the names of the individuals taken :
together, and not of the mode of organirzation among them. A
general collective term is mid to be used distribwicely of ﬂie
different groupe that it can severally denote, and collectively of the
individuals in any one group; thus if we speak of British regiments
the term is used dutnbnhvely of the Guards, the 6oth Rifles, the

Sutherland Highl &c., and coll ",of(-hemlnlnuch

several regiment.

‘We may sum up what has been so far mid of the kinds of terms
a8 follows :—Terms as objects of thought are either concrete or
abstract ; as names or terms verbal, concrete abstract or attributive:
concrete terms are either singular, and then either proper names
or dmguuou,at else genenl nhtnct term, baviog no reference
to individuals, are not idered as either singular or
general, but always signify mtﬂnng universal ; and some of them
are not names of one recognized attribute (or state or quality or
relation) only, bat include under themselves divers species thereof.
1t may be added that attributive terms are obviously general.

‘We pass now to a fresh division of terms, made from another point
of view. As we may give a name to a group of objects taken
together, which would apply to none of them by itself, 50 we may
give to an object or quality, when we regard it in its relation to'some
other object or quality, s name which would not apply to it con-
sidered in itself. Such terms, sttributing to one object or quality
some definite relation to another, are called relative terms: and in
contrast with them, terms that indicate an object or quality con-
sidered in iteelf are called shsolute. It is clear that if one object or
quality stands in relstion to another, the latter must also stand in
relation to the first; and the name applied to it to indicate this
reverse relation is ‘ correlative ’ ; or, since each is correlative to the
other, the two togetherare called correlatives. Instancesof relative
terms are egwal, greater, sulject, paremt: with their correlatives
equal, less, rulor, child ; apple, sousd, man are abeolute terms.

Belative terms are necessarily general’, like attributive terms;

? Except 80 far as they are wmhxnd into & term whose whole meaxing is
singular: e.g. Arst is general, but fhe first Pharash is singular.
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for the same relation may be exemplified in many particular
instances, and therefore many objects may stand in that relation
which the relative term is used of them to indicate. They have this
farther resemblance to attributive terms, that though meaning
a relation, they are applied to a subject standing in that relation :
s attributive terms are to a subject poesessing the attribute which
constitutes their meaning ; they are not however themselves neces-
sarily attributive—thus ‘contemporary’ is relstive and sttributive,
but ‘a contemporary’ is relative and concrete. The existence of
attributive terms is grounded in the fact that the various objects
of our thought do poesess distinguishable attributes ; and that of
relative terms in the fact that they do stand in distinguishable
relations one to another. It has been contended that all terms are
really relative, because every ebject of thought stands in relation to
other objects, and nothing can be abeolute except the totality of
existence, beyond which there is nothing for i$ to stand in relation
to. But though it is true that cvery?.hmg stands in relation to
other ?.hmg-. things are i idered rather in th 1
and receive names rdingly ; and i they are
in definite relations to another thing, and receive names that indi-
cate tbat particolar relation. And this is sufficient ground for
the distinction between absolute and relative terms, though there
are cases in which it is hard to eay whether a given term is one or
the other. Mas is clearly absslute, and falder relative, though
mountaim might be disputed ; for & mountain is so only by its
elevation above the plain, and yet in calling it s mountain we have
in mind many features besides this relation.

Terms have been farther divided into posiive, negative, and prica-
tive. A positive term is eaid to imply the presence of a quality (or
qualities), . g. greed, greedy : a negative term to imply the absence
of a quality, e.g. colowrless, wnfit, unfitness : a privative term to
imply the abeence of a quality where it has been or might be
expected to be present, e. g. deaf, deafwcss, desiceated.

There is s certain difficulty in the notion of a negative term, and
in the account of it just given; for no term can be purely negative,
snd imply merely the abeence of & quality. The Irishman's receipt
for making & gun, to take a hole and pour iron round it, is not more
difficult to execute, than it would be to frame s term whose mean-
ing consisted eimply in the fact that s particular quality was not

<3 orad
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meant. A term must have some positive meaning or content, in
order to be a term at all.

It is indeed sometimes said that a negative term includes in its
meaning whatever is not meant by the corresponding positive term.
According to this view, there is no pesitive term to which we may
not frame & corresponding negative; to mas there corresponds mot-
man, to book mot-book, to sguare mot-square, to colour wot-colonr ; mot-
man is everything which is not man, and includes therefore not only
the other animsl apecies, but plants and minerals, books and insti-
tutions, birth and immortality; wof-book includes all these but
books, and man besides ; and so forth. The two ‘contradictory ’
terms (as they are called) comprise between them all that is;
nothing can be conceived, of which one or the other is not predi-
cable; snd they divide the universe betweea them. What the
Ppositive term is, does pot matter; for whatever it be, the negative
term covers everything else; and therefore it may be expressed by
@ symbol ; let 4 represent any term, and not-A its contradictory;
and we may then say that 4 and not-4 between them make up all
that is, or that there is nothing of which one or other may not be
predicated. ¢ Everything is either 4 or not-4."!

Such negative terms as these do not really figure in our thought ;
they are ‘mere figments of logic’?; Aristotle long ago pointed
out that odx-8sfpwros was not properly a name at all; and he

! This formala, ‘Everythmg is_either 4 or not-4,’is sometimes given as
the * Law of Ezxcls The * Law of Excluded Middle * means that
il e pwopvnhonl one or other most be bo trus; they enno!.
both be false, and therefore any third or middle co n scceptin
one and accepting the other is excluded. ®It has bun uhd vkmhtr m.hu
of sach oontmhaary pnponuon a8 Virtue is irianguler and
Aot tri: e former is clearly mu but tha lnw
dou not sesm tm The aaswer is that if any one were to asert that virtue
is triangular (as the Pyt! mnhcldjumuwhntheutunof-
2quare) e ohonld be ngh to contradict him; but that no one who
ble of sny spatial character at all would ever
it w hmnl.f the dhmn ives, *is virtue triangular or is it not 1 and that
one who, not ml.m. lu-. amerted it to ln t lar, the proper con-
tradiction is that it has no figure. The case therefore furnishes no exception
to the truth of lht h' of Excluded Middle, provided the alternatives are
not s the outeet realised as nonsense; but no ome to whom they are
ponsense would expect to test by them the validity of the laws of thought ;
for talking nonsense is not thuhng The objection to stating the Law of
Excluded Middle in the form* Everything is either 4 or not-4 ' is this, that
it seems to sanction the formation of nonsensical contradictories, such aa
‘we have examined, no less than of wntndncwncl that are rational Cf. also
Bradley, Logic, L v. §§ 28, 24. * 8tock, Deductivs Logic, § 188.

i\.
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perhape extended his countenance too much to it, when hesaid that,
if we were to call it anything, we must call it & ‘name indeter-
minate’ (dropa ddpiarov) because, being the name of nothing positive
and in particular, it had s purely indeterminate signification; it
was applicable equally to things existent and non-existent.!

The invention of such terms however is explained when we re-
member the relation of a term to judgement. The latter, as we have
scen, is the primitive and remains the complete act of thought, and
terms are got by abstrastion from it. Now the afirmative judge-
ment ¢ All flesh is grass’ may be resolved into the terms fleeh (the
subject) and grass (the predicate affrmed of it); but the negative
judgement ‘ Man is not & fly’? into the terms mas (tho subject)
and fly (the predicate dewied of it). But since we do therein affirm
that man is nof a fly, it seems poesible to say that the predicate,
not a fly, is affirmed of man, ss well as that the predicste fly is
denied of him. This attempt to reduce negative and affirmative
judgements to & common affirmative type, by throwing the
negative into the predicate, is not really defensible, for the very
reason that the negative term nof o fly has no meaning ; and hence,
as we should not take the trouble to afirm of man nothing in
particular, the only point of the judgement must lie in denying of
him something in particular; so that the meaning of the ¢infinite”
judgement (as it is called) ‘ Man is not-a-fly’ lies in the negative
judgement ‘ Man is-not a fly’, and it is clear that we have not
resolved the negative into the affirmative form, when such afirms-~
tive can only be understood by restoration to the negative. But it
is out of such attempts that purely negative terms like *not-fly *
have arisen; and it is only by understanding that the term 4 h-
been the predicate of & negative jud, that we can und
how the term pot-A should ever have been formed.

There are however certain negative terms which are mot such
mere figments of logic as the infinite terms” which have been just
considered. Where the positived not s general concrete term but

1 de Interpr. ii. xmw the technical term in Latin is nomen infinitum,
‘whence t| h irase ‘ infinite term’ is derived : but infinite means in
this context i muuum and for the sake of perwpicuity, the latter word
Iu- been used in the text.

‘Why hath not man & microscopic eye?
Form-plunmmuvotll
—Porx, ﬁ-y on Men, L 198.
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is_attributive, there the corresponding negative may be quite
Tegitimate ; indeed the distinctions of positive, Iuglhve, t-ﬁ)m
tive most, properly apply ol bt SElY to_aH

or to abstract terms founded upn these.! Fot al.l attribative
témus fiiiply by their very form s subject of which they may be
predicated, and to which they refer that attribute which constitutes
their menning. Therefore even if the term be negative, it still
suggests & eubject which, in the abeence of the attribute which
the negative term excludes, is positively conceived as having some
other character instead. And here we have a basis of positive

meaning to the negative term ; for let 4 be a positive term ; then ,

not-4 will signify what a subject, which might d¢ 4, will be if it is
not 4. Thus istemperate signifies what a wan, who might be
temperate, will be if he is not that ; weeven suggests what a line or
surface, such as the surface of a road, will be if it is not even;
#ot-blue suggests what a thing which might be blue (that is, an
object which must have some colour) will be if it has not that
colour. The definiteness of the positive meaning which a negative
term thus conveys will vary greatly, according to the range of
alternative attributes which we conceive possible to a subject that
might conceivably have possessed the attribute denied of it; thus
intemperate has a more definite mesning than moi-4xe, because when
temperance is excluded, though there are many degrees of in-
temperance, yet they have more affinity with one another as
contrasted with temperance than the different colours which remain
when we exclude blue; waryflad has a more definite meaning still,
for » surface which is not in any way rufled can only be smooth.?
It has been alleged that ‘not-blue’ does not necesearily imply
¢ coloured in some other way than blue’, nor ‘not-even’ a surface of
another kind than even; that it is as true to say of banter that it is
ot blue as of & buttercup, and that larceny is as much not-even as
Lombard Street. But such a contention misinterprets our thought.
Just as privative terms imply the absence of an attribute from
 subject that possessed or should have possessed it, and therefore
must convey & notion of what the subject consequently is without
that attribute, 80 negative terms (at any rate when they are not

[ S ,provet will illsrnte the pint Bere—ofhel
xdbr, wasrodunin 80 Pl adad

X
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| mere figments of logic) lmply tlu absence of an attribute from
» subject that might ivably have d it, snd theref
convey & notion of what the nb;oet is instesd. The attribute
which & negative term excludes belongs to & genus of attributes
(as blue belongs to the genus colour, or prudence to the genus
featare of buman character, or square to the genus figure); and
if » subject is unsusceptible of any attribute within that genus, we
should not be at pains to deny of it some particular attribute in
the genus; since the soul for example has no figure, we should
not say that it is not-square; since furniture has no festure of
human character, we should not call a towel-horse imprudent. The
negative term is only used of what must have some sttribute
within its genus ; and this genus furnishes & substratum of positive
meaning to the negative term ; moi-/xc does mean ‘coloured not
with blue’ and no/-even having a surface which is uneven.!

The statement that the distinction of terms into positive, nega-
tive, and privative is only applicable properly to attributive or
relative terms may seem €6 be contradicted by the fact that many
naglt.lve urms. sach as nunmeo, inequality, non-intervention, are
not relativé or attributive. But it will be found that all such
terms are abetracts that presuppose the relative or attributive
negative term ; and are very positive in their meaning. Injustice
does not mean whatever is not justice (such as ‘accidence and
sdjectives and names of Jewish kings’), but the quality of being
unjust; inequality means the relation of being unequal; non-
intervention the conduct of the not-intervening. Abstract negative
terms like not-equality or not-colour are as unreal as concrete
negative terms like not-Soorates or not-book.

It may be asked, if all negative terms (and the same is true of

? The genus within which any attribute falls, or the subjects tible
of some ntnlnh ‘within that Reous, may be called with de Mo (Formal
Logic, p. 41) & * limited universe’ thm blue is & predicate in the universe
m“m or of t?‘wu °nd ta: jent in the unive e}u o{ﬂhm:mi

o) may Foo b o t0 a.lmi“m' ceien Uhto ot indsad the wh

rae: bt the limited unirers or whole of things which Coutttuton she
s limited universe have
e ey e
character common 1o all things included in it, except the character of being
--which, as Aristotle pointed out, considered in itself and not as realized in

some -yeeul mode of Deing, is not & ognuﬁent hm Cf. de Interp. iii. le’?&
Such a *limited universe ' is somotimes called an * universe of discourse
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privative) have » positive meaning, what is the use of the dis-
tinction between them? The answer is as follows. First, with
regard to the distinction of positive and privative terms; there are
some states which can only be understood as the privation of &
positive state: deafness would have no mesning, but for our
knowing what it is to hear; we cannot think of a body as desic-
cated, except we think of it as having first contained moistare.!
Secondly, with regard to the distinction between positive
and negative terms: there is & real difference between s term
which signifies one definite attribute, and & term which signifies
any attribute vnthm & genus except one; the lstter is compara- \~
tively inds sod ; eg brate signifies »
definite | structn b signifies & struct
which is not vertebrate, b\lt fails to characterize it further. \

Positive terms are positive directly and precisely, negative terms
indirectly and for the most part vaguely. This distinction is im-
portant, and we are therefore justified in calling attention to it;
it will be seen for example presently to be one of the rules of
definition to avoid, as far as possible, negative terms; and there is
no way in which the point of this instruction could be so well
conveyed as by the help of the distinction of negative and positive
terms.

e doctrine about negative terms impugned
o hs furnishes l example of the dngnn dnm

[y pnnlyp formal logic. If we regard only the form of s proposition,
4 is ot B, (in which thc terms are 4 and B) we may ‘ permute’ it
%o the form 4 is not-B (in which the terms are £ and not-B); and
weo may formally regard 4, B and not-B all eqml.ly as terms.
But whether the proposition 'dis not-B, and the ‘ negative term* | -

' These two examples are not quite parallel. The notion of deafness can
be formed by any one who knows what hearing is. The notion of *desic-
cated ' cannot be formd by ny one who knows what moisture is, but he
must also know what dryness * Desiccated ' is & privative term, because it
means & d.rym- due to the vlthdnvll of moisture previously present; but
“dry’ is just as positive & term as ‘moist’. It sometimes happens, with
two mutually exclusive alternatives like dry and moist, that men dispute
‘whether or not both are positive. Some uophu' bave maintained that
pain is merely the privation of pleasure, and evil the privation of good ;
others, that pain ovil are just as u. good and pleasure. In thess
cason, it will be alsa in disgate, whetber or a0l pain and evil ars privatirs
urm. lnt the dispute arises from our uncertainty how to think about the

and 50 furnishes another illustrution of what bas been gomud out
o i t{' e ‘text, that, logical distinctions of terms refect and ars based upon
Vdistic ou\nthe'ly'lthmksbon things.
D
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[not-B, bave any meaning or none will depend upon the roatter of
the proposition—upon what kind of & term B was. Looking at
the form, B has a corresponding negative not-B; but whether such

—i\: form of thought, or notion, as not-B is possible cannot be told
by considering the form alone.]

‘We have still to notice the distinction of asivocal, eguivocal, and
analogous terms. Univooal terms are termes with only one meaning,
0 that they are used in the eame sense of every subject of which
they are used at all: equivocal (or ambiguous) terms are terms
with more than one meaning, so that they may be used of different
subjects in different senses—e. g. fair, a8 used of a complexion and
of & bargsin: analogous terms are terms which have more than
one meaning, but the meanings have a certain degree of identity
or correspondence—e. g. we speak of the foot of & man and the
foot of & mountain, meaning different things, but in both cases
that on which the object stands. We ought in strictness to regard

this distinction as one not in terms but ip the yse of terms; for
Jair is used univocally of all fair complexions, and is only equivocal

when we use it at once in different senses. All proper names be-
longing to more than one individual are used equivocally of such
different individusls.
'\Hl‘hz history of the words univocal, equivocal, and analogous
ill illustrate the tendency to treat Lofic from the standpoint of
an affair of names. The Aristotelian distinction slready alluded
to (p. 20) between ovsdpvua and dusvuua wes ome of things.
Uns: an i are merel, lati $
and dudvvpoy, and they were defined in the same wa) (cf. Cracken-
thorpe’s Logic, Bk. IL c. i ‘Aequivoca ita describuntar: aequi-
vocs sunt quorum nomen solum est commune, ratio vero illius
nominis est alis atque alia’ c. ii. ‘Univoca describuptur in hunc
modum : univoca sunt res vel entis quorum nomen ést commune,
et ratio illius nominis est una et eadem in omnibus quibus nomen
convenit’). Similarly, it would have been not the word *foot’, but
the man’s and the mountain’s foot that would have been called
us. If we remember that terms are not primarily names, byt
the objects of thought inteaded by the names, we might etill say
{Bat equivocal terms are different objects of thought with the
same name, rather than the same name with different meanings.
But in English usage the distinction of names has really displaced
that of things: we do not even retain both, like the Latin, when
it was eaid that ‘sequivoca’ were either ¢ sequi ia, ipeae voces
aequivocae ’, or ‘ sequivocats, res ipsae per illam vocem significatae”.]




CHAPTER III
OF THE CATEGORIES

Tax distinctions between terme dum—ed in the last chlphr sre
not primarily ical, like the distinction between
and adjective (though here and there, ss we saw, the forms of
language have affected the mode in which they have been drawn);
nor do they belong to any special science, like the distinction in
chemistry between names in -um, which signify metals, and names
in -gem, which signify gases. They belong to all sciences, snd are
based o certain features that reveal themselves to reflection about
any subject whatever; and that is why they are logical. But
these differences of form in our thonght about things correspond
to and involve differences in the manner of being of these things
themeelves. It is of special importance to remember this in con-
sidering the Aristotelian doctrine of C: out of which some
of the preceding distinctions take their rise. The categories
present a logical, but they present also & real distinction: Le. a
distinction in the nature of the reality about which we think, as
well as in our manner of thinking about it.

The vuml category, sarnyopla, means predicate’; snd the

may be described as a list of predi one or other of

which defines the mode of being: belongmg to everything that
exists. In the complete list there are ten, viz.

ovofa substantia substance

Toady guantitas quantity

by qualitas quality

wpos T relatio relation

o i place

word quando time

xeiofar situe sitaation

ar Aabitus state

Houl actio activity

wdoxey paum p.mty (being nehd on)

1 b and Ari
times uses xarmydpnua instead of in the pmnz sense: V. Beuu.
Indez Arisit, &5, E

D3
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These Aristotle calls both ‘ kinds of predioate °, yéw riév xarnyopidr,
and ‘kinds of being’, yiwm ré» Srrwr. Wo must examine the
Iatter phrase first, ﬁwowishtonndouhndhudncﬁm.

We bave seen that propositions may be d lly in
the form 4 is B. Bntthepnd;ﬂhdmm-umqndlymdl
cases to declare what the subject is. A man is an animal, and
aman is in the kitchen; Tray is & dog, and Tray is happy now;
s musician is an artist, and & musician is bresking my burdy-
gurdy : if we look at these judgements, we shall admit that the
second does not tell us what s man is so much as the first ; that
the third is & fuller answer than the fourth to the question * What
is Tray?’; and that the fifth is s fuller answer than the sixth
to the question ¢ What is » musician?'. Now Aristotle would have
said that the first, third, and fifth of theri declared what_their
myecf.:vamblmmul‘md.ormn. the second, fourth, and
sixth what they were xard wypop'nh,orp'nndm In other
words, the predicate is in the one case of the essence of the subject,
and the subject could not exist at all without it being predicable of

Ilnm in the other case it is an sccident of the subjeot. What is

]md:nldof-nb;actufquuuuyouwmmunmﬂy,

ly!; what is predicated of it xard ds tells
mlndedmathm‘wlkbutmnglnwe—qnd
‘pu'h e unneceesary, to its being—something of which it could be

divested, and still remain the thing it is.

The ultimate subject of predication is the ooncrete individual
thing—you, Socrates, Bucephalus, or the stome in your signet-
ring®; and if you ask of this what it is, you will have to specify
in your answer, some kind of sxdelance®; you are s man, Buce-
phalus is & horse, the stone in your signet-ring is an sgate. All

! This is not a complete statement of the meanings in which,

sccordi
1o Aristotle, & predicate may be mid to belong to & mhjmulawd :'n‘t
:.t-i:, I think, s -nlmn scoount of the sense in which the expression is

"l'hnuthctnon onhem-mnna-m l'loh-mp-
-’ y S0 xerd roi

wirra xal card rov —8 i em.ouly
qwaauoqmnlmumm-a.o»mamuo Cf. infra, c. xiv. p. 2150.
* Bt there are concrete things denomi from predicates 1n wome
gther catogory than that of mbsiancs ; o.g. 8 thrashold 1 & concrsto thing,
in calling it & wﬂldondpnlbmhhnu to do that, I should
hnh-ymtnmsmnx It is » threshold becsuse it is a stone in
» cerlain sifwation.
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these—man, horse, agate—are so many differemt substances; in
smying what you, Bucephalus, or the stone in your lig-n«-ring is
ementially, or per sg, these sre the answers I must give; their

;Lﬁd_hlm_&uwum kipd of substance. But
T ask what is & substance, I cammot find any mere genenl signi-
ficant notion under which to bring that, as ? bring Bucephalus,
in declaring what he is, under the motion horse, and horse, in
declaring what a horse is, under the notion eubstance. Of
substance I can say that it is a kind of being; for substances are
one kind of things that are; but it s of no use to treat mere
being as & genus, of which substances are s species, for to being
considered in itself, and not as a determinste way of being (e. g.
being » eubstance), I can attach no meaning.

On the other hand, there are a great many subjects, sbout which,
if asked what essentially they are, I could not possibly sy that
they were substances. Large, loud, blus, heavier, here, yesterday,
fever, horizontal, fighting, running, defest, virtae—all these are
something, or they coald not enw into true predication : hut wlut
are they ? Directly or indirectly they all p
if there were no animals, there would be no fever: if no one foqght,
no one conld be defeated. But they are something incident to
eubstances, attributes and not things. To say that they are
attributes, however, only declares their relation to something else,
their dependence ; it does not declare what they are in themselves.
If we ask that, we shall find ourselves ultimstely giving as an
answer some one of the other categories.

Thus I may say that ¢ yesterday was wet ’: but that does not tell
any one the natare of yesterday in itself. Buat if I say ‘yesterday is
the dsy before that on which I am now speaking ’, I explain what
yesterdsy in itself is. And if nextI am asked ‘ What is that?’, I
should reply that it is & certain date or fime ; and there I must stop.
The kind of being then which belongs to yesterdsy i not being
substance, but being & time. Similarly blue is & oolour, and colour
is & guality ; loud also is & quality, and virtus; so that their being
is being qualities; that is what essentially they are. Large is &
6ize, i e. to be large is to be of & certain guantify ; to be heavier is
to be in & certain relation ; here is & place; fever is a state of
the body, horizontal a sifsation ; fighting and ranning are activitics,
defeat & being acted om.
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There is nothing then, according to Aristotle, that exists or can
be thought of, which is not either a substance, or a quality,or s
quantity, or in some other of the categories. One or other of them
is predicsble of everything ; and they cannot be further reduced, or
brought under any common hesd.! A quality is not s quantity, &
time not & place, to do is not to be dome to, nor any of these s
situstion : and so forth. It might be thooght that state is hardly
distinguishable from g¢uality, nor sitwatios from place. But the
things are not really the same. A state is something which
characterizes & whole through the condition of its parts. Thus we
call 8 man shod, because he has shoes on his feet ; or healthy, because
each part of his body is functioning rightly ; but the healthiness of
his body as & whole doss not mean that each part of it is qualified
alike, nor his being shod that every part of him has shoes on. A
quality, on the other hand, is comparatively simple, and if it
characterizes & whole, does so through being present in the same
way in its various parts; if a whole surface is blue, that is because
the various parts of it exhibit the sme colour, and if & trader’s
stock is sweet, that is because the things it is composed of are
severally sweet. The conception of a state, therefors, is more
complex than that of quality; and eo it is with sitgation and place.
“Upside down’, horizontal’, ‘sitting’, “standing’, are in tbe
category of situati di which d ine not where s
thing is, but ite ‘lie” or position there. Without place there could
be no situation ; but you do not determiue & thing’s situstion by
assigning its place.

The categories, therefore, are a list of predicates, one or other of
which must in the last resort be affirmed of any subject, if we

i As & matter of fact, hovnnt. the category of relation is not equally
eulnded by the others; and Xenocrates is u?ta have reduced them all to
Belation. In doing this he wonld not have effected & nll

)y were to &nn‘. for time,
phco mion. &c,, sl involve ementislly different kinds of relation ; and
‘mere relation, which is not tny dcﬂmh kind of relation, is A.lrnott hnm
-aonupuon u men bm:( lo probably erected

1 ppear to tell \ulan.huolhouvlull
mb,.cz in 's.. Toat hlgh would be in the category of acéy : *taller than
b nsighbour i, the of -,s; 3 it gives

| the formarenn qnly chnp hnngo in the man himself. The famer
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ask wlut in itsslf it is, They are yérm rér xamyopir, kinds of
snd equally yém rér Srwp—the kinds of being which
WE‘, the kinds (if we may put it s0) of what things
In eaying things here, however, we do not mean things as
opposed to their attributes; we mean anything real, and attri-
butes are as r-l as the substances to which they belong. Never-
theless, the di ion between sub and sttribute is promi-
nent in Aristotle’s doctrine ; for all the other categories are called
by him incidental to substance. And terms in the other categories,
while they may be subjects of predication (ss when we say that
blie is's colour, or that the wise are few), are not metsphysically
m‘;eﬂa-—m not independently existing, but exist in concrete indi
Viduals, There is o blue except the blue of the ses or the sky, of
& larkspur or a gentian, &c.; 1o wise, except wise men or women.
In the category of substance come all concrete individual things, and
these are substances in the strict and fullest sense. Of these in the
Iaxt resort everything is predioated. But what is predicated of
them is partly itself in the category of substance, and partly in the
other other categories. We have here that distinction between first and
second eubstances which onoe cocupied so much of the attention of

philosophers and theologians.
First nhnhneam individuals like Socrates or Cicero; second
b di like man, horse, peppermint, parsley, which

tell what kmd of thing am individual is. The former are never

properly predicates at all; Socrates or Cicero is s subject of predi-
cation, but not pndmblo of anything else; for what is predicable
is universal, i, e. might be predicable of any 7 number of subjects ;
T’;T‘ln individuals, and eingular. The latter are predicates
of the former, and are universal ; but they tell what an individaal
ementially is, and 80 are predicates in the category of substance,
——

and Apelt, Beitrage sur Geschichte der griechischen
a? des Aristoteles. In the expreseion yirm
* kinds ndlclu. refers no doubt to the predi-
um ol"&ne-. these pnd.w.. falling ..:‘He. the kinds enumersted, not to
the heads or most ’e sndxutu under which these fall. Some inter-
proters have therefore held that the conorete individual is not in sny
o ce ;: is n:.u plmmlyl xm)dmus ‘(g Cat. v. 3% !Bh'.lhpw
ip wos mpérns obgias o vie ol ermpopie). Bat M, m- ow,
whtlhvhhdo“ﬂ of that treatise implies, that the concrete indivi-
dual is in the category of nubﬂ.uwt lt certainly one of the ‘kinds of
being".~ The lceounl o tho text -mnim follows the implications of
the expression yém rér Syrus in this poin Llaepucy between the two.
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while all elee that is said of an individual tells only some quality
or mu that characterizga him, his activity or ntununn, his relation
%o others, &c., and is therefore a pradicate in one of the remaining

categories.

Undonbtedly it is here that the chief difficulty in Aristotle’s
conception lies. But the difficnlties are not sought grataitoualy ;
they arise natorally in our reflection upon the nsture of things.
‘We naturslly incline to think, in considering an individual, that
out of all that characterizes it some part is more essential than
another, goes more to make it what itis. This we call its kind,
and Aristotle called it also its substance; and language contains
names that are evidence of this, kipd-names like man, horse, gold.
It is indeed very hard to say exactly what constitutes the kind ;
kind-names, as we shall see later, present special obstacles to
definition ; and s positive account of the substance of an individual
soems beyond us. But negatively there is a great deal which we
should say does not belong to the substance—the place where the
individual is, what it momentarily does or suffers, all in fact that
‘we can refer to other categories. All these we tend to think of as
| attributes which the individual hss, but that it can exist irrespec-
tively of them: whereas, mu'pecewaly of its kind, it _would no
longer be at all.  And yet the kind is universal ; it is predicated of
more tbmg- than one; Socrates, Plato, and millions more are men ;
the lumpe of iron in the world are uncountable. Hence follow two
lines of reflaction. >

First, because the kind, though universal, is at the same time
more substantial than the other predicates of an individual are—
more concrete, in fact, than they—the kind, or ‘second substance ’,
comes to be thought of as having some special claim to independent
existence. Other modes of being, other predicates, depend on it ;
. but it is thought of as depending on nothing else for its existence.

True that we only find the kind realized in some concrete indi-
ndul neven‘.lnlu. it is not a mere sttribute of the concrete

idual, as predi in other ies are. And some have
held that these ‘ second substances’ are real, whether there be any
concrete individual of their kind or not: while others have held
tBat, thongh only realized in individuals, yet each is one and the
eame in all individuals of its kind—man in all men, irop in all
iron—and 50 may be called one substance, in a different way from
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is or that man or lump of iron, but just as traly. Each of these
doctrines was called by the schoolmen realism !, as opposed to the
sominaliom which denied the rea] ideptity of anythipg in different
individuala bearing the same kindaname.

Bat -mnd]y, boeuu the kind is univerml, it is predicated of
the concrete i a8 predi in other categories are. And
a8 the individual is -onudnng which Aas them, #0 it is something
to which its kind is atéribwted. It cannot be identified with its
kind ; for then there would be nothing to distinguish one indi-
vidual from another. Man is predicated equally of Socrates snd
Plato, and if each as an individual substance were just man,
Socrates would be the same as Plato. Therefore we must look
elsewhere for what distinguishes them. If we find it in the other
predicates of the concrete individual, and ssy_that he is the
kind pius all his particalar sttributes, we resolve ths. individusl
mh an sssemblage of universal predicates. If we do not do
this, but suppose that his kind and all his particular attributes
as well delong to the individual, we are yet quite unable to sy what
the individual is, to which they all belong. For in mying what it
is, we should merely assign to it & fresh predicate; whm we
want to get not at its predicates but at that which ‘hss’ them.
This gives rise to & new way of considering the subject of predica-
tion. Oai_n_d_l,__wu the concrete individoal, Socrutes or Plato;
but of what he is, one part was distinguished as what he is egsen-
tially, and the rest reduced to be attributes or ‘ socidenta’ of him, not
Decessary to his being, and not to be included in an sccount of his
essence. Now, what be is essentially is also reduced to the position
of attribute and mere predicate, and the subject becomes s mere
subject of which as such nothing more can be said except that it
exists and is unique in each individual. This mere subject of predi-
catés, which cannot in itself be described as specifically of this kind or
of that, Aristotle called matfer.® We only know matter in con-
junction with form ; bricks and timber are the matter or material of
which a house is built, bat a brick is in tarn clay to which a certain
form has been given; clay again is matter of a certsin form ; bat
matter by iteelf —that which is found in various forms, but has no

* The former was said to maintain the existence of wnicersalia ants rem,
the luhr of wniveraalia in re: where the res is & concrete individual.
Ar. Phys. o. vii. 1918 8-12.
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form of its own—is unknowable.! It may be questioned whether
Aristotle was justified in his use of the conception of mstter. Tho
material of anything is always hing of a quite d

character. Economists know in how many ways the products of one
industry are ¢ raw material’ to another; but the raw material which
is rawest, i. o. which has itself been least worked up, s still matter
of a perfectly definite kind. Timber is the raw material of the car-
penter, but trees of the lumberman : pig iron of the ironmaster, but
iron ore of the smelter; and neither trees nor iron ore are any
nearer being formless matier than lumber or pig iron. In the one
relation, the matter (or material) is & concrete thing, in a different
state no doubt from that into which it is worked up, but perfectly
familiar to us as existing in that state; in the other, the matter is
not s concrete thing at all, is in 1o state, is quite unfamiliar and
indeed incapable of being known to us as such; and this relation
of matter to form has no real snalogy with the réfafion of matter
to what is made ont of it in the arts® It is true that in
using the metaphysical analysis of the oconcrete individual
into matter and form in order to find different subjects of the
same form in different individuals, I may not at first sight
seem to rely upon the p of & quite ind i matter.
The matter of a house, says Aristotle, is stones and timber; the
form—what makes the stones and timber the matter of & Aoxse—
is ‘to be & shelter for men and goods’. Stones and timber are
determinate material, and different houses, however olosely other-
wise alike, are distinguished by being built of different material
But if we ask what distinguishes the material used in building one
house from that used in building another, and do not find it in the
kind of material, we shall have either to say that the materials
are themselves made out of different material or that they just are
different; in the former case we shall ba assuming, in order to
sccount for the diff between d ials that are
the same in kind, other determinate materials the same in kind
but individually different; in the latter, any further snalysis into
matter and form brings us to an isdeferminate matter that furnishes
different subjects for the same form in different individuals. The

S\ dyrearor xef aimiy, Met. Z. . 10880 8.
A s foregoing eritician 1 am particularly indebted to lectures of
fessor Cool
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proper cutoome of this line of reflection would seem to be that what
makes possible different individuals of the same kind is the matter
of which whas! they are is predicated; and this at times Aristotle
saysl, and ho sdmits that in one sense matter is substance. But
the corollary, that the nature of Socrates, as predicated of this
madter, is something that may be common to another, and universal,
he does not draw ; and it would seem to be his considered doctrine
in the Melaphysics (however bard to reconcile with some of his
other statements) that what makes Socrates Socrates is his form,
or what he is, and not the matter in which this form is realized.®
This form is his subetance; and it is neither merely the specific
form of man, nor does it include all that can be predicated of bim ;
but_we are not told how.ta distinguish it. from_ predi in the
other categories. We need not pursue the Aristotelian doctrine
further; so much has been said in order to illustrate the difficulty
of determining what is in the category of Substance. We may
start with the concrete individual, and draw a distinction, among
all the things that can be predicated of him, between that which
declares what he is essentisily, and is his substance, or belongs to
the category of substance, and that which declares about him some- §
thing not essential, and belonging to one of the other categories.
But pradicates in the category of substance seem universal, as in
any other; and predicates in the other categories are not essentisl ;
hence the tendency to ssy that what individualizes is material
-nb-t-nm, not universal, nor capable of figuring as pred\e-to If,
& avoid this, we suppose “that there is something about Socrates
which makes him Socrates, less than the sam total of all his
predicates, we shall find it i.mymnblo to ey what this is. The
ttempt h distinguish what is from what is not essential to the
dividual leads us to distinguish the individual both from his
emence and from his ential attrib ; the “first sub ’
is alternately regarded as the whole eoncnu individual and ss
what is essential in him; while the fact thst the possibility of
distinguishing the essential seems first possible when we look for
the character which belongs to bim as_of dis kixd leads to the con-
u'_g. Met. M. viii. 1034% 5-8; and v, Bonite, Indez Arist. 2.0. 9hn, 86
* Cf. Mdt, M, x.1085°27-1088% 9, xiii, 1038° 8-15; H. i. 1042 28-9. But

one unnotml.l support any statement on the point except by reference
% bis od :r y ol Pt by
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ception of an universal essence possessed of & sort of substantiality
of its own, & sort of ‘second substance’.
‘We shall be met later with the same dificulty, when we consider
the doctruu of the Predicablee, and the problem of definition. The
ysical issue raised is fund ). But for the present it is
enough to bave called attention to it. Logical and metaphysical
problems have s common root. We cannot reflect upon the features
that characterize our thought about things in general, without
asking how things can be conceived to exist ; for our most general
thoughts about them are just our conception of their msuner of
existence. And it may readily be shown, with regard to the
different categories in particular, that we could not use predicates
in them, except so far as we conceived objects to exist in eertain
ways. Thus no predicates in the category of quantity can be used
of the mind, because the mind is not extended ; if it were, it might
have a capacity of 8 or 80 cubic feet, and an ares and maximum
diameter ; since it is not, we cannot apply such epithets to itatall;
and it is only because the existence of material things is existence
in space, that we can call them large or small, three feet square or
four feet long. In the ssme way, if it were not for the fact that
|the world is epatial, there could be no predicates in the category of
'place ; and space also renders poesible predication in the category
of situation ; for it contains the distinctions of up and down, front
and back, right and left ; and it allows the parts of a body to alter
their relations to certain fized points sbove and below, behind and
before, to the left and right of them, while the whole body remains
within the same limita, This is what happens when a man lies on
the sofa where he was formerly sitting, or when an hour-glass is
inverted on the table. And a perfectly homogeneous sphere, though
it may change its place, can be situated only m one way; snd if
we are to distinguish a right and wrong way up in it, we must mark
or single out eome point in the eimmfennee. whereby it ceases to
be perfectly homogeneous ; and this again illustrates how the dis-
tinction of categories arises out of the distinguishable modes of
being in things. For it is because it is & figure of a certain kind,
that such & sphere does not admit of the same varieties of situstion
as & cylinder ; and because it does not admit of these, they cannot
be predicated of it ; and if nothing could be perceived or imagined
to admit of them, predicates in the category of situstion, and
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therefore the category of situation, would not exist. Again, there
are predicates in woely and wdoxew because things act one on
another ; and the two categories are distinguishable because there
are two terms, agent and patient, in all cauml intersction. And
the different tenses of verbe, which make s difference to a predica-
tion in time, though it remains in the same category of zowiv or
mxm, Iav or xdofas’, presupposs that '.hmgs exist in time;

, bow could we distinguish the of Vywalve: and
dylaver, n)ﬂai and vapulabit, vivié aad oeil, eite and sat? Of
that which had no i ist through diff, f time,

plvdluuon would be possible caly fors moment in the present. But

p 1d not predicate in th egories unless objects
& sud in eerhm ways—as substances, with qualities, extended in
, persisting in time, &e.—s0 we cannot predicate about objects
except in_one or other catagory ; in other words, not only are they
contained in, but they are to_our thought of any object.?
That which was ot conceived as s substance, or s quality, or
» state, and eo forth, would not be conceived at all ; and s concrete
thing that was no substance, had no quality or state, and so forth, 1
would be just nothing. And therefore the consideration of these
distinctions belongs to logic, €ince they charasterize our thought
aboat objeots in general ; and though logic is not interested in the
indofinite variety of existing qualities—blus, green, sour, shrill,
soft, &c.—(becanse an object, in order to be an object, need not
bave any one of these qualities in particular, but only one or
other) yet it is interested in the cetegory of quality, or in noticing
that an object must have some quality or other: in the category of
relation, or in noticing that it must stand in relations to other
objects : and s0 on.

The ides underlying Aristotle’s doctrine of Categories may be
exprossed thus—to discover the forms of existence which must be
mhutl in some #peciic way in the actusl existence of mythmgﬁ

V1 i to be observed that the predicate of the s proposition may
e e el id Suteon, Tter e Euts s ”.’..'
time, for the past is & time. and th
action, for runming is an nc
is s relation.” But of course, if we distinguish the
p e. we can refer them, considered separately, t

* It is not necessary, however, to hold thut Aristotle’s . egorics is
complete. A

-
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whatsoever. His classification may exhibit defects, but the impor-
tance of his undertaking must be admitted. And many of the
distinctions between terms insisted on by those who sttach least
importance to the Aristotelian doctrine of Categories express an
attempt to solve part of the problem which he was sttacking, and
are derived from his doctrine. Thoee distinctions, as was pointed
out in the last chapter, rest upon’certain fundsmental features of
the manner in which we conceive things to exist. The distinction
between singular snd general concrete terms corresponds in the
main to that between wpdrn and 3evrépa obala; for the most notice-
able of general concrete terms are in the category of eubstance,
03 man, stone, or beast, though some (whieh might he called sub-
stantives of an attributive kind) are in other categaries, aa, for
A instance, officer and organist. The distinction between concreteand
abstract terms corresponds roughly to the distinction between otola
and the other categories ; for abetract terms formed from kind-names
are, a8 we saw, scarce and unnatural. That relative terms are predi-
cates in the category of relation is plain. The attention paid to
\ collective terms reminds us that we can consider not only objects
severally, but what they are in certain groupings or combipations ;
d the distinction between quality and state involves the same
fact.® The logical divisions of terms rest on differences in the
being of things, as we apprehend them ; this is apt to be overlooked
when the eubject is approached from the side of names ; Aristotle’s
doctrine of Ci ies has this ad that throughout it fixes
our attention on things.

The Aristotelian doctrine of Categories bulks large in the history
of Logic ; such conceptions are instruments of thought ; the instru-
ments forged by one generation are handed on to the next, and
affect subsequent thinking. On that account slone therefore it is

wflil‘ to give some sttention to it ; but it is etill valuable as serving
‘¥ to express and distinguish certain important features in our thought
. about things. That s quality is not & quantity is a trath which
) those overlook who think that sound can ée a wave-length in the
vibration of the air ; they forget that it is not possible to define
terms of one category by another.® Moreover a conception of
categories not very far removed from that of Aristotle bas, through
1 = first and second substance.
* 1t is not meant that collective terms are in the category of Btate.
* Except as terms in & derivative category involve terms in those from
which it 1s derived.
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[Kant and Hegel, become ane of the chief doctrines of modern
metaphysics.
Theee admissions do not bind us to consider Aristotle’s list as
E::lnect One importsnt remark on it would perhape hardly bave 12
regarded by him as s criticism. The different categories are .
not all equally distinct or ultimate. Thus the distinction between ‘ l PA
mob and word 1s far more fundamental than that between zowir and “)¢
mdoxew. A thing need not have a place because it has dunhon,
nor can any ono loubt under which uhgory such predicates as ‘at
home * and  belated ’ respectively fall. But to be acted on implies
something acting ; indeed, if sction and resction are equal and
opposite, for & thing to be acted on implies that it acts itself ; and
it is often difficult to eny to which of these categories & prodxau is
to be referred. A ship travels: are we to attribute the motion to )
the ship, and say that she acts, or to the engines, and my that she
is acted on ? or shall we eay that the engines in turn are acted on
bysteam ? Aristotle in a measure recognized the matual implication
of these two categories, for in one place he includes them together
under the single term xiyois.! Langusge bears traces of it also,
in deponent verbs, which have a passive form with an active meaning,
and neuter verh which bave an active form with sometimes
s passive ang We a.nnoe ndmlf., u Trendelenburg and others
ve s that th: e 4o were defﬂved by
Aristotle from the gnmmnhu.\ utmcuonl tween parts of speech ;
but undoubtedly they are reflected (though in an imperfect way) in v
grammatical forms. Agsin, as we have seen, the notions of Ixew
and «dofa are derivative: asfals presupposes the distinetion of
whole_and part, which, in material objects at lesst, implies the
citegory of oouy, and it presupposes also the utegonu of moueiy
and wdoxaw, and of xoidy; for & whole is in a certain state through
the interaction of parts having certain qualities, as when the body -
is well or ill; or through something done to certain parts of it,
as when the body is shod or clad; a situation presupposes the
distinction of whole and part aleo (s yomt can have place, but no -
 situation ’), as well 28 the categories of 706 and mpds ri; for when
» thing changes its situation, some part that was fomerly above
snother comes to be below it, and so on. On these two derivativ
ries Aristotle lays least stress; they are only twice mc!ude&]
in his enumeration. But though denvmve. they are peculiar, and
e«mm.n wmzthm‘ not in the notions from which they are derived ;
it_ia quite imposible to.treat u state like heslth as being of the
same nature with a—qaality like sweetness, or place with situation
in_that place. Kant made it & ground of eomplune against
Mc he bad included derivative conceptions in his list
along with pure or underivative; but it would probably be & fairer -~

! Me. 2. iv. 1028° 25,
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[eriticism, that he had not taken socount of all the derivative
conceptions which call for ition,

A word may perhaps be added upon Kant’s doctrine of Categories,
and its relation to of Aristotle, though it is very difficalt to
put the matter at once briefly and intelligibly in sn elementary
treatise. Aristotle had sought to enumerate the kinds of being
found in the different things that were ; Kant was interested rather
in the question how there come to be for us objects baving these

jon of

diverse modes of being. He maintained that in the appreh
them we are not merely receptive and ive; on the contrary, all
spprehension involves on the part of the mind the ing to one

another in various ways of the elements of what is apprehended ; if
the elemonts were not so related they woald not be elements of one
object ; and they cannot be related except the mind at the same time
relates them ; since relation exists only for consciousness. Kant
called this work of relating s function of synthesis ; and he desired to
determine what different, fanctions of éynthess are exhibited in the
apprehension, snd equally in the existence for us, of objects. He
noted in the first place, that the mere perception of anything as
e bgethr o oo whel i duingwibable pari of what
rel er in one whole the o what is
uhhnifd?hn duration. These modes of lynth-uw:e call ¢
. and time. There could be no Ermnnne objects for me, unless
] somehow held together past and futare in an unity with the present ;
1 should not be aware of my own existence as persisting through
time, unless I realized myself as the same in moments which
T distinguished as different; and I ocould not do this, unless I had
an object which combined manifold successive states into the unity
one and the same thing ; here then we have one function
synthesis. It is the eame with any spatial whole. I must beaware
ot once of its parts as distinct in place, and yet related together
in space; space is & system of relations in which what is extended
But these two modes of connecting in an unity the parts
of what is manifold Kant attributed to semes, for reasons which
we need not now consider ; thinking, the use of general conceptions,
did not enter into them ; and therefore he did not include them in
his list of categories, which were to be the most general conceptions
by which in understanding we connect into an unity the manifold
parts of an object, and so make it an object for curselves. The
perception of an object involved space and time ; but perception was
not enough. We think of it in certain ways, or comceive it, in
- spprehending it as an object. Now this conception of an object
involved, according to bim, four things : (;) its having mlily: and
quality can only exist in degrees, each of which is distinguished
from and related to the other degrees of the same quality ; heat
only exists at & given temperature and blue must be of 'a given

“
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[shade and saturation: (2) its having gwantily, or being s whole
composed of parts : (3) that it should be & subetance having attributes,
one or permanent through its changing and successive states, and
that ita whould b determiaed according to laws by its |
relation to other eubstances with which it stood in' interaction :
(4) that every such object conceived to exist should be conceived as
connected with every other on’atini object in & way that knowledge
could apprehend, and express in the 3om of necessary inference. ./
The.various peculiar relations involved in these requirements Kant
called Categories; and he pointed out that, in all the material .
diversity of concrete objects as we know them, these categories or V4
forms of hesis exemplify th 1 Lef thing be pre-
sented to me; if there is nothing which I can call it, or regard it as
being (for the question is one of thought and not of names), it is
so far nothirﬁ or me ; but if I call it sky-blue, I am thinking of
it as qualified; I am using in a specific way that conception of

uality which is one of the notions by which I relate together what
3iﬂem6 objects are. Of course it might have a colour unlike any
colour I seen hitherto, which I had no name to indicate ; but v
T should still be izing it as coloured in & certain way, though
I could not name the colour, and therein I sbould be using the
conception of quality. If I callit a sky-blue tassel, I am using in
» ific form the notion of & whole of parts; for to one who

d not connect distinguishable parts in one whole a tassel would |,

not be apprehensible as one thing ; I am also using the conception
of substance and attribute, when I regard it as » thing, one of whose
qualities it is to be sky-blue. I cannot call it woollen, without |
connecting its existence and causality in s definite way with the life
of a sheep; and so forth: the forms of space and time being
presupposed in my appreheneion of it through It is not meant
that these notions or categories are abetractly grasped, guide
us iously in our apprehension and description of objects, as
adoctor who had recognized that height, weight, chest measurement,
and state of the teeth were imp: h in d iving |
the health of children at a given age, might use these beadings in i
» statistical description of the children in London schools. We
only become aware of the part which these notions Ehy in our
spprehension of objects by reflection upon the use we have uncon- )

sciously made of them ; just as we become aware in the abetract of
using certain forms of inference, by reflecting upon the concrete |
inferences we have drawn in divers subjects. But as there would
be no men if there were no animals, and no circles if there were no
figures, s0 we should recognize no colours if we oould not conceive
qualities ; we should never think that & horse pulled a cart, if we [
could not conceive & substs to have attrit to determil
changes in another substance ; we should never call the movement
sonrn E
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[of the cart necessary, if we could not think of the different real
things in the world as so connected that we could infer one thing
from another. And in all these different ways, we are relating,
or distinguishing and connecting, featares and parts of what we
.p,mhmﬁ‘: we are effecting a eynthesis in what would otherwise be
» mere chacs or confusion of manifold sensations.

Now it will have been seen that Aristotle also noted that what
we recognized as existing were sometimes substances with sttri-
butes, sometimes attributes of various kinds; we recognize the
existence of qualities; of quantities in things that are wholes or
parts of such and such a size; of relations and positions in place
and time; of what things do and have done to them; of their
states and sitaations. But Aristotle approached the matter fram
the side of the object; he asked what modes of being we can dis-
tinguish in what we ize to be. Kant approached it from
the side of the knowing subject, and asked what were the modes of
synthesis on the part of our thought, through which objects were
spprehensible by us as being the sort of objects they are. If Kantis
right in thinking that there could be no objects known to us, except
throngh the mind’s activity in relating according to certain prin-
ciples their manifold differences, then we should expect that when
we reflect upon the manner of being which what we recognize to be
exhibits, we should find those modes of being which the mind by its
synthetio or relating activity makes possible foritself. And if, while

is in the main is true, t.gele are certain differences between the
two lists of categories, yet they can be readily explained. Aristotle’s
list we have seen. Kant recognized four classes of category, those
of Quality, Quantity, Relation and Modality. Now Quality and
Qm‘tig appear in Aristotle’s list as well (though in Kant's they
are analysed into three aspects, or ‘moments’, which here
need not concern us). But in Kant the category of Relation covers
the three relations of Substance and Attribute, Cause and Effect,
and Intersction (which last reallyinvolves the other two); the dis-
tinction of substance and attribute is present in Aristotle’s doctrie,
and in moiiv! and wdoyew® we have the recognition of the rels-
tion of causc and effect ; but there is nothing in Kant correspond-
ing to the Aristotelian category of mpds ri3. The resson of this is
that all predicates in the category of xpds 712 really involve some
other category a8 well ; larger involves z00dp ¢, earlier wor 8, slave
wdoxer?, farthest xob %, and loudest woidy 7; reciprocally, all cate-

ries involve relation, and Kant’s whole point 1s that they are
ifferent relational functions. To Kant, who was interested in
distinguishing these functi pecifically, it would have been
absurd to treat the function of relating generically as one of its

1 Action. * Passion. * Relation. ¢ tity.

® Time. ¢ Place. 1 wt;y
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[own species I; or to suppose that there was any other kind of
relation involved when { that Socrates was more scrupulous
than Crito, or taller than Thumb, than when I say he was
scrupulous or four cubits high. All -crupulwm- must be of
some degree, and sll height of some quantity, so that as far as

the function of relating in tho way of quantity or degree is con-
cerned, it is equally present whether my term is positive or com-
panative. But from the side of the object, there are terms which
relate it particularly to some definite other ob]ect, and these
Aristotle placed under the category of wpds ru®. It might
perhape be objected to him that all terms in the category of =pds
nt were also in 70 ? or mord 4, xodr® or Ixew®, woieiv? or wdo-
X€w®, moody® or xeirbai1®; but be would bave replied that they
were referred to the estegory of relation not because they in
volved quslitative or quantitative, spatial, temporal, or car

relations, but because they determined s thing as standing in some
special relation {of any one of these kinds) to some ofher thing,|
&ud Bad theit beiog not so much in themselyes as in relationtof °
something gelsol'. Again, terms in moody, like ‘ three-foot or * year-!
long*, involve space or tmu a well - Lhe relation of whoh and

part; and K.-nt thwgl; right to di
of 'paa and time from the conceptual cynthm "of whole and |
part; hence also he obj to the presence of wod and woré in

the Aristotelian list at all. But Aml%!.le cared only to notice the
modes of being that were to be found, the kinds of predxuu thut
concrete things had, and was not inte bere to
the parts whiok lmuandﬁnnght respectively play in nndln zhe \
‘Pnhemm of them ible. Once more, Aristotle incl

“derived * notions of éxew and xeiofas with the rest, beuun
they certainly are different modes of bemg, KAnt, who thoughz
them to involve only the o-operatio fun of Tothe

ly recognized, gave no to t! cn. e most consit le <

&ﬂemm between the two dgetnnu is the absence from Aristotle's

! The reason why Kant gave the name of Relation to the three eyntheses
of Bubstance and Au.nbnu Cause and Effect, and Interaction was historical.
Be qmto nugnmd ¢ all his categories were really modes of relating

i nomm. . Hwo. ‘ ‘hmc. * Quality. ¢ State.
T Actios * Passi tity, » Situation.
" Ti'péc T4 aTO doﬁnod ﬁnt in Cat. m 6 36 as ‘what are ulld 'hlt

are of another'—oa atrd lras Aéyeras, and
Mrm&‘ﬂ%umt‘lorwhchubentbo“outobc hudlnwno
way to agother '—ols rd et rabrdv i au T wpbs vi wos Ixer. ’no implication
of wpde v¢ with some other categor ised by Aristotle in particulsr
cases, but not stated gene: vu. 0' 1, ix. 118 20-38, and esp. 87-88,
ru el ruyxiives v abrd wpdt v oldév drowoe dv dporipeis rois yirerw
aropdpuinfas (besides, if u..‘ happen to be both related and

of neh & quality, there is noﬁnn‘ strange in its being counted in both kinds).

32
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of anything at all corresponding to the Kantian categories of
Enad.hty, i.e. to the notions of actual, possible, Mu::u-ry
a8 determinations of our nﬁht aboat thu:gu, but their absence
will not surprise ue if we consider that to the question, what essen-
tially a_gubject is, no one would ever answer that it was sctial,
./f' wcnble, or necessary. Spesking generully, however, we may p\ﬂ.
the relation of the two doctrines in this way, that whereas Aristotle
hhn:l classified the products, Knnthdnhhw hedmtho pl:;.. of
ttlynthsunrnhhngthmngw (u held) jamin
sl their manifold variety, however much they may
differ one from another, are all alike ob;ecu of howledgv and no
the ssme. Merely to be, said Aristotle, is not possible :
- V({v is not & significant. predicateT; what is must b in & partieylar
thereby fall under one or other ol yévm v xaTyopéy
wlnoh he enmmn.wl and all the modes of being characterize in
the last resort, some concrete individual thing, which exists in and
through them. An object, said Kant, cannot be an object ol
h:::ﬁdge, and therefore for us cannot exist, except
niyemned and thought in certain ways: the general wty- m
wh an object is_perceived or thought, the lom of pezp
nd conception involved (one or another of them) in every p
thnngh whichan ob;act is known, are tl:e ¢ forms of the
—viz. epace and ti d the * categ: of the und ’.']

the ! Unless indeed it is equivalent t0 ofgia o Subetance ; bat that is one of

o an wromg in in uppesing that e ormalcharscters i an abjct,
‘whooe presence there e synthetic octivity of the mind,
are not merely wgmnd in lt. but are thun to be recognized through the
mind's activity, yet what has boen said will still exprom the Telation which,
from his point of view, subsists between Aristotle’s doctrine and his own.



CHAPTER IV
OF THE PREDICABLES

Tae distinctions to which our attention was directed in the last
ehnphrm distinctions of terme sccording to the mature of their
meaning; and if we understand what a term means, we may know
to what category to refer it, without waiting to learn the subject
af which it is predicated ; large, for example, is in ‘the u!gory of

1'¢lihty, y, whether it be predicated of s triangle or of s gooseberry,
and just in the category of quality, whether it be predicated of
Aristides or his actions. Such difficalty as may exist in determining
the category to which s term is to be referred arises through defect
in the list of categoriea (i.e. of the conceptions under which we m}
to classify all possible predicates), or through the complexity of
meaning in the term iteelf, whereby it involves more than one
category at once, like 8 verb with tense; but not throngh the fact
that we are considering the term by itself and without reference to
the subject of which in » particular proposition it may be afirmed
or denied. And the Aristotelian trestise called the Calegorier
indicates this when it puts forward the list of ten categories as
a division of terms out of syntaz!

In the present chapter we have to consider another division of
terms, based upon the relation in which & predicate may stand to
the subject of which it is predicated.  Aristotle recognizes four such
relations, and one of them he subdivides, obtaining five in all; later
logicians give five, but their list is in one important respect diﬁemt.
According to Aristotle, in every judgement the predicate must be
either the dgfinition (8pos), the genus (yévos), the differentia (duagopd),
s property (Riov), or an accidest (cuuBefnnds) of the subject. The
later list?, losing sight of the principle on which the division was

1 Téw sard ppbepiar m.xu.). Aepoirar .mm fros oloiar ompaives
q.'-»n.panopvim, &’i- s oo, Gt iv.

The Acisicleliaz s s given in the Topic, o ir.
list into modern Europe through the medium of s Little e by
Po lz. the !Jﬂ-y-’7 or Introduction to Logic, in the Latin version made
Biaghopa i ranked by Aristotle with yios, as being & modifica-

of ndut.he loa T dper over yivon &t it Known in kno
tham. CF tnfro, pr80. T s i
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made, omits defimition, and includes instead specier (eBos), ranning
therefore as follows—genns, specics, differentia, proprium, accidens.

The distinctions are known as the Five Predicables, or more
strictly as the Five Heads of Predicables. The words have pamed
into the language of science and of ordinary conversation; we ask
how to define virtue, momentum, air, or a triangle; we say that
the pansy is a species of viols, limited monarchy s species of
constitution ; that one genus contains more species than another;
that the crab and the lobeter are generically different ; that man is
differentiated from the lower animals by the possession of reason ;
that quinine is & medicine with many valoable properties; that the
jury brought in » verdict of sccidental death; and so forth. The
fact that the employment of the words is not confined to any
special science cug-guu that the considerstion of them may belong
to Logic, as expressing featares in our thought about all kinds of
* subject.

A pndluhle is merely that which can be predicated: viz. that

] which is univer real, not an individusl; all kinds, qualities, states,

nhunm, &, are predicable, and_ they are universal, as was
- explained in Chapter II, because they may be exemplified in and
belong to moge than. one individual-subject. ~All names, therefore,
except proper names are clamified under these five heads of pre-
dicables; bat proper names are not included here, though they
would come in the division of gories a8 denoting & sub
The Parthenon, for example, is not the name of the genus or species
of-nything, nor is it that which differentiates any species from
another species ; nor is it & property or accident of anything. It is

pcrheu]u building ; and the name denotes that building, with all
tht it is—a temple, Doric, of Pentelic marble, beautiful by the

licity of its proportions and the if of its sculp

the work of Pheldm and his assistants, the glory of Athens. All
these things are predicable about it, and they are universals; for
might not another building be a temple, in the same style, of
Pentelic marble, and so forth? It, however, is not predicable;
nothing else can be the Parthenon. We may ask what kind of
n{tbing is the Parthenon, but not of what things is it the kind!.

1 To use o phrase of Mr. F. H. Bradley's, it is the ‘ what' and not
‘that’ of&ln:;wluehwthnwcomgz nd not the
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The distinotions which we bave to consider, therefore, do not afford/
a clasmification of things, but of concepts: and (unlike the cal
gories) of conoepts considered not in themselves but in their relatio
one tramother. ©

~But things are known to us thmngb concepts; and an enquiry
into the relation of concepts is an enquiry into the nature of things,
a8 we conceive them to be.

The statement that things are known to us through concepts
needs » little explanation. It has been frequently pointed ont that
the English language uses only the one verb, ‘know,’ to represent
two different acts, which in some langusges are distinguished by
different verbs!: the knowledge of scquaintance with a thing, and
the knowledge about it. In Latin, the former is signified by
cogmoscere, the latter by scire; French uses respectively the cognate
words consaiére and savoir; German the words kemses and wissen.
Knowledge of acquaintance does not come barely through concepts ;
however much may be told me about Napoleon, and however clear
& conception Imyh.uhunmbldmlormofhi-ehm,
1 never knew him, and never shall know him, in the sense of
being u:qmu:td with him: nch knowledg«e comes only by
personal i and separate is needed with each
individual that is to be known. Bntho-lsdg‘ ahogt  thing comes
by concepts; and without this there is no acquaintance, though
this by iteelf does not amount to soqusintance, I may know
s great deal about a man, without having ever met him: but
1 may in fact once have met him, without knowing who he was or
soything about him; sad I am no more scquainted with him in
the latter case than in the former.

Now most of our knowledge is knowledge about things ; things are
useful and important to us for the most part not because they are
such particular individuals but because of wha) they are; this is not
equally the case with persons; and yet with persons too it is very
largely the case. Wanted, s good coat-hand’: it is not Smith,
who is taken on, that is wanted, but only the coat-hand: the
master-tailor is satisfied to know that he has engaged a coat-hand,
and very often does not desire his acquaintance: if he knows sbout

1 Cf.e.g. J. Grote, Erploratio dnnphu.PLl p.80— t'orludbyu

ressions * kno

author I- known than they deserve to be; wledge
of acquaintance’ and * knowledge about ” lubcmv

thence.

: ?‘:f‘«‘?
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Smith, he can regulate his business accordingly, without knowing
Smith.
It will now be understood in what sense we know things
through concepts: we are not thereby scquainted with them
v individually, but we know and think and reason about them thereby.
And = concept may be emid to differ from a thing in being
\nnivu-l, not individual : an object of thought and not of sense:
fited and not changing: completely knowable and not parti-
allyl. Take, for example, the concept of a timepiece : s timepiece
is & machine in which the movement of wheels is 8o stimulated and
regulated as to cause & hand or hands to move at an uniform rate
(usually twice in twenty-four hours) round a disl, and by pointing
to the divisions marked upon the dial to indicate the time of day.
That is the concept of & timepiece: it is clearly universal, for it
applies to all timepieces ; it is an object of thought, and cannot be’
seen or felt, like the watch in my pocket; it is fixed and un-
changing, while my watch wears out or gets broken ; and it is com-
pletely knowable or intelligible, whereas there is & great deal about
my watch which I do not know or understand : where the metals of
which it is made were quarried, and by what series of events they
came into the hande of the maker: why it loses 10” to-day and
gains 18” to-morrow, and so forth. No one knows the whole
history and idiosy y of any pertical iece, but he may
have a satisfactory eeuqzt of what a timepiece is for all that,

It may be asked, is & concept merely an object of thought, with
no existence in things (as it is put, outside our minds) ? or does
it exist in things®? Much ink, and even much blood, have been
epilt in disputing over this question, to which some reference has
already been made in speaking of the opposition between Realism
and Nominalism . An elementary trestise must be content to be
brief and dogmatic. Concepts, it must be maintained, have
existence in things, as well as in our minds. The thing which
1 can pull out of my pocket, and see and feel, and hear ticking, is
itself & machine wherein the movement of wheels causes hands to

' Cvmsh this ] ; but whereas
the im‘Bn ual annot be eom)ﬂchly known, & emepz might be understood

com)
5: (as some bave beld) exist apart at once from particular
thmg lnd ﬁvn our minds ?
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tell the time of day in the msuner set forth in the concept of
s timepiece. What I conceive a timepiece to be, that (if my
concept is & right concept) every particular timepiece is; what
I know about things is the nature of the things; nor would it
otherwise be they that my knowledge dealt with. But though
concepts have existence in things, as well as in our minds’, the
manper of their existence in the two cases is different, in an
unporhnc respect. In our minds, each is to some exunt. isolated ;
my ledge of an individual thing is 1 in
many predicates about it; each predicate upre-mg a different
concept, or & different featare in the nature of the object. But in
the thing these features are not isolated. The individual object is
at once and together all that can be predicated of it eeparately and
successively (except as far indeed as predicates are true of it succes-
sively). In thinking of my watch, for example, I may think of it
as a timepiece, 8s an heirloom, as being two inches in diameter, and
60 on: between these concepts there is no conmexion thought of ;
they are as it were separate from one another; bat they aud much
besides are united in the thing®. The individual object is all that
can be predicated of it (and there is no end to what might be
predicated, if we knew its whole history) ; but one thing that can
be predicated of it is not another.

An object comes into the room, which I call Tray: what is
Tray? it is a dog, an animal, yelping, at my feet, mine; Tray is
all these: but is & dog all these? A dog (that is, any dog)
is an animal, and & dog yelps; but I cannot esy that a dog
(mesning any dog) is mine, or at my feet; snd though a dog is an
snimal it is not equally true thatan animal is a dog, or that what
is at my feet is mine, or that what is mine is at my feet.

‘What, then, is the relation of those various concepts to one
another, which can all be predicated of the same individual? Are
they united in it like etones in a heap, where the stones together
are the heap ? or like almonds in a stewed pippin, where the pippin

* This does not of course mean inside our skull

* The word thing here is used first of the md.\vnlull the subject of pre-
dication, then of the universal, the character predicate d. It has been used
already in both these senses. The English mwm allows both uses—we ma)
tay, for example,  sbout tha thiog 1 now nothing’ ; and it may be wort
?llo to use Lheb'?;d closely together in both senses, in order to direct

notice to the am]
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is not the almonds ? or like links in & coat of mail, where the linke
indeed are the coat, but only because they are peculiarly looped one
into another? It is easily seen that none of these analogies ie
sppropriste. Aoccording to Aristotle they are related in one of five
iwaye. Take any proposition, ¢ 4 is B, where the subject 4 is
'mt  proper name, but & general concrete torm, or

'k predicate B must be either definition, gemu, d:ﬂ‘ennm,
property or accident? of 4: one or other of these relations must
.subsist between the two concepts 4 and B, in any individual
d i them.

' The statement just advanced clearly concerns the nature of our
thought about objects generally : the technical terms have yet to
be explained, but it is the actual procedure of our thought which
they profess to indicate. Logic invented the terms, but it dis-
covered the relations denoted by them.

If we take any term that is an universal, and not sn individual,
and make it the subject of a judgement, then the predicate must
be either commensurate with the subject, or not. Oge term is
mid to be commensurate with another, when each can be predi-
cated of everything whereof the other can be predicated *; egwilateral
triangle and ,' lar triangle are terms, because

every equilsteral triangle is equiangulsr, and every equisngular
triangle aqunhunl but the term egwiangular is not commensurate
with egwilateral, for there are figures eqnlhunl which are not
equisngular. It may be pointed out (for it is important to bear in
mind that we have to deal now with the relation between the
different “univermls’ predicable of the mme individual, and mot
the relation between them and the individual of which they are
predicated—with the relation of ‘animal’ and ‘mine’, &ec., to
“dog’, and not with the relation of these terms to Tray)—it may
be pointed out that when the subject of a judgement is su indi-
vidual, the predicate is hardly ever 3: for the predi
is an universal, predicable of other subjects besides this individual :
mine is predicable, for example, of other subjects than Tray ; whereas

yuBatcl p.82,2.1,inf. Tho Porphyrian s of prodicables will be con-
* And ‘::l«m‘ of course, neither of anything of which the other cannot

*Only if it is & predicate which from :u nature can belong to no more
; than one individusl, as 0§, the sttribates of God.
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this individual is predicable of none of those : nothing else that
1 can call mine is Tray. Now where the predicate of a judgement
is commensarate with the subject, there it is either the Definition or
& Property of it : where it is not commensurate, there it is either:
part of the Definition, i. e. Genus or Differentia, or an Accident.

The definition of anything is the statement of its essence®:
what makes it that, and not something else. In the following judge-
ments, the predicate claime to be the definition of the subject: ‘ An
organism is & material body, of which the parts are reciprocally
ends and means’; ‘s church is & building erected for the service of
God according to the principles of the Christian religion’; ¢ mo-
mentum is quantity of motion’; ‘wealth is that which has value
in exchange’; ‘s triangle is a three-sided rectilinear figure’;

¢ line is the limit of & superficies’. The predicate states what it
is tht mkq anything an organism, & chun:h, s luw, s triangle:
or wealth, as d. d from every-
_‘_g]n._lneh a3 apathy or-asehitecture. " In these judgements
it is clear that the predicate, in claiming to be a definition, claims
to be commensurate with its subject ; if an organism is s material
body of which the parts are reciprocally ends and means, then my
dog Tray, being an organism, must be that, and whatever is that
must be an organism : for to be such a body is to be an organism.
If wealth is that which has value in exchange, then gold, having
value in exchange, is wealth, and o forth.

The genus is that part of the essence of angthing which is.pre-
dicable also of other things® differing from it.in kind?. Each of
the definitions above given begins by declaring the subject some-
thing, which other and different subjects are besides ; an organism
is s material body—so is & machine, or s block of stone; & church
is » building—e0 is » stable; & trisngle is a rectilinear
is & square ; a line is & limit—so is & point, but of a line ; wealth
is that whioch has value—so0 is honesty, but not in exchange, for

1
i s by e R, R
tam) as well nnnhhﬂa (like & man or a lobster); and the answer will

be & definition. In strictness we can define the oivia of an individual, if
.: all, only as meaning the kind to which it belongs ; cf. the previous ch.,

PR 'Thm* ere again does not mean & particalar thing.

? Tiros 8' dovl b xuvd whewbowr sai Buagepbrrar T «ides {r v i ioms saryyo-
povperor, Ar. Top. a v. 102 Bl. The notion of & hnd u bere presup-
posed. Bome discuasion of it will be found below, pp. 77-8f
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you caunot transfer it ! ; momentum is quantity—of motion, but not
of matter. These (building, rectilinear figure, limit, &c.) are the
genus, in each case ; and the genus, Leing predicable of ouur -nb-
jects, is clearly not %, Genusis i

a3 & larger class including the class defined within it; figure, for
example, as & class including triangle, square, and many other
subordinate classes besides : duilding 88 a class including churches,
stables, barracks, and so forth. This explanation cannot be con-
sidered a good one, for reasons to be presently stated ; but it may
Pput some into the way of grasping a better.

The differentis is that part of the essence of anything—or, as
we may say, of any species—which distinguishes it from other
species in the same genus; it is the differentia of an organism that
its parts are reciprocally ends and means—in this it differs from
other material bodies ; it is the differentia of a church, to be for the
service of God according to the principles of the Christian religion—
in this it differs from other buildings ; and so forth. The genus
and differentia (or differentise ®) between them constitute the species,
or make up the essence of that which is defined. The differentis,
like the genus, need not be commensurate with its eubject. The
Book of Common Prayer is for the service of God in accordance
with the principles of the Christisn religion, but not being s
building, it is not & church. On the other hand the differentis is
commensurate with the subject of which it is predicated in cases
where no genus except that to which the subject belongs is sus-
ceptible of the particular attribute which serves as differentia ; thus
a vertebrate is an animal of & particular structure which cannot
exist except in an haimel) so that the differentia of vertebrate is
commensurate with it. And it is only where this is the case that
the ideal of definition is attained.

Those who speak of the genus as s larger class containing the
species or emaller class within it sometimes explain the differentia
a8 the attribute, the possession of which marks off the smaller from
the rest of the larger class. If squares and rhomboids, triangles and

! The honest man, however, commands in many situstions a higher
price, and 40 far some economists would reckon honesty as wealth.

* This must be received subject to modification from what is ssid below
8 10 the genus being in itaelf mdmmuuu and actoally different in each
of ita species. Cf. pp. 69-78, 12

* In the plarl if the genus s divers determinable points that have to
be rpecified diflarently in The different species. CI. inf, p. 86
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pentagons, &c., are all placed in the claes of rectilinear figures
because they have that character in common, triangles, on the
other hand, are differentiated from the remaining classes included
within that of rectilinear figure by possessing the attribute of being
three-sided. Provided it is not supposed that the differentin is
added to the common character of the ‘larger class’ in the same
extraneous way that sugsr is added to tes, there is no fresh harm
in this mode of expressing oneself.

A property is an attribute common and peculiar to a subject !
(and therefore obviously commensurate with it), but not part of its
essence, and 60 not included in the definition of it. An org“um,
for example, is ile, irritable, assimil food, rep
itself after its kind : these are attributes of every organism, and of
nothing else, and therefore common and peculiar to the subject
organism ; but they are not in its definition. A triangle, again,
bas its interior angles equal to two right angles, and is half the
ares of the parallelogram on the same base snd between the same
parallels ; a line is either straight or crooked (here the alternatives
together are common and peculiar) ; sad so forth.

All other attributes of any subject sre sccidents. An sccident
may be defined as & non-commensurate predicate not included in
the essence : or as an attribute which equally may and may not
belong to & subject. The latter is the better definition, because it
tells us what an accident is, whereas the former only tells us what
itisnot%. It is an aoccident of an organism to be used for food ;
for it may be o used, but need not. It is an sccident of 8 church to
be a cathedral ; some churches are cathedrals, and some are not.
It is an accident that & contractor should be an honest man, and an
accident that he should be & rogue ; for roguery and honesty are
both compatible with being &

» Tho subject being it rmust be remembered, 8o univeraal', not a0 ind
vidusl. I cannot epeak of yelping as o siisate to Tray, b
Tcan speak of it aa an attribute common to the dog belonging tothe do.
in every instance. _Aristotle sometimes spoke of an te peculiar to an

i
individual, and not to a kind or universal, sa a property : and alao of abtri
butes peculiar to ane out of a certain definite number of kinds, and therefore
serving to distinguish it from them (though found perbape sgain outaide
their number) as relatirely properties; thus it is & property of man re-
Itunl! to any quadruped to go on two lfg! bat 80 aleo does » bird. He
recognized that this use of the term ‘property ' was not the same as that
mnn in the text, and not (in his view) so pmper suse. CL Top.e i
°CL. Ar. Top. o. v. 102 414, Cf. Top. «.
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The doctrine just illustrated presents many points for considera-
tion, of which the following are perhaps the most important :—

1. how to understand the analysis of a definition into genus and
differentia ;

2. the ground of the distinction between the essence of anything
and its properties ;

8. the antithesis between accident on the one band and all the
other heads of predicables on the other.

* It will be most convenient to consider the third of these pointa first.

‘When we classify the members of a genus or class, we sometimes,
after specifying as many distinct species as we can think of, add
auother to include anything that does not fall within any of these ;
T may arrange my books, for example, into historical, philosophical,
philological, ecientific, snd miscellaneous—the last division beiog
merely added in order to receive any book which does not fall
within the others, though the miscellaneons books have no common
character that distinguishes them all slike from the rest. Now
accident is & head of predicables which includes any predicate
that is neither definition, genus, differentia, nor property of its

bject ! ; but it is not s heading like ¢ miscellaneous’; there in

very definite and important difference between the relation of
those predicates to their subject which are classed as accidents, and

t of those which fall under the other heads; the latter belong

their subject necessarily and universally, the former do not.

Of any individual, as we have seen, an infinity of predicates
may be asserted. Some of them are seen to be connected, or (as we
may exprees it) bave a comceptual connexion; i.e. if we rightly
conceive one predicate, we see how it involves another. Tray, for
example, is 8 dog and an snimal; and these predicates are con-
ceptually connected, because the concept of & dog involves that of
snimal. My watch has hands, and there is & conceptual connexion
between having hands and being s watch, since without hands
& watch could not fulfil the task of telling the time, which is part
of the concept of it ss a timepiece. But there are also many
predicates which coincide® in one and the same individual, without
being conceptuslly connected. Besides being a dog, Tray is mine,

8¢ dovi & i piv veines dovi, wive Spoe ire Thow e yivor,
is really & better tranalation of cuuSeSess than accident.
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and was born at Bishop Auckland ; now there is no reason in the
Dature or the concept of a dog, why it should belong to me, nor in
 thing being mine, why it should be born at Bishop Auckland, nor
in being born at Bishop Auckland, why it should be mine, or be
sdog. No doubt in the case of this particular dog Tray, there
is & reason why he is mine and  reason why he was born at Bishop
Auckland ; bat the reason for the first fact (which may be that he
was given me) has nothing to do with the reason for the second
(which is that his mother was there at the time); nor has the
reason for either anything to do with his being a dog; he would
have been a dog still, it he had never been given to me, or if he
had been born st Bishop’s Lydeard. Of course with sufficien
knowledge the presence of all its attributes in any individual migha
be explained ; bat the explanation would be largely Aistorical ; w
should need to know the history of that individual, in order to see
how it was that so many different and apparently unconnected
things sll came to be predicable of one :ud the same mh;ecf. On
the other hand, where two predi

there it is not by honng the hufary of an mdmdul that we
determine whether, if one is predicable of it, the other will be.

‘We have here the grest difference between science and history :
ecience consists in tracing the connexion of universals; history in
tracing their coincidence in individuals. The two no doubt ‘utilize
one another. It is by noticing how attributes are historically found
conjoined or disjoined in divers individuals that we learn which are
really connected together!; while sgsin the discovered connexions
of attributes, or the  laws’ which science establishes, help to explain
the history of individuals, And when the assemblage of historical
events is resolved into instances of the connexion between matters
which, if we understand their natare, we can see to be involved
one in another, bistory becomes scientific.

That the accidental should be opposed to what is necessary and
universal conforms to the usage of common speech. S8ir Robert
Peel was killed by a fall from his horse, and we say his death was
accidental. Why ? he was & man, and for & man it is necessary
to die, and for any one who falls in that particular way it may

? The il of this forms & i part of what is called
Indactive Logic; we shall find that meny connexions are inductively estab-
lished whose ecessity remains unconceiv
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be necessary to die; but it is not necessary that s man should fall
in that way; that is not predicable universally of man. We
sometimes dispute whether there is such s thing as chance in the
world, or whether everything has a cause, and happens necessarily.
Eev people really believe that snything happens without a cause;

ut chance is not the negation of cause; it is the coincidence of

ttributes in one individual, or events in the ssme moment, when
each has its cause, but not the same cause, and neither helps to
account for the other.

If we bear in mird this fundsmental contrast between the
accidental and the necessary, we shall not be inclined to think that
Aristotle was engaged in a trivial pursuit when he sttempted to
classify the various relations in which a predicate might stand to its
subject. Discussions as to what we mean by cause occupy much
space in many modern treatises. Now the causal relation is also
& relation between universals: my dog Tray yelps not because he
is this individual Tray, but becsuse he is & dog, and unless any dog
yelped, it would not be because he is 8 dog that Tray does so.
But when we call one thing ! the cause of another, the real relation
between them is not always the same; just as when we say that
A is B, the relation of B to A is not always the same. It might
be supposed that if one thing X is the cause of another ¥, then you
could not have X without ¥, nor ¥ without baving had X. And
yet we say that molecular motion is the cause of heat, that the
heat of the sun is the cause of growth, that starvation is sometimes
the cause of death, that jealousy is a frequent cause of crime. We
should in the first case maintain that the cause and effect are recipro-
cally necessary ; no heat without molecular motion, and no mole-
cular motion without heat. In the second, the effect cannot exist
without the cause, but the cause may exist without the effect ; for
the sun shines on the moon, but nothing grows there. In the
third, the cause cannot exist without the effect, for starvation must
produce death, but the effect may exist withont the cause, since
death need not have been produced by starvation. In the fourth
case, we can have the cause without the effect, and also the effect
without the cause ; for jealousy may exist without produciog erime,
and crime may occur without the motive of jealousy. It is plain,

' Thing being bere sgain thing of & kind, or universal, not individual.
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then, that we do not always mean the same thing by our words,
when we say that two things are related ss cause and effect; and

1y one who would claseify and name the various modes in which
two things may be causally related would do a great service to clear
dnnhne Now that is the sort of service that Aristotle MPM

the heads of icables,. Many
Mﬂ_&d Those are accidents, whonunsedoa
not lie in the nature of 4 as such, or which, when they belong to
any individual of the kind 4, do not belong to it because it is 4.
The rest are in some way or another connected caually with 4,
and are predicable of any individual becanse it is 4. Whether
Aristotle’s account of the different modes of canml connexion
between a subject and a predicate is eatisfactory is snother
question, involved principally in that of the value of his account
of ‘property’. But that the theory of predicables is elosely akin
to the question of the various senses in which one thing can be the
cause of another may be seen by this: whenever science tries to
find the cause not of a particular event, such as the French Revolu-
tion (whose cause must be ss unique s that event melf 1-), but
an event of s kind, such ae p or 1 crisis, it
looks in the last resort for a commemswrafe cause. What is that
exact state or condition of the body, given which it must and
mthout vhwb it unnot be in a conmmptwn? ‘What are those
ity, given which there must

and wlt.hmt whwh there cannot be » commercial crisis ?

The kindred nature of the two enquiries will be further seen,
by looking st certain cases where it is disputable whether & pre-
dicate should be calied an sccident of its subject or not; for an
exactly parallel difficulty may arise in determining whether one
thing shall be called the canse (or effect) of another or not. An.
accident is & pmiwste, the ground for whose existence in the
sobject does not lie in the nature of that subject as such. Hodge
drives s plough; and a full knowledge of his history would show
me why he drives a plough, and the ground for it therefore lies in
the history of the subject Hodge; it is not of him that driving
the plough is predicated as an mocident. But s man drives &
plongh. That is an accident ; for the subject now is not Hodge,
but man, and it is not in the nature of man as such that the ground
or reason of driving » plough lies ; else should we all be at the plough-

r
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_r”% tail.  And yet no animal but man can drive s plough : o that it is

Nﬂ*/

partly because he is & man that Hodge drives it; and therefore,
when i€ is said that & man may drive s ploogh, the relation of
the predicate to the subject seems not completely accidental.
Contrast the statement that s cow may be knocked down by
s locomotive. There the natare of the subject, as s cow, con-
tributes nothing; it is in no wise necessary to be a cow, in order
to be knocked down by s locomotive!; and the relation is purely
accidental

If we consider these two examples, we see timt our account
of an accident, just given, may be interpreted in two ways.
A predicate may belong to the subject of which it is predicated
accidentally either

(1) when the ground for its existence does not lie completely in
the natare of that subject as such 3, or

(2) when the ground for its existence does not lie at all in the
nature of that subject as such *.

The first interpretation would rank as accidents of a subject all
predicates that are not either part of its definition, or else common
and pecaliar to that subject, i. . properties in the strictest sense ; and
such, if we take him at his word, is Aristotle’s view. But we are

- then required to say that it is an accident of money to be valuable,

since it would have no value if there were nothing to buy with it:
or of coal to burn, since it would not bumn in a vacoum. The
second interpretation would refuse the name of accident to anything
that could be maid about a subject, however rare and disconnected
the conjunction of circumstances through which it came about,’
where the natare of the subject as sach? contributed anything at
all to the result. Thus we could bardly call it an sccident that an
animal should die of overeating itself, since it must be an animal
in order to eat. In practico we make s compromise between these

1 80 far as & cow is & body. and only & body can be kaocked down, it

- must be allowed that the nature of & cow contributes something to the acci-

dent ; but the second sentence will stand without qualification.

* It is necemary to my of the subject as such, in order to keep in view
that it is not the individual, but the sabject as nmothin&of a kind, about
which we ask whetber its natare contains in any degree the ground of the
predicate. To be knocked down by & locomotive may be an accident, as
regurds  ‘cow aa such, i.e. 44 cow; but it would be absurd to my that the
wﬂd‘r cow contributed nothing to the accident, since it coulx Bot have

'n knocked down if it had not been there.
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extrome interpretations. We call it a property rather than an
accident of belladonna to dilate the pupil, though the result depends
as much upon the nature of the muscles as on that of belladonna ;
we call it an accident rather than a property of the plough to be
» favourite sign for country inns, though its neceseary familiarity
to countrymen accounts for ite selection. The further pursuit of
these difficulties does not concern us now; but it remains to be
shown that they arise in regard to dnnlnwnofumndohu.'
In the cause of an effect that, given which and without anything
besides, the effect follows? in other words, must it contain the
whole ground of the effect? then a spark is never the cause of an
explosion, for it will produce no explosion without powder. Is the
cause anything, bowever slight, without which the effect could
not have occurred ? in other words, is that the cause which con-
tributes anything whatever to the effect? then are cooks the canse
of health, since there would be little health withont them.

The antithesis between accident and the other heads of predi-
eables noeds perhaps no further illustration. We may return to
the first of the three points enumerated on p. 63, viz. bow to under-
stand the analysis of s definition into genus and differentia.

It should first be noticed that definition is never of an individual,
bat always of what is uni J, predicable of individual heth:
it be what we call their  kind ’, orwmoMornembnhofﬂun or
relation in which they stand. For what is defined is thereby marked
off and fixed in our thought, 80 that we have a determinate concept of
it ; but the ipdividual is made the individual he (or it) is by an infinity.
“of attributes; he is as it were the perpetual meeting-place of oon-
cepta; we can neither exhaust what is to be eaid of him, nor makes
selection, and declare that this is essential to & true notion of him,
and that unessential. Moreover, even if we could, we should still
only have got & notion of what he in fact is, but a second person also
might be; for every notion is universal. What makes him ¢4iz indi-
vidual and not another we should not have defined, nor could we ; for
thm is something which makes me me over and above what can be

of me ; else, what makes me me might also make you
you; fuwhltunb. dicated of me might be predicable of another ;
and then why tlnuuu-nu character make me me and you you, and
500 rather make me you and you me, or each of us both ?

We can only define then what is universal, or a concept. But

r3
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we have already said that concepts expresa the nature of things;
and therefore in defining concepts, we may define things, 2 for as
they are of a kind, but mol os individuals. It is sometimes main-
tained that definitions are not of things, but only of names ! : that
they set forth the meaning (or, as it is aleo phrased, the connotation ¥)
of a name, but not the nature of s thing. Yet names are only used
to convey information about things; and to explain what the name
means, is to explain what the thing is said to be. Definitions then
are pot really of names ; but we shall see later the dificulties which
drove men into saying so.

Now when we define we analyse ; and the elements into which
we analyse that which is defined are called, as we saw, genus and
differentia. These might be called attributes of the subject: it
might be said, for example, that rectilincar figure and tArec-sided
are attributes of s triangle. But the expression is not quite appro-
priate ; for an attribute implies & subject beyond itself, to which it
belongs ; but the parts of a definition themselves make s whole,
snd cosleacs into- the nnity to which they balong. This may be
best explained by a contrast. We may take any attributes we
like—say far, sour, pink, soft and eircular—and we may give one
name to the aggregate of these. But they do not form one notion ;
they remain obstinately five ; nor by considering a thing as far,
sour, pink, soft and circular, can we construct the concept of one
thing. If we took a single name to signify the possession of these
attributes, we could explain the name as meaning that assemblage,
bat we should feel that in s doing we were merely explaining
a name, and not defining anything. But when we analyse into
genus and differentia, this is otherwise ; then we feel that the two
together really make a single notion. They bave such a connexion
in their own nature as makes one fit the other, so that they con-
stitute the emsence of os thing, or state, or quality, or relation.
And the reason for the parts of a dcﬁnmon being one? is this:
that they are not attrib but coincident, but the
genus is the general type or plan, the differentia the *specific’
mode in which that is realized or developed. Let us take again the

i ofra,
* That the parts. ol Y dcﬂmtion m one is & thing on which Aristotle fre-
quontly insists. and says that the rob lem about definition is to show
canbe. Cf.'e g M. Z. N
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definition of a triangle. It is a rectilinear figure; but that by
itself is an incomplete notion. There cannot be a rectilinear figare
without a definite number of sides, though asy definite number will
do; and if the number in s trisngle is three, then three-sidedness
is the specific mode in which the general plan, or as we may say
the potentialities, of rectilinear figure are realized in the triangle.
‘We may eay that the genus and differentis are one, because they
were never really two. Three-sidedness can only be realized in
» figure, rectilinear figure can only be realized in a definite number
of sides. The genus therefore never could exist independently of &
differentia, a8 soft may of sour: nor the differentia of the genus.
It may be eaid perhaps that though three-sidedness can only exist
s the form of a figure, rectilinear figurehood exists independently of
three-sidedness in the square, the pentagon, &c. But it is not quite
the same thing in the square or pentagon as it is in the triangle.
8o intimately one are the differentis and the genus, that though
we refer different species to the same genus, yet the genus is not
quite the same in each; it is only by abetraction, by ignoring
their differences, that we can call it the same. Triangle and square
and pentagon are all rectilinear figures ; but in the sense in which
they actually are such, rectilinear figure is not the mame in them
all. Thus the differentia modifies the genus, and the genus also
modifies the differentia. It might be said that three-sidedness is
not confined to the genus figure; for a triangle is & three-sided
figure, and N is » three-sided letter. And doubtless, so far as the
genus is the eame in two species, the differentis may be the same
in the species of two genera. But three-sidedness is plainly
different in the figure, where the sides enclose a space, and in the
letter, where they do not; and the genus as it were fases with the
differentia, so that each infects the other through and throngh.
For this reason the genus is not well described as a larger class
inoluding the smaller class or species within it. For the word class
suggests a collection, whereas the genus of anything is not a collec-
tion to which it belongs but & scheme which it realizes, or & unity
connecting it with things different from itself. It may seem at
first plai king, without any metaphysical nonsense, to say that
a genus is a class of things that all have certain features in com-
mon ; and that its species is & smaller class composed of some of
those things, which all possess not only the features commorr to the
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whole genus, but others not belonging to the other members of it.
Bat what is really meant by being included in o class ? The phrase
is sometimes put forward as if it were simple, snd presented no
diffioulty ; but such is not the case. The words ‘ to be within’, or
¢ t0 be included in ’, have many meanings, and we must know what
mesning they bear in the phrase ‘ to be included in & class’, before
we can know what that phrase signifies. We may distinguish in
particular two meanings, which are quite inapplicable to the relation
botween a genus and its species ; but they are more easy to grasp
than the meaning in which the species can be said to be inoluded in
the genus, because they can be in s manner represented to the
senses ; whereas the relation of genus to species can never be repre-
sented to the senses, but only uppuhmdd by thinking. Because
one of these i is readily d to the mind,
when vamwldthltehcgcnuoflthmg is & elaas in which it is
included, we fancy that the expression helps us to understand what
s genus is; for these inapplicable meanings are essily understood.
But as they are inapplicable, they help us not to understand but to
misunderstand the logical relation of genus and species.!
In the first place, one thing may be included in another as &
letter is included or enclosed in an envelope, or
#s Mr. Pickwick and the wheelbarrow were en-
Animals \ closed in the pound. In this case, all that is
included may be removed, yet that in which it
was included will be left. Such is clearly mot
@ thesense in which species are included ina genus ;
for thero would be no genus left if the species
vanished. Yet the logical relation is often represented by a diagram,
which inevitably suggests this sense. Two circles are drawn, one
enclosing the other ; the genus being represented by the outer and
the species by the inner circle. It is not impoesible to use such
diagrame without being influenced by their obvious suggestions ; yet
their obvious suggestions are false, and to avoid them is difficait.
Secondly, & thing may be incloded in an aggregate, which is
constituted by that and all the other things included along with it.

* Though the relation of & species to individuals is not the same with

that of genus to species in all respects, yet what is eaid here upon the
vice of calling the genus l class in v)nch species sre included applies
equally o the habit of calling the species & class including individaale.
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In this sense a cannon-ball is included in & hesp, and & particular
lotter in the pile on my table. We do sctually use the word class
on some occasions to indicate a total formed in this way; in a
school, for example, » class is a cortain number of boys taught
together, and when & boy is moved from one class to another, he is
sent to do his work with a different set of boys. Here we have
» notion whioh is so far nearer the logical notion?, as that the class
would disappear upon the dissppearance of what is included in it.
Bat a little reflection will show that the logical relation of genus
to species is no more like that of an aggregate to its members than
it is like that of an envelope to ite contents.

If Tom Smith is in the first class in his achool, I should look for
bim among the boys in a particular class-room ; but if a triangle is
in the class figure, or 8 Red Admiral in the class lepidopters, that
does not mean that I should look for either in & collection of figures
or of lepidopters ; it is true that a collection of thess objects would
include specimens of the triangle or the Red Admiral ; but they do
not belong to their respective geners because they are in the collec-
tion ; specimens of them are placed in the collection because they
belong to the genera. Were it otherwise, I could not eay that s
triangle is a figure, or that & Red Admiral és a lepidopteron, any
more than I can eay that Tom Smith is the first class; I could
only -y that as Tom Smith i is the first class, s0 & triangle is in

ﬁgnn and » Red Admiral in the class lepidopters ;
wh.rg- it is characteristic of this to &¢ » lepidopteron, and of that
to be a figure.

The ‘ class’ to which species (or individuals) are referred is apt not
to be thought of as something realized in ite various members in &
particular way ; but the genus is something realized in every species
(or, if it is preferred, in the individuals of every species) belonging
to it, only realized in each in & special way. The differentia carries
out as it were and )! the genus Individuals are not
incloded in one genus because agreeing in certain attributes, and
then in one species within the genus becsuse agreeing in certain
other attributes that have no conmnexion with the first; as you

! i.e. the notion which the phrase ‘10 be included in o class’ must bear
in I if it is to be used in any applicable sonse at all. But even a clam
at school is not & chance eollection, but & collection of boys supposed to

the same level of attainments.
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might include in one island all men who had red hair, and then
rail off separately within it those of them who had wooden lege;
‘wooden-legged could not be s differentia of the genus red-haired ;
it must be some modification of red hair itself, and not of the men
baving it, which could serve as a differentis to that genus. Itis
therefore a phrase that may mislead, to say that the differentis
added to the genus makes the species, or makes up the definition.
For adding suggests the arbitrary juxtaposition of independent
units; but the differentis is not extraneously attached to the genus;
it is » partioular mode in which the the genus may y exist. And hence,
when we distingailh the various species of one genus, in what is
called a logical division?, assigning to every species the differentia
llnt mu‘h n off from the rest, our several differentiae must be

as it were, upon one theme
and, because each coguate with the same genus, therefore coguate
with one another. If triangle, for example, is regarded as & genus,
and one species of it is the equilateral, the others will be the isosceles
and the scalene : where each differentis specifies certain relations in
the length of the sides ; if one species is the right-angled, the others
will be the obtuse- and the acute-angled: where each differentia
specifies certain relations in the msgnitude of the -nglu. The
principle that the differentise must be thus cognate is t.chnu\lly
expressed by saying that there must be one fuxdamentum
this, however, has its proper place of discussion in the next c\nphr
To define anytbing then per gewss ef differemtiam is to pat
forward first a relatively vague notion and ss it were the leading
ides of the thing, and then to render this definite by stating in
what way the leading ides is realized or worked out. And the
differentise are of the essence of the things, because they belong to
the working out of this leading ides. In the definition of organic
species (inorganic kinds we will consider later) this is what we aim
st doing. We start with the general notion of an orgsnized body,
and classify its various forms in such & manner as to show how this
scheme is realized in successively more complex waye. Our first
division is into unicellular and multi
and metazos) : the fomu v\mouly admit of no composite eellnhr
;ins ism there must be s method of
connmctlng the system of purta. Hence we proceed to differentiste
1 CL. infra, c. v. p. 101.
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these according to the principal modes of structure which they
exhibit ; on this basis is founded for example the division of the
metazoa in the animal kingdom into coelenters and coelomats;
of coelomats into & number of ¢ phyla’ (¢9Aa), the platyhelmis or
flat-worme, annelida or worms, arthropods, mollusca, echinodermsa
and chordata ; of chordata, according to the form which the nerve-
cord assumes, into hemichord horda, cephalochorda and verte-
brata; and of vertebrates, according to the different forms which
the general principle of vertebrate structure may assume, into fish,
dipnoi, amphibis, reptiles, birds and mammals.! When it is said
that we start with the general notion of an organized body, it is
not of course meant that historically, in our experience, that is
what we first become acquainted with. We first become acquainted
with individual plants and animals ; and we are familiar with their
various species—with horses, dogs, and cattle, osk and apple and
elm—long before we have settled with curselves what is the leading
ides, and how it is developed and worked out in them all, 50 as to
make them the kinds of things they are. The genus is that with
which, when we have acquired an insight into the nature of these ~
varions kinds, we then start ; it is first in the order of our thought
about them when we understand them, not in the order of our
acquaintance with them when we perceive them. According to the
Aristotelian formula, it is ¢ive: mpdrepov, or Adyp mporepov, not Huiy
wpbrepov : first or fundamental in the nature of the thing, and in
the order of our thought, but not what strikes us first. And Aris-
totle also expreesed its function by saying that the genus is, as it
were, the matter, fAn, of the species or kind.

In saying that s genus is related to its epecies as matter to form,

* The extent to which, in subordinating ies and geners to lnrrinr
genus, & common type or plan can be definitely traced through them all, may
vary at different stages of a clasification. The sme fanctions of suimal life
are diversely provided for in protozos and metasoa; and within the com

tive complexity of metazos, in coelenters and coelomata ; but it would be
difficult to give any one diagrammatic representation of the structure of all
thess, or even of all metazow. Such i 1
in genersl, and coelomata in general ; yet they aro s mere outline, in which
even the principal organs of many important types are sacrificed. On the

rincipal organ

the species of that phylum, though with manifold variation of
development, at some stage ‘of 1t or other aLike exhibit ; and for the sub-
divisions of rtebrata this can be done more adequately than for the
subdivisions of cho;
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the relation of matter to form is conceived as that of the less
developed to the more developed, the potential to the actusl
A word of caution is necessary here. We often compare two
particular objects, sy & ‘bone-shaker’ and a modern bicycle, and
observing that one carries out more completely ocertain features
imperfectly present in the other, call them respectively more and
less developed. The same thing may be observed in the arrange-
ment of & picture gallery, where the pictures are placed in euch an
order as will exhibit the gradual development of an artist’s style,
or of the style of some school of artists: and in & museum, where
the development of the art of making flint implements is illustrated
by » succession of specimens each more perfect than the last. Now
‘in all these cases, the more and the less developed specimens are all
! of them concrete individuals : each has an sctual existence in space
ludﬁmo. But with genus and species it is otherwise. They are
not individuals, but universals; the genus does not exist side by
side with the species, as the bone-shaker exists side by side with
the best bicycle of the present day; snd you cannot exhibit genus
and species separately to the senses. It is our thought which
identifies and apprebends the generic type, ey of vertebrate, in the
different species, man and horse and ox ; snd in thinking of them,
we may say that the single type is developed in so many divers
ways; but geaus and species do not exist in local or temporal
succession, the less developed first, and the more developed later,
like the i which ill te the develop of s type
or style. Obvious as these remsrks may seem, they are not
superfluous, if they help to guard against the ides that s genus
?| is something independent of ite species.

[It would be travelling too far beyond the limits of an elementary
work to enquire into the meaning of arranging individuals in an
order of development: whether (like thu and snimals) they

genealogical

one from another in a true series, Or are manu-
actured independently, like bicycles or arrowheads. A criticism
of the conception of development is however of great importance ;
for the complacent :Iyliaﬁon of the notion to disparate subjects,
under the influence of the biological theory of evolution, by writers
like Herbert Spencer bas diffused many fallacies. Perhaps it may
be that, if we wish to know what we mean when we
apply the mnadption of greater and less development to the relation
between individual objects, we should first examine what we mesn
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[by tbe wneafion in the relation of genus and species. We cannot
throw any light on the relation of genus and species by comparing
it with what subsists between individuals st different stages of
‘evolution’; but we may get eome light upon the conception
of evolution from reflection on our conception of the relation of
genus to species. For the “evolution of species’ is genenally
supposed to be not mere change, but development ; yet it is often
supposed also to involve nothing of the nature of purpose, or design.
Now unless we find, in considering individual objects, that there
is & plan, purpose, or ides sxggested to us in what we call the less
:I-t‘ d, but n;]t.n' ly “:“-4 there l:dlu ooneeiu;t, A'::
is same , purpose, or ides is more uately exhibi
in what we call the more developed object, we h:vz no right to call
developed at all. The relation therefore is not
between the objects as individual, but between their charscters;
we cannot identify with the less developed individual the plan,
purpose, or idea which is less developed m it; there is the same
plan at different levels of development in each individual ; and the
lutionary history of individuals must be s manifestation of
= plan or of intelligence in them, unless we are to say that there is
no real development in them, but only change, and that to call this
change development is to read into things & fancy of our own.]

[In the first chapter, the antithesis of form and matter was
employed in explaining how a common character might belong to
divers objects. Two shillings, for example, may be mid to be of
the same form, while the matter in them is different: and two

itions to be of the same form, so far as each asserts s pre-
mot a subject, while their matter—i.e. the actual subject and
predicate in eachb—varies. But in saying that genus is related
to species as matter to form, it is inpzm,u between two species,
that their common genus, the ‘matter’, is that in which f.ha,
agree: whilaehureiﬁc form assumed by this matter in either s
the basis of the distinction between them. Indeed, the phrase
¢ apecific differences’ implies that their differences constitute their
form. It may seem etrange that whereas in one sense matter
is that which is different in things of the same form, in another
it is that which is the same in things of different form.

A little consideration will show that the common notion in both
these uses of the term matter is the notion of something undeveloped.
With regard to the phrase that calls the genus the matter of the
species, this point has already been illustrated. And when we
contrast, in & shilling, the matter (silver) with the form, this is still
the case, We nt:d » shilling ss an object having s certain form
(that might also be stamped in gold or copper) impressed upon
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a certain matter, silver: and say that both are necessary to its

ing s shilling. Now the matter hereis ":lnli silver as of mo shape.
A disk of silver may be put into the die stamped : but sach
disk is not the mere matter of which a shilling ie made ; it is the
matter in s different form: but because the silver may bave the
form of a ehilling, and may have the form of a plain disk, it is
possible for us to distinguish between the silver, which is present
alike in the disk and in the shilling, snd the form which the silver
sssumes in the minting. The matter of a sbilling is thus not silver
in another shape, but silver without nsnd to its shape : the metal
88 it is present equally in the disk and in the ehilling ; now silver
does not actually exist except in & particular shape; and in think-
ing of it in abstraction from its shape, our t! it of it is incom-
plote. As the genus only exists in the species, so the matter, silver,
only exists in some form. It is bowever true that there is no tfeunl
relevance between the natare of silver and the shape of s shilling,
‘whereas the specific form of man can only be reslized in the genus
vertebrate ; and hence the conception of development spplies more
closely to the relation of genus and species, than to the relation of
matter and form in a concrete object.

Many controversies have been over what is called the
principivm individualionis. What is 1t that makes one individual
distinct from snother individual of the same species? Some of the
schoolmen held that, being of the same epecies or form, they were
distinct in virtue of their matter ; and it followed, since angels have
no matter, that mylnﬁd is of a different species: except their
epecies, there is nothi which they can be distinguished from
each other. We m:ﬁo {e- ready to dogmatize with confidence
about angels than were the echoolmen; but the fashion of doridinﬁ
their speculations because they were exercised in solving that kin
:: questions is fo;rpnnmly in diminished vogue. The problem of

e princiy iz is & serious 1 problem.

It may throw some further light on what bas been said of the
antithesis between matter and form, to point out that matter cannot
really be the principinm individuationis. Two shillings which have
the same form are said to be of different matter. Now their matter
is silver : but it is not because it is made of silver that one shilling
is different from another ehilling. In that respect all shillings
ﬁru;itinbeemntheymm of different masses or pieces

iver
be of

of

that they are different shillings. But if #o, it follows that to

of silver is a character common to both pieces (quite apart from
their being of the same die); and though we say they differ in
matter, we mean that though of the same matter, they are different
pieces of it. The problem of the principium individuationis is not
therefore solved by the distinction of matterand form ; the shillings
are different, though of the same form, because in each that form
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& is stamped upon » different piece of silver ; but the pieces of silver
emselves present the same problem, of & common form (the nature
of nlver) in different individual objects. Matter is indeed, strictly
:nt s particular thing :; s aggregate of portnculnf‘
mg: » generic conception. We recognize various species of
lt, which we call elements: the elements are different forms of
matter; pnd in calling them so, we imply something common to
them all, as wo nnply something common to man and ox in
ullin&n th animals ; though we are less able in the former
in the htur to lonn any conception of the common or

b from its specitic diff )

It lmdly needs now to be pointed out, that where the predicate
of & proposition defines the subject, it is related to ita subject far
otherwise than where it is an sccident. We realize (or we should
realize, if our definitions were what we aim to make them) that the
genus, modified or developed in the way conceived, is the subject ;
the definition and that which is defined are not two but one. Of
course, when & green thing is equare, the same particular thing is
both square and green ; the green thiag and the square thing are
one thing ; bnt here the lnb,cct is net s universal, and we have
only to recog the of in the same indi-
vidual, Being green and being square are not one, as being &
triangle and being ® three-sided rectilinear figure are!; thereis s
conoeptual anity between these ; between those only an sccidental.

It follows that there is a conceptual connexion between any
subject and its genus or differentis ; he who understands the nature
of the subject sees that it must be what is predicated of it as its
genus or its differentia. What belongs to the essence of anything
st belong to it ; for else it would not be that kind of thing, but
something different.

‘We may now take up the last of the points raised on p. 62—the
second in the order in which they were there stated: viz. the
ground of the distinction between eesence and property; since
the last paragraph suggests the question, What do we mean by
the essonce? If the esscnoe of anything be what makes it what it
is, of course it would be something different, were any element in
its essence wanting ; but what makes it what it is?

1 Aristotle would upr- this by seying that 3 xAepdy may be rerpiymror,

but rd lvas i8 10 'm elvai—the green is square, but green-
ness --::%? .qnmm- whereas trisngularity is thn:‘;udd rectilinear-
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Those who hold the view, already mentioned, that definition is of
names only and not of things, bave an answer ready here, agreeable
to that view. They eay that we cannot tell what makes anything
what it is, but only what makes it whaz i¢ és caled ; and that the
world might have been spared much useless controversy, if men had
realized that by the essence of anything they meant no more than
the attributes which they agreed should be signified by s general
name: or, as Locke called it?, the somisal essence. Pushed to its
logical conclusion, such a doctrine makes all the distinctions of pre-
dicables arbitrary ; for if the nature of the fhing denoted by o
general name X is not to determine the signification of the name,
we can attach to the name what concept we please, and it will rest
with us whether the concept shall be one with which a given pre-
dicate is conceptually connected or mot, and therefore whether it
shall be an accident of X, or stand in eome other relation to it.
And it we were to regard only the definitions of geometry, it would
appear a gratuitous ptndox to maintain, that men determined
arbitrarily what to include in the definition of circle or triangle,
‘snd what to omit. Everyonowogmu-thntyw declare better
‘what s triangle is by saying that it is » three-sided rectilinear fgure
than by eaying it is a rectilinear figure whose angles are equal to
\two right angles ; or a circle, by saying that it is the figure gene-
rated by the revolation of a straight line round one of its extremi-
ties remaining fixed, than by eaying that it is & figure having
s larger area than any other of equal perimeter. What has led
men to suppose that definition is s matter of fixing the meaning of
names is the dificulty found in defining patural kinds, ie the
various species of animal, plant, or inorganic element ; in despair
they have looked to the signmification of the name for the only
meaning of the easence of the object. The definition of abstract
notions like wealth or crime or liberty has lent some support to the
same view. In these cases, the object defined cannot be presented
to the senses in an example, as can gold, or the holm-oak, or the
buffalo; we cannot be sure therefore that different men intend to
define the same thing, when they offer definitions of such notions;
and instead of settling first by its appearance that a given act is
s crime, or an object wealth, or a state one of liberty, and then

! v. Essay, Bk. IIL c. iii. § 15,
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arguing to its nature from our definition, we have rather to deter-
mine whether it is to be called a crime, or wealth, or a state of
liberty by considering whether its nature is such as mankind, or
particular writers, bave sgreed to signify by those names. Hence
it might appear that in the case of abstract terms! at any rate,
oonvention settles what the essence of them shall be; in the main
it is not reslly so, even with them ; for the understanding of facts
would not then be facilitated as it is by the substitution of ¢better”
for worse’ definitions of abstract terms ; but the plausibility of
the view here adds weight to the arguments which are drawn, in
the manner we must now prooeed to show, from the definition of
nataral kinds.

Suppose that we wish to define the nataral substance dog, or gold.
The forms of language recognize a difference between a substance
and its sttribates ; for we say that Gelert is a dog, but not that he
is a faithful ; and speak of a piece of gold, but not of a piece of
heavy. Yet when we define & substance we can only enumerate its
qualities or attributes %, and leave out of account what it is that has
them. What attributes of Gelert then are we to enumerate, to
explain what we mean by calling him & dog? or what attributes
of & wedding-ring, to explain what we mean by calling it gold?
In each case & certain fixed nucleus, asit were, of attributes, holding
together in repeated instances and through great varieties of cir-
cumstance, is included in our concept of an objeot called by such
» general concrete name. But which attributes are to form this
nacleas, and on what principle are we to make our selection ? 1f
it be said that we are to include every attribute common to all
dogs, or all gold, two difficulties arise. The first is, that we

' Such complex abetract motions were called by Locke ‘mixed modu

which he said ':c w‘nld dc(he behouz-n had firt made O;bnn:hby %
u..dmm notions (or in his language, simple idess) wi hich we

rere perfoctly acquainted. The expression ‘mixed mode ' has
Tahod itaelf; perhape bootiuse the words ace not well adapted to eonvq the
meaning which Locke intended by their combination ; but it would be
useful to have an appropriste exprestion to indicate what be meant. Cf.
, B. II. ¢. xxil,

3 We have, Bowever, seen, discussing genus and differentis, cm these
cannol wel be ouied srinibaten” Bat g ‘might be urged, that althongh
they cannot be attributed to any other * nmul-l’ qualifying it, they
must be attributed to some substance which in any lndmd\nl obj.ez i
‘what has the character, in virtue of which we call it & dog or gold, as well

as having such other attributes as mangy or fnedrawn; however,
Pp- 4144, supra.
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should inclade in oar notion of dog or of gold all the propertics, as
well as the attrib that are to definition : for the
properties of a kind are the predicates common und pumlu.r toall
the individuals of that kind ; and hence we should still lack »
principle upon which to discriminate between property and essence.
The second difficulty is more serious, We are to include in our
definition of & kind every attribute common to all individuals of
that kind ; but until we have defined the kind, how can we tell
whether a particular individual belongs to this kind or another ?
Let the definition of gold be framed by collecting and examining
every piece of gold, and poting down the attributes common tothem
all ; the task is impoesible in practice, but that might be over-
looked ; it is, however, vicious in theory; for it implies that we
already know what gold is, or what makes a particular object
& piece of gold, and can by that knowledge eelect the objects which
are to be examined, as specimens of gold, in order to determine
the nature of that substance. Thus we seem to be moving in
a circle ; what is gold is to be settled by an examination of the
things that are gold ; what things are of gold is to be settled by
koowing what gold is.

Hence our selection must be arbitrary ; for we have no principle
to make it on. We may take s particular epecific gravity, the
power to resist corrosion by air, ductility, malleability, and solu-
bility in aqua regis ; and eay these constitute gold, and are its
essence. And in that case its colour is a property, or for all wecan
tell, an accident ; for we can see no necessary connexion between
» yellow colour and all or any of those attributes, and if we found
& white metal with those five attributes we should have to call it
gold. But if we chose to include yellow colour with them in our
definition, then nothing could be gold that was not yellow ; yellow
would be of the essence of gold ; but only because we had decided
to give the name to no metal of another colour; it would be the
meaning of the name that fixed the essence, and the essence would
be only ‘ nominal”’.

It has been sssumed in the above that the attribates included in
the dgﬁmuon may bu not only arbitrarily selected, but without any

among th lves ; o that any attribut
omitted from the definition should drop at once into the rank of
accident ; the essence is only a collection of attributes comprised in
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the signification of the same name, and there are no properties at
all.  And some logicians have maintained that we can never see any
necessary conbexion between different attributes; and that when
‘we speak of them a8 universally connected, we really mean no more
than that they have been very frequently found sccompanying one
soother. Without for s moment agreeing with this opinion (which
denies any sense in the diltineﬁon between & eonnuion that is
ry and universl, and & ion that is accid thy
be ud\mﬂed that we often regard ‘attributes as necomarily and uni-
versally connected, because we believe that with fuller knowledge
we might see into the necessity of the connexion, when as yat we
cannot wtudly do 0. Tlm is markedly the case with the various
of an i betance ; and the kinds of plant and
animal also present us with many mntuwn where different pecu-
linrities in & species are inferred to be ¢ correlated ’, because the same
conditions seem to affect them both, without our being able to
understand the connexion between them.
The difficalty of determining what attributes are essential to
» substance, and therefore of discriminating between essence sud
property, does not however arise entirely from the seeming discon-
nexion among the attributes of s kind. It arises also, in the case
at least of the organic, from the great variation to which a species
is liable in divers individuals. Extreme instances of such variation
are sometimes known as border varieties, or border specimens ; and
these border varieties give great trouble to naturalists, when they
endeavour to armnge all individuals in & number of mutnally
exclusive species. For a long time the doctrine of the fixity of
species, supported as well by the suthority of Aristotleand of Genesis,
88 by the lack of evidence for any other theory, encouraged men
to hope that there was a stable character common to sll members
of & species, and untouched by varistion ; and the strangest devia-
tions from the type, excluded under the title of monstrosities or
sports or unnatural births, were not allowed to disturb the sym-
metry of theory. Moreover, s working test by which to determine
whether individuals were of different species, or only of different
varieties within the same species, was furnished, as is well known,
by the fertility of offspring ; it being assumed that a cross between
different species would always be infertile, as in the case of the
maule, and that when the cros was uniformly infertile, the species
rourn e
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were different. But now that the theory of organio evolution has
reduced the distinction between varietal and specific difference to
one of degree, the task of settling what is the essence of a species
becomes theoretically impossible. It is possible to describe & type;
but there will be hundreds of characteristics '.y-pnul of every species.
Who is to deunmne what degree of dmhon in bow many of
these characteris will make a

different ? Wil it not have to hc decided ubl?.nnly at the last P
80 that here again our use of names will settle what is essential to
the species. Everything will be essential that we require in s
specimen in order to call it by a certain specific name.

Such are the reasons for saying that the essence of anything is
settled by the meaning that we give to names, and if the essence
is thus arbitrary, the distinction between essence and property is
similarly infected. But that distinction is obnoxious to another
objection, already noticed on p. 80 : that if the property is common
and peculiar to the kind, it ought to be included in the essence,
because d with it uni lly and ily. It is ae little
possible for a triangle not to contain angles equal to two right
angles, as not to bave three sides; ss little poesible for & line
not to be straight or curved, as ot to be the limit of & superficies.
If the property of a subject is grounded in the nature of that sub-
ject alone, why is it not regarded as » part of its natare? if it is
grounded in part in the nature of the subject, in part in the fulfil-
ment of conditions extranecus to the subject, then the subject
only possesses it in a certain conjunction, and it ought to be called
an accident.!

Having thus presented our difficulties, we must endeavour their
solution.

The inexpugnable basis of truth in the theory of the predicables
lies first in the distinction between the necessary and the acci-
dental: secondly, in the analysis of definition into genus and
differentia. The first underlies all inference ; the second, sll classi-
fieation. But the notion of essence, and the distinction between
essence and property, are not spplicable in the same way to every
subject.

They present at first sight no dificulty in geometry. The
easence of & figure includes so much as need be stated in order

* Of. supro, p. 68
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to set the figure as it were before us: whatever can be proved of
such & fgure universally is & property. Thus the definition is
assumed, the properties are demonstrated ;-and that is the true
Aristotelian distinction bet-een casence and property.

But how are the p d? Only by
» great deal else bmde- dw definition of the figure of which ehey
are demonstrated. We sssume, for example, the postulates; and
that means that we see that we always can produce a straight line
indefinitely in either direction, or join any two points, or rotate
s line round one extremity. We assume the axioms; and that
means that we see, e- g., that any two right angles must be equal ;
and that if a straight line 4B falling on two other ltrughc lines
CD, EF makes the angles CAB, EBA
equal to the angles DAB, FBA, CD and A
EF must bo parallel and if not, not ; and € o
vice versa: we assume also in one propo- £ s F
eition all that we have already proved
in others. It is not from the mere cnntanplntwu of » figure as
defined, that the perception of its properties follows ; we must set
the figure into space-relations with other lines and figures, by an
act of comsiruction ; and the truth of our conclusion is involved not
wolely in the essence of the figure as set out in its definition, but in
that taken together with the nature of space; for it is really the
natare of space which we apprehend when we realize that the sum
of the interior angles made by two particular parallel straight lines
with a line that cuts them is equal on both sides of it, or that a given
straight line can be produced to meet another with which it is not
parallel. Another pomt must h. nntu:d. It was eaid that whereas
the properties are d ed ; but that =
does not mean that they are arbitrarily taken for gnnud They
are assumed, becanse they are what we start with. But they are not
arbitrarily taken for granted, because it is self-evident to us that
the existence of & figure as defined is possible; and this is self-
evident, because in the process of defining we bring the figure into
being before us. We know that three straight lines are enough to
make & figure, because we make it of them in imagination ; we
know that a figure may have five sides, because we see the pentagon
beforeus. It is this power which geometry possesses of creating in-
stances of the objects of its own study that distinguishes it from the

¢ 3
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non-mathematical sciences.  And it creates its objects by construct-
ing them—i. e. by drawing lines; and in this possesses s natural
principle upon which to distinguish between property and essence.
For though, in geometry, properties are commensurate with their
subjects, and may be reciprocally demonstrated, yet everything
depends upon the power mentally to see the lines; thus the angles of
» triangle determine the position of its lines as much as the position
of the lines determines ils angles ; but it is only through dividing
space by lines, that the angles can be realized. The visible
figure is therefore our necessary starting-point. A definition which
fails to d ine that waits for application until the figure can be
pictared. Let & circle be a figure having a larger ares than any
other of equal perimeter ; that does not set a circle before us; an
infinity of figures can, we see, be made by s line that returns upon
itself and is flexible at will; and the property specified will not,
previously to demonstration, afford us any means of selecting the
figure intended. But say that a circle is the plane figure gene-
rated by the revolution of a straight line about one of its extremi-
ties remaining fixed, and then we have it before us; then we
understand what it is sboat which the property of having a larger
area than any other figure of equal peﬂmehr is Aﬁrmd. Once
again, in g ry there are no happ ) Itis
true that in oldcr to geometrize we have, lct\ldly or in thought,
to draw the figures: but our process of drawing only renders
visible space-relations which we conceive are eternally present
everywhere in space. Therefore the circle or the triangle is not
subject to mutation on different occasions ; there is nothing to
prevent it at one place or time from being the same as at another;
and the conditions under which it exists do not vary; the general
nature of the epace in which it is is uniform and constant. Hence
the properties of any geometrical figure, though, as we have seen,
‘we must take the general nature of space into account, as well as
the defnition of the figure, in order to realize their necessity, may
yet without risk of any false deduction be regarded as if they were
grounded in the essence of that figure alone. For the general nature
of space is & * constant’; it is everywhere the same, and conditions
every figure alike; it is not because that ever changes, that
different figures have different properties, but because the figures
are different.
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Geometry therefore deals with subjects capable of definition : in
which the definition serves to set the subject before us: and in
which the distinction between essence and property, though from
one point of view questionable, is from another sound. It is ques-
tionable, 80 far as the properties of a figure do ideally belong to it
always, just as much as the figure always exists; theyare as neces-
sary to it as its definition, and do not really any more depend on
the definition than the definition on them. But it is sound, so far
a8 the essence is that which we must start with, in order to have
the figure before us,and say anything about it, while the properties
are what we can demonstrate. The process of demonstration may
require that we should make a further constraction than what the
figure itself demands; but this further construction is not neces-
sary in order that we may see before us the figure itself; and hence
the definition, which as it were constructs the figure, gives us what
is essential, the demonstration what is necessarily bound up there-
with.!

Now the science of geometry, both in Aristotle’s day and eince,
has been apt to seem the model of what a science should be; and
that deservedly, so far as its certainty and self-evidence go. But
though we may desire an equal certainty and self-evidence in other
sciences, we must not ignore the differences between their subject-
matter and that of geometry; nor must we assume that the dis-
tinction of essence and property will have the same applicability to
concrete bodies as to figures in space. The subjects which we study
in chemistry, in botany, or in zoology, are not constructed by us;
they are complex, and for all we know may differ mach in their
construction in different instances; and they exist under con-
ditions which are not constant (like the nature of space) but
infinitely various. Under these circumstances, we cannot expect to
find the determination of the essence of a kind, and the sapara-
tion between that and its properties, as eoluble s task as in
geometry. 5

Let us consider first the definition of inorganic kinds. Here,
since s compound may be defined by specifying its composition,

1 Yot where there are alternative modes of conskructing s figure (e.g.

an ollipse) it will be arbitmry which of them we select o define it
by; we can only sy that the definition must enable us to construct the
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our problem deals with the elements. It will be instructive to look
for & moment at the Greek treatment of this question. There
were two main sttempts to define the famous four elements of
Empedocles, earth, air, fire, and water. Plato supposed that they
differed in the geometrical construction of their particles, thase of
earth being cubic, of air octohedral, of fire tetrahedral, and of
water eicosihedral. If these were their differentine, what was
their genus? We can only reply, solid! They were something
Silling apace, of different fignres. In assuming the concrete things
which he defined to fill space, Plato did what every one who defines
s natural substance does. We do not always mention it in our
definition ; we might define a suake, for example, 2s & certain kind
of vertebrate; but the notion of a vertebrate involves it ; and it is
necessary if the definition is to furnish us with the concept of
s material object at all. In taking geometrical figures as his
differentiae, he attempted to gain in physics the advantages which
geometry derives from our power of constructing its objects; but he
[bi]d to show how the sensible properties of the different elements
were connectod with their respective figures. Aristotle preferred
the method of those who distinguished the elements not by the
figure of their particles, but by the mode in which they combined
certain fundamental sensible qualities, heat, cold, moistare, and
dryness. Fire he thought was the hot and dry subetance, water
the cold and moist, earth the cold and dry, air the hot and moist.
These definitions have the disadvantage of using terms that possess
no very precise signification. How hot is unmixed fire, and how
moist is pure water ?

Modern science recognizes in each element a whole legion of
common and peculiar attribates. Some of these, such as its atomic
weight, or its specific gravity, are conceived to be constant or to
characterize the element in all conjunctures ; others it only exhibits
upon occasion ; this is the case, for example, with its reactions
towards other bodies. We have very little insight into the inter-
connexion of the various attributes thus characterizing each element ;
but unless we are to regard everything in nature as accidental, we
are bound to believe them interconnected.® It is impossible to

, regular solid.

. O- vhat ind of evidence particular attributes are held to be connected,
it is the business of the theory of the inductive sciences to show.
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include in its definition all that is known to be chamcteristic of an
element ; and for the mere purpose of identification, many of the .
attributes of an element would serve qn.l.ly well. But we prefer
to select as differentise, and include in the definition, such attri.
butes as appear, in some form or another, in all or » large number
of elements; becaunse we are thus able to exhibit the divers elements
as related to one another upon s scheme, or in other words to
classify them, Thus the specific gravity of s substance is more
suitable for defining it than some peculiar reaction which it exhibits,
although perhaps less useful for identifying it ; because all elements
must have some specifio gravity, but no other need exhibit the
same sort of reaction. If, however, a reaction is common to a
number of substances, it may serve as s ground for collecting those
into one class, like the salts: the common resction being & generic
charscter; especially when for any resson, such as the number of
attributes that are commensurate with it (i. & are found where it is
found, and not where it is abeent), such resction seems to be of
importance in the substances to which it belongs.

Such considerations may guide us in choosing what to include *
in our definition ; and we shall also ceteris pmbu prefer for diffe-
rentise those ib that are i hibited to those
that an element only exhibits in & rare conjuncture. Neverthaless
it is plain that our procedure is in great measure arbitrary; and
the distinction between essence and property is not spplicable as it *
was in geometry. For among the constant attributes of an element
mmotnutmthnmomddnonmthmndu And
those which it exhibits in I
in the full sense. We mymdodngud it as t.lnplvpcrtyofan
element to exhibit a certain reaction in certain circumstances ! ; but
whereas the ¢ oi ? under which g i 'ﬁg\uum
‘and possess their properties are ineuryuu the same (being the
general nature of space), the circumstances relevant to the manifes-
tation of the several properties of an element are different ; hence
we cannot afford to omit the statement of them in stating its
properties; and since they are often very numerous and complex,
and involve many other substances, it may be more natural to refer
the property to a compound, than %o one element. Nevertheless,

* Cf. Ar. Top. «. i 128V 16 dwodidoras 3i v idiov } xal’ aimd mal del § wpde

repoy xai word,
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since causal connexion is the root-idn of the notion property, we
rightly regard these attrib ies rather than aceid

For although the nb;ccﬁon of an element to any purhauhr con-
ditions rather than others is strictly speaking accidental, since it
depends upon historical causes that are independent of the nature
of that element, yet its behaviour when subject to those conditions
is not accidental : so that it is fairly called a property of gold to be
soluble in aqua regia, though very little gold be so dissolved : but an
accident tolie in the cellars of the Bank of England, for that belongs
not to gold, but only to particular masses of gold, and why those
masses should lie there instead of any others cannot be determined
scientifically, nor by any reasonings applying to gold universally.

The use of the singular without the article (as in s proper name)
when we say that gold is malleable, or iron rusts, or silver tarnishes,
is worth remark. It implies that we think of gold, or silver, or
iron as one and the same thing always: that we are looking to the
unity of kind, and not the partioular specimens. The very ides
of an element negates the possibility of any difference between
different specimens®; and when we investigate the properties of
& compound, s0 far as the eompouhan is x-ﬂy known with socuracy,
we have the same confid: to that

iversally the p di ’ml, icul -mpk_ In
organio kinds, Lhongh we may know the chemical composition of
the parts, wo cannot know with the same accuracy the composition
of the heterogeneous parts into the whole.

Indeed the problem of distinguishing between essence and
property in regard to organic kinds may be declared insoluble.
Tf species were fixed: if there were in each s certain nucleus of
characters, that must belong to the members of any species either
not at all or all in all: if it were only upon condition of exhibiting
at least such & specific nucleus of characters that the funotions of

 This may seem inconsistent with the occurrence of the so-called ‘allo-
tropic® forms of elements; but as & matter of fact, tho speculations as to
the arrangement of the atoms int s molecule, to which the phenomena of
allotropy have given rise, confirm the remark in the text It is fonnd
Decesmry to account, for the diversity of properties in the allotropio forms

obl supposing that atoms indisti u:;unhbhh in their o-n nnnm are upbl
lt is lol th tance, but the com.
bmho- of stoms ol the elem substance, to 'hwh the properties are

o At T s that sobiachion. 1o ot supposed the same in the
allotropic forms, though the elementary substance is.
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life could go on in the individual at all; then this nucleus would
form the essence of the kind. But such is not the case. The
conformity of an individual to the type of a particular species
depends on the fulfilment of an infinity of conditions, and implies
the exhibition of an infinity of correlated peculiarities, structural
and functionsl, many of which, so far as we can see (like keen-
ness of scent and the property of perspiring through the tongue
in dogs), have mo connexion one with another. There may be
devistion from the type, to & greater or less degree, in endless
directions; and we cannot fix by any hard and fast rule the amoant
of deviation consistent with being of the species, nor can we
enumerate all the points, of function or structure, that in reality
enter into the determination of a thing’s kind. Hence for deﬁm.
twn,mhuwehnvutms y, We must subeti

tion ; and for the d of properties, the d ,of]nn
A clasmification attempts to uhbl.u.h types; it selects mopm
cular characteristics as determining the type of any species;
these characteristics must be (a) of the eame general kind for esch
type, or, as it was expressed on p. 72, varistions upon the same
theme, in order to exhibit the mutual relations of agreement and
divergence among the varions types : (§) important, or,as one might
sy, pervasive: that is, they must connect themselves in as many
ways as possible with the other characters of the species. It will
be the description of the type, drawn up on such principles as these,
that will serve for definition. It is avowedly s mere extract from
all that would need to be said, if we were to define (upon the sup-
position that we could define) any species of plant or animal
completely.

The fall nature of an organic species is so complex, and subject
to s0 much variation in different individuals, that even if it could
bo comprised in a definition, the task of ecience would hardly
consist in demonstrating its properties. To discover the properties
of kinds belongs to the empirical and not to the scientific stage
of botany or zoology. Science asks rather what it is about sny
kind on which s particalar property belonging to it depends.
Herein we break up or analyse the complex character of the kind,
in order to determine what we call the /aws of organio life, If
» species, for example, is keen-scented, that must depend upon
conditions that are bat & small part of what would be included in
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a complete account of its nature. In order to find the commen-
surate subject of which s property is predicable, we must sbetract
from all in the species which is not relevant to that one property;
and our subject will not be the concrete kind, but s set of con-
ditions in the abstract. The property whose conditions we have
found is of course the property not of those conditions, but of
anything that fulfils those conditions ; keen-scentedness, for example,
is not a property of a particular construction of the olfactory organ
(though we should call it sn effect of this), but of sn snimal in
whom the olfactory organ is thus constructed ; the laws of organio
life suppose of course that there exist organisms in which they
are exhibited. We may still speak therefore of properties of kinds ;
but the demoustration of them considers the nature of the kind
only so far forth as it concerns the property in question. The
property is not common and peculiar to the kind, if other kinds, as
may well be the case, agree with it in those respects on which the
property depends; or if it depends on conditions which cannot
be fulfilled except in an individual of that kind, but are not fulfilled
in every individual thereof.

Such reflections led the schooll to distinguish four senses of
the term property—

1. id quod pertinet omni aed nom soli : thus it is s property of the cow
to give milk ; but other animals do the same; and to give milk is
the commensurate property not of & cow bat of s mammal; being
causally connected with a feature which though present in a cow is
present in other species besides.

2. id gquod pertinet toli sed nom ommi: thus it is a property of
man to write poetry, but not universally ; for the writing of poetry
requires powers which no creature but man possesses, but which
also one may not poesess and yet be s man.

8. id quod pertinal omns et goli, ted mon semper : in this sense it is
» property of the male &fday to grow s certain kind of feather,
mach used by ludies in their hats ; bat only at the pairing season.

4. id quud pertinet ommi et soli et semper: in this sense it is
» property of a triangle to have its angles equal to two right
angles; but it is difficult to find an example of such a property
among organic kinds, for a festure so constant and universal would
be regarded as part of the essence: unless like the schoolmen we
call it & property in this sense to be capable of exhibiting a property
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in sense 3 ; they often gave it as an illustration of property in the
third sense that man lsughs; and in the fourth sense, that he is
capable of laughter; for the capacity is permanent, but the exer-
cise of it occasional.

In all these uses of the term property the notion of a necessary
or causal connexion is retained ; bat commensurateness with the
subject is not insisted on in all. No doubt a commeasurate subject
for every predicate is to be found; but only by specifying the
precise conditions (in an organism or in whatever it may be) on
which the property depends ; but the concrete thing is the subject
about which we naturally make propositions, naming it after its
kind ; and kinds being complex may agree together in some points
while differing in others with intricate variety; so that when we
have distinguished the species to which objects conform, and the
attribates which they poesess, we cannot divide the latter among
the former without overlapping.

Muy genznl and sbetract terms, which form the cnb;aeh of

neither natural sub nor
entities. There are names of qualities and states of things, like
softness or pulrgfaction: of peychical states and processes, like
pleasure, anger, volition: of the material products of human or
animal skill, like pump, umbrella, bridge or mest : of natural features
of the earth’s surface, like beack or valley: of determinate parts of
an organism, like ce/l or sympathelic merve: of forms of human
association, like army, wwiversity, democracy, Samk. It would be
tedious to proceed Furiher with such an enumeration. About all
of these terms it is to be observed that the notion of them involves
s certain abetraction. Bridge and psmp are concrete terms, but
they are names given to material objects because they serve
 certain purpose, or exhibit a certain structare ; and all else in the
natare of the object is disregarded, in considering whether it is
» bridge, or whether it is a pump. In attempting to define an
element on the other hand, or an organic species, we have to wait
upon discovery, in order to know the nature that an object must
possess as gold, or as » crab; the whole nature of the concrete
object forms the subject of our enquiry. It is the abstract character
of the terms which we are now considering, or the limited extent
of their eignification, that renders them more capable of satis-
factory definition; they are lesst definable, where that which
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they denote is most complex; thus it is easier to define army
than democracy, and rigidily than putrefaction. The more complex
any subject, the less is it possible to exhaust its nature in
any brief compendium of words, and the greater also are its
capacities of various behaviour under varying conditions; all these
are part of the notion of it, and no definition will really be worth
much to any one who cannot realize how dlﬂennt tho dung defined
would be in different ci Thus of d

means most to him whose mind is most ful]y stored with a know-
ledge of history and of institutions and of human life; he can
realize what government of the people by the people for the
people (if that were our definition) really involves. But compara-
tively little knowledge is needed in order that the definition of
s bridge may be fully understood. It will be readily seen, that
what has been sid of the difficulty of determining either
property or essence in regud to nataral ku:d- applies also to such
terms as we are now in to the lexity of
the notion to be defined ; the ‘more complex the lub;ect and the
greater the range and variation of the modes in which it manifests
itself, according to the conditions under which it exists, the more
arbitrary becomes our choice of ehncuu to be meluded in the
definition, and the less can prop be

We have now reviewed the theory of predicables as it was first
propounded ; we have seen that the scheme of kmowledge which it
implies cannot be realized upon all subjects; that it is best exem-
plified in mathematics, and in other sciences which deal with
abetractions, But we have also seen that it contains distinctions
of great value and importance. These are

1. the ithesis between an id 1| i (Ol' ineid )
and a necessary or conceptual connexion ;

2. the conception of the relation of genus and differentia, and of
the unity of genus and differentis in a single notion ;

8. the resting the distinction of essence and property upon the
distinction between that which we start with and that which we
demonstrate therefrom; though this use of the term property
cannot always be adhered to in practice.

It remains to eay a few words upon the Porphyrian doctrine.

It differs to appemrance in one point alone; the Porphyrian list
of predicables substitutes Species for Definition. But that difference
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implies & change in the point of view. The problem now is not as
to the relation between two universals predicated one of another,
but as to the relation in which the various universals predicated of
an individual stand to their subject: for it is of individuals only
that & species (sach as man, or borse, or parrot-tulip) is predicated.!
And various inconveniences arise from this change. First snd
foremost we have to determine what is » true species, and what only
s genus within & wider genus.? Do I predicate his species of
Cetewayo when I call him a man, or when I call him & Zula? if
Zulu be & species, man is & genus, though included with the wider
genus of mammal, vertebrate, or animal; but if man is the species,
Zulu is an accident. The question thus raised is really insolable ;
for species, as is now believed, arise gradually out of varieties.
It gave rise to many great controversies, as to whether a species
were something one and eternal, independent of individusls, or on
the other hand no more than a name. These opposite views were
indeed older than Porphyry or the mediseval thinkers who dis-
cussed them 80 earnestly; nor can any philosophy refuse to face
the controversy between them. But it was s misfortune that the
theory of predicables should have got involved in the controversy ;
partly because it led to & mode of stating the fundamental issue
which is not the best: partly because the true value of the theory
of predicables, as a classification of the relations between universals
predicated one of another, was lost sight of in the dust of the
dispute between the realists and the nominalista.

A second inconvenience in the Porphyrian theory is that while
beginning by distinguishing the relation of its predicates to an
individual, it cannot continue true to this standpoint. Species is
properly predicated of an individual ; we ask what is the species not

* There is & suggestion in Amtln L} Topﬂa of this pamt olvw'  for he

allows that {2w» may mean
from others; cf. the

uhn'-ﬁn m,ndw&_uw

o
zre an infima species ‘de differentibus numiero tantam’. But it is
ear um this does not help s o solve the problem : how are we to deter-
mine whether men differ in number only end not i in hnd ? Itis no essier
1o determine whether man or Zulu is t] ma species; bein,

fact the same problem restated. Looked at from t.he other side, the species
sabalterna can of eourse be called the gemus subalternum : cf. Crackenthorpe's

c.iv.
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of man, but of Cetewayo; and if the species can be analysed into
genus and differentis, it is possible to regard these as predicated of
the individual belonging to the species. But we cannot distinguish
between property and accident, so long as the subject whose
predicates we wish to refer to these heads is an individual
A property is necessary to its subject, and an sccident is not; bat
all the attributes which belong to Cetewayo are equally necessary
to him as Cetewayo; on what ground then are some to be called
properties, snd others sccidents? An sccident is an attribute
which coincides ! in an individual with another genersl character, or
universal ; its aocidental relation lies towards that other universal,
and not towards the individual, in which its presence is, historically,
neceseary. A property is an attribute found in an individual,
but grounded in certain general characteristics of that individaal ;
snd it is proper not to the individual as such, but s h-nngﬁ:on
characteristics, and therefore to evarythmgwhw.hbutham,m to
that kind of thing universally. It is only therefore in reference
to a kind of thing as subject that we can ask whether a given pre-
dicate is to be ranked as accident or property. If it is asked whether
it is & property of Cetewayo to talk, or fight, or be remembered,
we must demand, of Cetewsyo considered as what? Coneidered as
s man, it is & property of him to talk; considered as an animal
perhaps it is & plvpertyof him to fight; but considered as & man,
or as an snimal, it is an socident that he ehould be mnbend,
though perhape a property considered as a barbarian who d:
8 British force. So long as we consider him as Cetewayo, we can
only say that all these attributes are pndlnbh of him.

Th.udly, the Pvrphy'nm doctrine gave rise to a division of acci-

bl whwh |fm divid 'betll‘mlr

ject, is confused, if an uni ], ry.! An insep
i b b s i
conception we have so far formed of bim ; and it is therefore ool o
dmnot3 i hém with the included in that f. supro,
Lol
w .5?2:‘.1.’,“2‘:"" A T i ;’,’33‘.;";".“.,
ix rpatuovos iroasppebeiara, Por
peculiarly from another when it differs by an lmprlbh twd nt. And
an inseperable accident is such as greyness of '.ha eye, hook-nosedness,
or the scar of & wound) Porphyry lndeed says that accidents in general
sobeist primarily in individuale—eai v piv ovpBenedra énl vir dréper
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sccident of an individual is an accident of the species under which
he is considered, but inseparsble in fact from him. Thus it is an
ineeparable accident of a man to be born in England, but a separable
accident to wear long hair; because he can cut his hair short, but
cannot alter his birthplace. Now this notion of an inseparable
accident is confused, because the attribute is called an accident in
relation to the species as subject, but inseparable in relation to the
individual ; the whole phrase therefore involves two tundpomh st

once. And the distinction between seperable and i wocis
dents thus understood has n-lly nothing to do with the doctrine of
the predicables as a cl of spiual relations between

s l\lb]eet and ite predicates. There are, properly speaking, no
accidents of an individual as the complete concrete individual. The
Old Pretender might have been born elsewhere than in England,
and might have cut his hair shorter : regarding him as the son of
James I, each of these things is an accident ; but regarding him
completely s the man he was, there was reason for each, and
neither conld have been otherwise withont certain historical circum-
stances being different, though history does not usually concern
iteelf with tonsorial incidents in the lives even of princes. That
one thing was alterable while he lived and the other unalterable
leaves them equally accidents from one standpoint, and equally little
accidents from the other. If however the subject of which a pre-
dicate is said to be an inseparable accident be an universal, then

mporyoupires igirraral, ib. c. x; aud also that they are predicated pri-
o LI S oo e B I ey
from the context) eavi duire Ayor zal vor wepie

c. vi But he does not nec:" m"&m it is not from their relation
to the individual that they are called accidenta. For his wen-mt of the
distinction betnu le and m-p.nblo sccidents, cf. c. v oupefy
e 84 doruv b yimras xal dnoyiveras ywpis Tif 700 Vrorupivey Plopis. duaipeiras
83 dde o vb i 3o abros xwpioedn dave, 76 B3 dybpuavor. v piv ol nabrideir

Xwpurvdy oupfieBs vé 3 uiday ba 4 xal Alblons
,,,."‘31...1"2; z-w,oam e L viird 3 ﬂm v vie
dopis (Accident is what comes and with-
1t the dutrnctwn of O.ht mb)eet. 1t is of two kinds, separable and in-
upnlble. To sloep is & separable noldut. to be black is an inseparable
accident of & crow or an Ethiopian; & crow can be conceived to be white
or an Ethiopian to bave lost hll mlonr without the destruction of the sub-
ject.) That be regarded inseparable accidents as predicated t.h of -pocuc
and of individuals a8 subject is cl.r from ¢. vi v3 & uikav roi
dewr ond m-.u,.. [ urlnopuua).w Bneds b & w,-\
Grfpémov ve xal irmou, xwpwrviy by oupBiaets. (To be black is pre-
braivie dun iyl species of crows and of crows severally, being an inse-
parablo accident, aad to move of man and horse, being & separable accideat.)
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the expression is a contradiction in terms. It is sometimes said
that blackness is an inseparable sccident of the crow. Batif it is
an accident at all, then it is & mere coincidence that all crows sre
black, and there is nothing in the fact that s bird is a crow
requiring it to be black ; it cannot therefore be inseparable, however
constant in onr experiences the conjunction may have been. Per
contra, if it is inseparable, that must be because the nature of &
crow as such requires it, and then it cannot be an accident. The
so-called inseparable accident of a species is really an attribute
which we find to charaterize a species o far as our experience
extends, without knowing whether its presence depends on con-
ditions necessary to the existence of the species, or partly on
conditions in the absence of which the species may still exist. That
amouats to saying that we do not know whether it is an accident
or & property ; and e0 & phrase is adopted which implies that it
is both.

1t would be well therefore to abandon the division of sccidents
into separable and inseparable; and it would be well to abandon
the Porphyrian list of predicables in favour of the Aristotelian.
Either list raises very difficult questions; but those which have
been discussed in this chapter sre questions that must be raised,
whether we attach little value or much to the use of the terms
Genus, Species, Differentis, Property, and Accident. The attempt
to think out the connexions between one thing and another is so
vital s featare of our thought about the world, that Logic may not
ignore the consideration of it. Abstract terms, and general con-
crete terms, signify not individuals as such, but it and
individuals of o kind. We do regard attributes as connected with
one another, and with the kind of a thing, sometimes necessarily
and universally, imes through s conj of ci
in the history of an individual. We need s inology in which
to express these differences. We do form complex conceptions of
objects, and of attributes or states, that cannot be analysed into
a mere assemblage of simple qualities, but only per genws et diffe-
rentiom. These are the facts which justify this somewhat difficult
part of logical theory.




CHAPTER V

THE RULES OF DEFINITION AND DIVISION:
CLASSIFICATION AND DICHOTOMY.

1IN the last chapter the nature of Definition was discussed at some

lmgth but nothing was said of the technical rules in which the

of & good definition have been embodied. The process
of dividing s genus into species was also mentioned, but neither
were the rules given which should be observed in that. It seemed
better to defer to a separate discussion these and one or two cognate
matters. Treated first, they would have been less intelligible.
But what has been said about the relation of genus and differentis,
sbout the practical dificulties that lie in the way of adequately
defining many kinds of terms, and the homogeneity which ought
to characterize the differentise of the several species in one genus,
should serve to render the present chapter easily intelligible.

The rules of definition are as follows :—

1. 4 definition must de comménsurats with that which is fo bo
defined : i.e. be applicable to everything included in the species
defined, and to nothing else.

2. A definition must give the essence of that which is to be defined.

The essence of anything is that in virtue of which it is such
s thing. It is-in virtue of being & three-sided rectilinesr figure
that anything is & triangle: in virtue of being an institution for
the education of the young, that any place is & sehool : in virtue of
having value in exchange, that anything is wealth. We have seen,
however, that in the case of natural kinds, and in some degree of
highly complex abstract notions, the essence cannot be comprised
in the compess of a definition, or distinguished very sharply from
the properties of the subject. In these cases one must be content
to do the best he can : remembering—

(a) That the attributes included in the definition should be slways
such as are the ground of others rather than the consequences.
Thus an animal is better defined by the character of its dentition

sonern b3
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than of its habitual food; since the kind of food that it can eat
depends on the formation of its teeth, and not vice versa.

(8) That we must not give only some comparatively isolated attri-
butes of the subject, but also indicate the kind of subject which
these attributes qualify. This is done by giving its genus?, and
hence our third rule is :

8. A definition must be per gemus et differentiom (sive differentias).

The better the definition, the more completely will the differentia
‘be something that can only be conceived ss the modification of the
genas : and the less appropristely therefore will it be called a mere
attribate of the subject defired. Thus a lintel is a piece of timber
forming the top of a doorway ; it can hardly be called an sttribute
of a lintel that it forms the top of & doorway, for that implies that
having already the concept of & lintel, I notice this farther as
& characteristic of it; wheress really, until I have taken this into
account, 1 have no concept of a lintel. On the other hand, if sodinm
be defined as an element exhibiting line D in the spectram, the
differentia here may fairly be called an attribute. For one msy
have a pretty definite notion of sodium without knowing that it
exhibits this line in the spectrum. The complexity of the subject
under definition is in this case such that whatever be taken to serve
s differentia can be only a emall part of the whole notion ; we have
in our minds a prety substantive concept (if the phrase may be
allowed) without the differentis ; and therefore this s
further characteristic, which is really selected because it is diagnostic.

4. A definition must not be in megalive where it can be in positive
terma.

The propriety of this rule is obvicus. A definition should tell ns
what the thing defined ¢, not what it s nof. A scalene triangle,
for example, should be defined, not as one containing neither a right
angle nor an obtuse sugle, but as one containing three acute angles.
In this case it is true that a very little knowledge of geometry
would enable any one to extract from the negative information of
the former definition the positive characterization of the lstter.
But a negative definition is in itself inadequate, and it would
in most cases leave us quite uncertain what the subject positively

1 Cf. Ar. Top. {. v. 142> 22-29. But properties, according to Aristotle
(4n. Post. B. x), are defined by specifying the subjects in which they inhere,
and the cause of their inherence in their subjects.
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is. If real property were defined as property that cannot be trans-
ferred from place to place, we should not necessarily realize that it
was property in land. If anger be defined as an impulse not
directed to obtaining for oneself a pleasure, who is to understand
that it is an impnln to repay an imagined hurt? A definition in
negative terms is, with one exception, nlmyl fanlty; its futility
depends on the precision of the poeitive meaning which the nagihve
terms may hppen to convey.!

The one exception to the faultiness of a definition in negative
terms is furnished by conmcepts that are themselves privative or
negative. A bachelor is an unmarried man; and the very meaning
of the term is to deny the married state. Injustice, eaid Hobbes, is
the not keeping of covenant. A stool is a seat for one without
s back to it.? Bat it must not be assumed that because & term is
negative in form it need be negatively defined ; intemperance is the
excessive indulgence in strong drink.

B. A definition must nol, directly or indirectly, define the thing by itself.

A thing is defined by itself directly, if the term itself or some
synonym of it euters into the definition. The sun might, for
example, be thus defined as a star emitting sunlight ; or a bishop
23 a member of the episcopate. Such error is a little groes; but
in the indirect form it is not uncommon. It arises with correlative
terms, and with counter-alternatives , where one is used to define
the other. A cause, for example, is ill defined as that which pro-
duces an effect, or an effect as the product of a cause ; for correla-
tives must be defined together, and it is the relation between them
that really needs to be defined ; this is the ground of applying both
the correlative terms, and in defining this, wo define them. The
objection to defining a term by help of its counter-alternative is
that the latter may with equal right be defined by it. If an odd
number is a number one more than an even number, the even is
similarly that which is one more than the odd. It sometimes
bappens, however, that counter-alternatives cannot be really defined

: g:‘othc dmuwn of positive and negutive terms, supra, c. ii, pp. 28-83.

* Where 1m u:t occurs in two forms, and every instance must exhibit
either one or other, then these forme may be called counter-alternstives.
Thus in number. the connurdurnmm sre odd tnd even; in a line,

; male and female ; rvpﬂty. real and

somnnl &a &mtnn. and opposites generally miay In ‘wrongly used to
efine one another in the sme way.

H2
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at all; if & man does not immediately understand that number is
either odd or even, there is no other knowledge to which we can
appeal in order to explain to him the nature of the distinction, for
it is unique ; and in the ssme way there is no defining the differ-
ence between straight and curved. In such cases, to explain one
counter-alternative by the other, though not definition, is the best
course we can adopt ; for their mutual contrast may help a man to
apprehend them both, and he may be more familiar with one than
with the other.

There are subtler modes of defining & thing indirectly by itself.
Wo may ase & term into whose definition that which we profess
to be defining enters. Aristotle illustrates this by s definition
of the sun, as & star that shines by day; for day is the period
during which u:o-nn is ‘!nmng 1 l 8. Mill’s* daﬁmucn of & cause
s the invariabl dent of a
in this prt.lculu for waconditional cannot really be explained mth‘
out presupposing the conception of cause.

Tt ehould be noticed that where the thing defined is designated by
» compound word, it may be legitimate to employ in its definition
the words that form parts of the compound. Thus & ball-race is
the hollow way between the axle and the wheel in which the balls
run that sre used to take the thrust of one against the other, The
term ball, used in this definition, is not of course what had to be
defined.

6. 4 definition should mot be cxpressed in obacure or figurative
language.

The use of obecure words where plsin and familiar words are
available is & faolt in definition, because it militates against the
object of definition—viz. that one mly um‘]enund the nature of tha
thing defined. The use of ical, I
2 graver fault, because mehphou where they are intended to do
more than merely to embellish speech, may suggest or lead up to s
right understanding of s subject, but do not directly express it.
Memory, for example, is ill defined as the tablet of the mind; for
though knowledge is preserved in memory, #o that we can recover it
again, and writing is preserved in tablets for futare reference, yet
the two things are very different, and the actual nature of what we
call memory is as little like & tablet as possible.

5 Top. {.iv. 1420 B4, * Logic, 1L v. § 6.
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It must be bered that L is not ily obscare

because it is technical. Every science is bound to use ¢ terms of art’
which will be obscure to the laymen, but may express the ideas
belonging to that science clearly and precisely. The obscurity
forbidden is that which would be acknowledged by those soquainted
with the field of study to which the definition belongs.

In the process of Definition, we take some species, or other
concept, and distinguish in it its genus and differentin. Thus
wealth is that which has value in exchange. There may be things
which have value, but not in exchange—the air, for example, which
bas valoe in use ; these are not wealth, and with them, in defining
wealth, we are not concerned ; dmngh they belong to the same
genus. But we might be mw-ud in distinguishing the different
species which all belong to one geous; and the process of dis-
tinguishing or breaking up a genus into the species that belong to /
it is called Logioal Division.

Logical Division is a process of grest importance in science.
Things belonging to one genus will be studied together; and the
object of our study will be to discover all the general propositions
that can be made sbout them. But though there may be some
statements that will apply to everything contained within the
genus, others will only be true of a portion. If we rightly divide
the genus into its species, the species will be parts about which we
shall find that the largest number of general propositions can be made.

Division ! is closely allied to Classification ; and both to Defini-
tion. The difference between Division and Classification seems to
be principally this: that when we classify, we start with the
particulars of & genus, and throw them into groupe, sccording to
their resemblances and differences; when we divide, we start with
the genus, and distinguish the epecies within it by the differentiae
of which the genus is susceptible, In other words, Division moves
downwards from the more general to the more special, Classification
upwards from the more special to the more general. This, at least, is
the difference which one would intend to indicate if he contrasted
the two ions ; but in sctual practi thought may move in
both directions at once; and the process of dividing s genus is at

1In c, if Divition is spoken of without any qualifica
».....,.."}.“ meant; though thero are other operations of r.bmuf‘g be
mentioned later, to -hlch the name vamon is also applied.
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the same time one of classifying the things in the genus. If, for
example, one were asked to divide the genus nove/, he might suggest
s division into the novel of adventure, of charscter, and of plot;
bat be would at the same time run over in thought the novels that
he had read, and ask himself if they could be classed satisfactorily
under these three heads.

The close connexion between Division or Clasification and
Definition is obvious. If we divide a genus into species, it must be
by the help of differentise, which serve to define the species we are
forming. If the genus rectilincar figurs, for example, be divided
soccording to the number of a figure’s sides into those with three,
with four, and with more than four sides, wo obtain the definitions
of hmql« quadrilateral, snd palyp- In s clasification also, the

blished must be d hed by ch that will
serve tn define them.

A division may be carried through several stages, i. e. the species
into which & genus is first of all divided may themselves be sub-
divided into species; and this may be continued until the species
reached no longer require subdivision. The species with which a
division stops are called infimae speoies ; the genus with which it
starts, the summum genus ; and the intermediste species, subaltern
goners, i. e. geners (for they sre genera in respect of the species
uext below them) subordinated to another gwu‘ The proximam
genus of any -pcc:- u th.t next above it in the series; and the
words exp and co-ordisate are used to indicate
respectively the rehtwn of any gumno those below it, above it, or
standing on the same level with it (i. e. having the ssme proximum
genus). These terms are also used in reference to a classification ;
for & classification when completed may be regarded as a division
and vice versa. The co-ordinate species into which a genus is
divided are sometimes called its constituent species?, as together com-
posing or making up the genus.

A division, or a classification, may be set out in a scheme, some-
what after the manner of & genealogical tree. The following is an
example :—

. 92, . 2, auy fzm. According to one doctrine, nature has determined
ion should stop, and infimae species are fixed by nature. Cf.

vhm

81, supro.
Lo In Latin, membro dicidentia, as the species are conceived to share the

genus amonget them.
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N-tlmh

I
Irresclvable Resolvable
(Le. clmnl of stars)
{ | [ 1
Bpiral Lenticular Irregular Containing varisbles Not known to con-
P tain variables

‘The following are the 7u/es which ehould be observed in & logical
division :—

1. 4 division must be ezhawative: i.e. there must be a place for
everything belonging to the genus in one or other of the constituent
species into which it is divided. This rule may also be expressed
by saying that the constituent species must be together equal to the
“totum divisum *. .

The neoessity of this rule hardly needs indicating. The object of
division is to set out in orderly relation whatever is included within
» certain genus; and if the division is wtuhm'e,f.\m is not
dﬂu.Snypon(htln' tax is duced ; it is
that the Aot imposing it should etate what forms of wealth are to be
regarded as income, and taxed accordingly. The rent of land and
houses is clearly s form of inoome, and would be included in the divi-
sion of that genus ; but if the owner of a house lives in it instead of
letting it, he receives no rent. Nevertheless, he enjoys an income,
in the shape of the annual value of the house he lives in, just as
truly asif he had let that house, and received for it a sum of money
sufficient to hire himself another ; and he ought to be taxed if he
lives in his own house a8 much as if helets it. But if the income-
tax Act omitted to include among the species of income the annual
value of houses occupied by their owners, he would escape payment
on that hesd altogether. Such is the practical importance of
makiog a division exhaustive.

2. The conatiluent specics of the genus muat ewcixde eack other.

Unless we secure this, we do not properly divide ; for the parts
of that which one divides must be separate from each other.

There are two ways in which a breach of this rule may come
abont. We may co-ordinate with s species another which onght
properly to be subordinated to it ; as Dr. Johnson is sid to have
divided the inhabitants of the conntry north of the Tweed into

b snd Damned h ; or ss the proverb dis-
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tinguishes ‘fish, fesh, fowl and good red herring’. In these

instances the logical error poinul-m-m; but in iteelf it is
ble to the dure of t| pher, who cat two holes

n.nhudoor,-hrgeana fortbean.nd: small one for the kitten.

‘The second mode in which this rule is broken is by a cross-
division ; the nature of this will be explained in connexion with the
rule now following.

3. A division must procesd at every stage, asd #0 far as possible
am-yl all its stages®, wpon one principle, or fundamentum divisionis.

the principle or beais of a division,
uMupoctof the genus, in respect of which the species are
differentiated.? Let the genus be eoldier; in a soldier we may
look to the mode in which he fights, the military rank which he
holds, or the conditions of service by which he is bound. Pro-
ceeding upon the first basis, we should divide into artillery, cavalry,
infantry, and engineers ; perhaps staff and commissariat ought to
be sdded. Proceeding upon the second, we should divide into
officer and private, officer being again divided into commissioned
officer and non-commissioned. Proceeding upon the third, into
regulars, yeomanry and militia, volunteers, and reserve. When
the division is carried further than one stage, the same fusda-
mentum divisionis should be retained in the later stages which was
used in the first. If the division of soldier into artillery, cavalry,
infantry, and engineers be prolonged, we might divide artillery
into horse-artillery, field-artillery, garrison-artillery, and mountain-
battery; cavalry into light and heavy dragoons, lancers, and
husears ; infaotry into mounted and unmounted. But it would
not be proper, after beginning with the mode of fighting as our
Jundamentum divisionis, to proceed with that of military rank, and
divide artillery into officers and privates ; for that is a division of
soldier genenlly, and not of artillery any more than of cavalry,
infantry, or engineers; so that if it is applied to one of these
species, it must equally be applied to the others.

A division which proceeds on more than one fusdamemfum
divisionis at once is called a cross-division ; as if one were to divide
soldier into artillery, cavalry, privates, and volunteers. It is called
s croes-division, because the grouping required by one basis cuts
across that required by another; in distinguishing privates, for

' Cf. infra, p. 116, 3 Cf. supro, c. iv. pp. 72, 87.
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example, from other soldiers, we disregard the distinction of
cavalry and artillery, taking all members of both those arms who
are not officers. A cross-division is worse than useless ; for instead
of assisting to an orderly arrangement of things in thought, it
introduces confusion,

It is plsin that in a cross-division, the constituent species will
not exclude each other. The only poesibility of their being mutually
exclusive lies in their being formed upon one basis; for then they
are distinguished by the different modes in which they exhibit the
same general charsctor. But if different characters 4 and B are
taken, both of them belonging to the genus, everything within the
genus will exhibit some mode of both these characters; and the
mme individuals which are included in a species that is constitated
by the particular mode o in which it exhibits the character 4 may
also be included in a species constituted by the particular mode ¥ in
which it exhibits the charascter B; hence a’ and ¥’ will not exclude
each other.

There are two spparent exceptions to be considered here: one
to the statement that the employment of two or more fusda-
menta dicisionis st once produces s cross-division, the other to the
statement that the members of a cross-division are not mutually
exclusive.

The ancient division of matter into the four elements, already
alluded to as having been adopted by Aristotle 2, proceeds (or appears
to proceed) upon a double basis, of temperature and of humidity.
Matter is either hot or cold ; matter is either moist or dry; and
hence four species were established, the hot and dry, the hot and
moist, the cold and dry, the cold sad moist. But there is not
really a croes-division here. We do not, while professing to divide
upon the basis of temperature, at the same time introduce species
founded upon the basis of bumidity (ss if we were to distinguish
the hot, cold, and moist elements); our real basis is neither
bumidity nor temperature, but the combination of the modes of
temperatare with the modes of humidity. And such a basis offers
» pecaliarly favourable opportunity for a good division. For given
a certain number of characters in a genus, each found in so many
different modes, and granted that every member of the genus must
exhibit each character in some mode, and no character in more

* Cf. supro, c. iv. p. 86.
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modes than one, then the possible alternstive combinations are
discoverable with mathematical precision. But it is only where the
combination of certain characters happens to be of primary impor-
tance, that such a baais of division can be profitsbly adopted. There
would be no advantage in applying the method in such & case as
the division of the genus soldier, where, if we took the three bases
of mode of fighting, military rank, and conditions of service
together, sssuming four alternatives under the first head, three
under the second, and four under the third, we should obtain a divi-
into forty-eight members. These would be mutaally exch-
yeot such a result would for most purposes be valualess ; for
the thres bases of division are not such as it is useful to attend to
together; though in a particular connexion, as, for example, in
drawing up a scale of rates of pay, it might be advisable to proceed
thus,

In our first tion, s division seemed to be employed when
it was not ; in the second it might seem not to be employed when
it is. It may happen that in respect of the individuals belonging
to them, the constituent species into which a genus is divided upon
one basis coincide with those into which it is divided upon ancther.
’l‘hm ﬂwenng plants may be dmdd sccording to their method of

on into exog and ; and according to the
mode of germination in the seed into dlmtyldana\u and monocoty-
ledonous. It happens that all exogens are dicotyledonous, and all
endogens monocotyledonous; so that if the genus were divided
into exogena and monocotyledons, there would not in fact be any
plant that fell within both members. Nevertheless, the division is
logically a cross-division, for there is nothing that we can see to
prevent the existence of such a plant, and we can imagine endogens
which are dicotyledonous ; and therefore that our constituent species
do not overlap must be regarded as our good fortune, whereas it
ought to arise out of the necessity of the method on which our
division proceeds. And even if we came to understand the con-
nexion between these differences in mode of fertilization and of
germination, such » division would still be vicious ; for it would not
ezhibit our species as necessarily excluding each other; and this
because (what is more important) it would not exhibit them as
alternative developmentas of a single, or common, notion.

There is s form of division called Dichotomy, which is of neces-
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sity exbaustive, and the epecies yielded by it of necessity exclude
each other; for it divides the genus at every stage into two mem-
bers (as the name implies), which respectively do and do not
possess the same differentis ; everything in the genus must there-
fore belong to one side of the division or the other, and nothing can
poesibly fall into both. Animal, for example, may be divided into
vertebrate and invertebrate, body into snimate and inanimate, sab-
stance into corporeal and incorporeal ; each of these divisions is
exhaustive, and its members mutually exclusive.

Some logicians have held that in order to secure these advan-
tages all divisions ought to proceed by dichotomy. But the truth
seoms rather, that when a division is nndemken with the view of

-classifying or ing all that is ined in the genus, dicho-
tomy should never be used. Its use is in analysing or defining some
one subordinate epecies. It may, however, sometimes be used to
show that s division which is not dichotomous is necessarily exhaus-
tive, and the constituent species exclusive of each other.

The reason why dichotomy is out of place in s classificatory divi-

,non is that we desire in & division to exhibit our various species as *

\alternative developments of & common motion ; at every -nge the
gennn- farther particularized by the differentise which we

in constituting its species ; thus the division of the genus soldier,
according to mode of fighting, into artillery, infantry, cavalry,
snd engineers, was carried further by particulsrizing the way in
which the srtillery may be constituted for different tighting pur-
poses, orﬂuanlry:rmd &4 But one side of a dichotomy is
always charact ively, by the P ion of the attri-
bute which chnchnzu the otho.r side; and there is therefore no
positive notion which we can develop in the subdivision of this
side. The land of & country may be divided, sccording to the use
to which it is put, into building-land, farm-land, forest, means
of communication, plessure-ground, and waste; esch of these
“ subaltern geners” may be subdivided, farm-land for example into
arable, pasture, and orchard : orchard agsin according as bush-fruit,
tree-fruit, or hope are cultivated. But if we were to proceed
by dichotomy, we should divide land into building-lsod and land
not used for building : the latter into farm-land and non-farm-
Jand : non-farm-land into forest and not forest,and so forth. Now
such s division would not only be far more cumbrous than one

v
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unhampered by the method of dichotomy, as may be seen by setting
both out in schemeo as follows :—
L, hlnd

| |
Dmldu!'llld Farm-land  Forest Imnlo!wnr Pl-lnw Wnlde
icati ground

AnLlo Pqu Ordl:nrd

1
Of bush-frait  Of tree-fruit  Of hlopl

2. Land
|

[ |
Buildingland  Land not used for building

| i
Fun:-hnd NonAlhm-hnd

(— T —
Ande Notamtle Forst  Notforset
'

I T I ]
Pustare Not. Totm M Not |
I [ |
Orelhud Not on‘:hud Pleasure-ground Not pl.nln-mud
[}
Of bush-frait  Not of Ln\rhil Waste Not-waste
1

Of tree-fruit  Not of tree-fruit

1
Ofbops  Not of hops

bat it fails entirely to exhibit its species as alternstive developments
of 8 common notion, or (a8 it was put in the last chapter) variations
on s common theme. To build on it, to farm it, to let it grow
timber, &c., are so many ways of using land ; to plough, to graze,
and to raise froit from permanent stocks on it sre three ways of
farming, and therefore of using it; to grow bush-fruit, tree-fruit,
and hope on it are three ways of mising fruit on it from permanent
stocks, and therefore of farming and therefore of using it.! But

} Perbaps orchards (if they may be held to include all ground used for
raising fruit from permanent ) should be divided according as they
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to farm land is not s way of not building on it; a forest is not s
form of not being a farm ; roads snd milways, which occupy land
that is used as & means of communication, are not modes of not
being s forest ; to use land ss pl ground is not a particul

way of not making s road or a reilway along it ; to leave it waste
is not & particular way of not using it as pleasure-ground. Neither
again is grazing a particular way of not ploughing land, nor
growing tree-fruit a particular way of not growing bush-fruit on it.
’A negative conoeption affords no basis for further subdivision, and
s division which attempts to clasify by dichotomy is for ever

bdividing negative conceptions,

is is the main objection to a classificatory division by dicho-
tomy; which is strangely defended by Jevons, Principles nj’ Science,
and ed., c. xxx, pp. 694698, and Elementary Lessons 1n Logic,
Lesson XII. Other objections, which it seemed unnecessary to add
in the main text, since the first is fatal, may nevertheless be
pointed out. Such s division does not proceed on a single funda-
menlum divisionis. In the proper division of land, the basis taken
'was the use to which land is put, and that was retained throughout ;
bat in the division by dichotomy, the basis taken was first the use
of land for building, by which it was divided into building-land and
the rest: and the rest was divided on a different basis, viz. the
use of land for farming : and o on. Agsin, the proper division
co-ordinates concepts of the same degree of speciality ; but the
division by dichotomy subordinates them in several stages; so that
wub-hns is placed {evel with orchards of bush-fruit. The order
in which the subsltern genera are pl.und (except where a positive
concept is divided) is also quite arbitrary ; bxﬁging on it might a8
reasonably be called & mode 1n_which land is not farmed, as farming
» mode in which it is not built on. Lastly, it is claimed for divi-
sion by dichotomy that it is the only method whick secures us
from possible oversight of & species : if man be divided into Aryan,
Semitic, and Turanian, s race may turn up that is none of these;
whereas if it be divided into Aryan and non-Aryan, non-Aryan into
Semitic and non-Semitic, and non-Semitic into Turanian and non-
Turanian, we have & class ready (non-Turanisn) for any new race
that may turn up. But it must be obeerved that to say that a race
is non-Turanian does not characterize it; that the Aryan and

‘bush-fruit, tree-fruit, or bines ; and bine-orchards might be subdivided
ingo hopyurds snd vineyards. Even then it is not clear whers strawberry-
gurdens would come, Buch e the practical diffculties of making o parfect

ivision. In the text something bas been scrifived to compendiousness, elss
nurserygrounds, brick-felds, and other varieties of land distinguished
acoording o use would need to be included,
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[Semitic mces are also non-Turanisn (0 that the constituent species
are not mutually exclusive) ; and that if the last objection is con-
sidered captious, because the non-Turanian is expressly mades branch

of the non-Semitic, and that in turn of the non-Aryan, then it
means what is neither Aryan, Semitic, nor Turanian; now if we
are uncertain that our division is edmutive, and wish to reserve
 place for thmg- that m{ fall within none of the ies We set
up, it is easy to do that without the pains of all this dichotomy ; we
may divide man into Aryl.n. Semuc, Turanian, and anyfAing that
s wone of these ; this expresses what non-Turanian
means in the dlchowmy, lnd i- as it should, spom a level with
the rest.]

For this reason, a classificatory division should never use dicho-
tomy; the numbers of species into which & summum or subaltern
genus is to be divided can be determined not on any general logical
grounds, but solely with reference to the nature of the genus in
question. Even where, as in the case of the four elements, the
basis of division is the combination of attributes, the number of
possible species that can be formed by different combinations is
determined not by logic but by mathematics. Of course, if a genus
falls naturally into two species, it ought to be divided in two; as
number is divided into odd and even, and line into straight and
curved. But this is not mere dichotomy; for it is not the same
to divide number into odd and even as to divide it into odd and not
odd. The claim made for dichotomy is that its branches exhaust
the genus and exclude each other in virtue of the mere form of the
division?; since everything in s genus must either be or not be,
snd cannot at once be and not be, characterized by any differentis
that can be taken. And this is true; and we need realize no more
than this, in order to see that number is either odd or not odd ; but
in order to see that it is either odd or even we need to understand the
peculiar nature of number, snd not merely the general ‘laws of

t Cf. 8. H. Mollone, Introductory Text-book of Logie, c.vi. § 10, who points
out that although division by dxcholomy bas been adopted by the mediseval
and formal logicians becsuse to provide s theory of division which
does not make the process de n entirely on the matier of our knowledge.
us classification does’, yet this appearance is illusory. I know on formal

rounds that of any genus z the species either are or are not characterized

y any sttribute & ; but I cannot therefore divide = into the two species

 and not-a, Kinoe in fact a mey be an attribate never found in the genus at
Kin _Every circle must ba either rectilinear or not; but there are not two
species of circle, the rectilinear and the non-
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thought’, as they are called, that hold of every subject. The com-
pleteness of the division of number into 0dd or even is not therefore
vouched by logic, any more than the completeness of the division of
uinglc into equilateral isosceles and scalene ; nor in the fact that
it is twofold does the first possess any guarantee which the second
lacks mbnngthndold And if & genus is seen to fall into
thirteen species instead of three, it should be divided into thirteen ;
just as triangle should be divided into three and not two. Unfor-
tunately there are few subjects where we can see at once that
s genus contains necessarily so many species and no more; and
that makes our divisions precarious, but there is no remedy in the
use of dichotomy.

It may, however, occasionally be possible to show by dichotomy
that & division which is not dichotomous is exhaustive or it species
matually exclusive. Aristotle thus supported his list of predicabl

Predicable
1

Conn-:nnnh Not oom:uunnnu

) co Not e\uuee Part of emence ot puloh-uce
(Definition) (Property) (Genus or Differentia) Accident)

But there is no particalar logical interest attaching to this mode
of establishing a division; it is in principle the same as where our
basis is the combination of certain attributes, and we show the
division to be exhaustive by showing that no other combinations
remain, as in the case of the four elements alresdy given.

l‘lalnunl
i |
hot cold
i L]
moist dll-y moist dary
(Air) (Fire) (Water) (Earth)

Dichotomy is really appropriste when we are seeking not to
divide s genus but to define s species. There are two contrasting
ways in which we may attempt to construct s definition. We may
take instances of that which is to be defined, and try to detect
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what they have in common, which makes them instances of one
kind, and on the strength of which we call them by the same name.
This is the ‘inductive’ method. We might thus define ‘snob’,
comparing those of our acquaintance to whom we could apply the
name, or those whom Thackeray has drawn for us; and if we
thought that among all their differences they agreed in prizing
rank or wealth above character, we might accept that as our
definition. The other method is that of dichotomy, and in this we
try to reach our definition rather by working downwards from
a genus, than upwards from examples. Some genus 1s taken, to
which the subject we wish to define belongs.  This genus we divide
into what possesses and what does not possess a certain differentia.
The differentia taken must be something predicable of the subject
to be defined; and if genus and differentis together are already
commensurate with that subject, the definition is reached ; if they
form only a suball genus predicable of it, this subal genus
must be again divided in the same way : until we resch s com-
mensurate notion. At every stage of our division, the differentis
taken must if possible be s modification of the differentia next
before it ; it must at least be capable of combining with those
that bave preceded it in the construction of one concept in such
s way that we are throughout specifying the general notion with
which we started ! ; and there should be so many steps of division
8 there are stages which our thought recognizes ss important in the
specification of this concept. At every stage also we proceed by
dichotomy because we are only interested in the line that leads to
the subject we are defining ; all else contained within the genus we
thrust aside together, as what does mot exhibit the differentia
characterizing that subject. Had we further to consider and sub-
divide it, we could not be satisfied with characterizing it only nega-
tively ; for & negative notion furnishes, as we have seen, no basis
for any further specification. But we may d d, or cut it off :
» stop to which the technical name absciesio infiniti has been
given, i. e. the cutting off of the indeterminate.

The following example of definition by dichotomy will illustrate
what has been eaid. The term to be defined is fuder; the genus
to which it is to be referred is siem.

1 CL infru, pp. 115-118, 118-120.
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Stem

creeping not creeping
underground  not underground
much thickened not much thickened

pomessing leafbuds ot pomeming leaf-buds

[o'the form of ‘eyes” in the form of ‘eyes "
In this division, we mch as our definition of . tuber ‘s stem
creeping und d thickened, and p ng leaf-buds in

the form of eyu . At cvlry 'hge byan abecierio Mll(t we rejected
from further consideration » large part of the genus we had so far
reached : first all stems not oreeping, then all creeping stems not
underground, then all underground creeping stems not much thick-
ened, &c.; and at every stage we subdivided that part of the genus
which we had retsined by a differentia that specified further the
form to which we had so far brought it.

It might have happened, that creeping stems hnd u name 'n
denote them, say Cdthamala’; and that underg
had s special name, sy HypocAthamala; that these vlun much
thickened had again s different name, say Packysmats; and that
tubers were pachysmata that possessed leaf-buds in the form of eyes.
In this case, the division would be set out in somewhat different
form, as follows—

Stem
creeping not creeping
Chthsmalon
undergroun: not underground
Hypochthamalon
mach l.hi&ene{\not mauch thickened
Pachysms

N\
omeming leafbuds in Dot powesing leaf-bads
P uezﬁmdq in the formof ayea

! xbapard. Tuber
soenrn 1
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This mode of seiting out the definition of snything implies a
classification, in which names have been given to every wider and
narrower genus, and the differentis which distinguishes each within
its proximum genus has been settled. It may indeed be regarded
a8 an extract from a classification, made for the purpose of exhibit-
ing the nature of s single species. And this is more or less the

h of all definition by dich ; though the classifi
may be only in the making, in the very process by which we seek
for our definition. It is only after considerable study of the parts
of flowering plants, enabling us to group them by their less super-
ficial characters, that a tuber would be referred to the genus stem
at all, instead of root; by that time, the distinction between creep-
ing and other stems, between those that creep above and thoee that
creep below the ground, would have been already made; so that
the method of dichotomy does not so much help us to discover, as
to set out and arrange what we know of, the definition of s taber.
There may, however, be cases where the method will guide us in the
construction of a definition of that whose nature bas not yet been
carefully investigated ; the genus to which s term is to be rd'crnd
may be clear, but the iate differentine idered ; enob,
for exampls, belongs clearly to the genus man ; but even here, the
process of finding & differentis, by which to distinguish snobs from
other men, is classification in the making. Let us take the prizing
of rank or wealth ; if that by itself does not constitute a snob, we
need some further differentis, to distinguish enobs from otber men
who prize rank or wealth; esy they are distinguished by prizing
these beyond character ; we then bave s definition of s snob, but in
getting it, we have taken note of a wider class of men within which
they are included.

There are three things which Aristotle ! says that we must look to,
in reaching definitions by the division of a genus. Al the terms (the
summum genus and the successive differentise) must be of the
essence of the subject defined, they must be placed in their right
order, and none must be omitted. These are requirements also of &
good classification ; but just as a study of the logical form of classi-
fication does not enablo us to classify sny particular order of pheno-
mens, 0 we are not enabled to define any particular subject, merely

1 4dnal. Post. B. xiii. 97% 28 ag.
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by familiarizing ourselves with the scheme of a definition of
dichotomy.

A definition of man, displaying the series of subaltern geners to
which he may be assigned below the summum genus substance, and
the differentis by which esch subsltern genus is successively dis-
tinguisbed within the genus next above it, was long known in
logical textbooks by the name of Arbor PorpAyrians. It may be
:‘nnu!ibed here. That of tader given above on p.118 is in the same

form,
Substantis

Corpores. Incorporea
oS
Animatom Inanimatom
Vivens
Senibﬂa/\lnmlibilo
A\n\imsl
Rationale  Irrationale
Animal Rationale
Mortale  Immortale
Homo

Bocrates, Plato, &ec.

The material for the scheme is to be found in Porphyry’s Jaggoge,

c. iii ; where the writer points out that the same differentia which is
divisive (Jiaiperixii) of one genus is constitutive (ovorarinf) of that
immedinuly‘{.low it. The scheme hss the advantage of exhbibiting
the series of differentise by which the definition of the ies i8
reached summum genus. Aristotle in Met. Z. xii, discasses
how many differentise there really are constitative of the species;
and decides that if each differentia is itself a true differentia of the
one before it, then the species has only one differentis, namely the
For example, it animal is divided into footed and footlese
(¥wdwovw and &wovs) and if the footed are divided into biped and gwad-
ruped, the latter differentis diped is a differentia of footed as such ;

13
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for to be & biped is & particular way of having feet. In the ies
E-i-al bipes thp::!on, the correct nzdyui- is fnto animal lnd'g?n ,
and not into footed animal and Siped, snd tho:'ih we_may proceed
through sucoeesive stages to Jiped, there is nothing in the object
corresponding to the serial order. If, on the other hand, at any
stage we introduce s differentis which is not merely s further
specification of that which we have used before (as e. g. if we were
to divide éiped into feathered and featherless, or rational and irra-
tional), then we are really introducing s new differentia. In such
s case, if we take awima/ again as the genus, the species maw,
defined as a featherless or rational biped, would really be constituted
by two di ine. We might end to svoid this conclusi
by calling Jiped the genus and fealAerisss or rational the differentia ;
but that ignores the fact that diped is obviously not summum genus
of man. And if we select a fresh basis of differentiation at more
than one stage, we are each time adding to the number of differ-
entise that must be recognized in the species. In doing so we
ignore the , to proceed thronghout any division upon one
besis; and Aristotls certainly speaks of the introduction of a differ-
entis which is not continuous with that before it as dividing xard
7 oupBefnads and not xard rd dp6ds. We may notice too,
whereas & differentis which is & continuation of that before it is
never spplicable to the other member of the preceding genus (e. g.
biped is not applicable to footless, the other member along wi
fooled of the genus animal), s differentis which is not of that natare
might, for all that we can tell a priori, be applicable to both mem-
bers (. g. feathered and featherless might be applicable to gnadruped
10 less ¢ to diped). The fullness snd complexity of natural
kinds is, however, such that we cannot always avoid the introduction
of fundamentally new differentise, especially where, as in the
classificatory soiences often happens, our differentise are intended as
much to be diagmostic—i. e. features by which s species can be
identified—as to declare the essential nature of the species. Cf.
pp. 118-120.]

Before distinguishing Logical Division from the other processes
to which the name Division is applied, it may be well to emphasize
that it deals entirely (like the doctrine of Predicables) with concepts
or universals. The genus which we divide is divided into kinds;
itself & universal, the specification of it by various differentine can
only give rise to more determinate universals. The division of it stops
therefore with infimae species, and never proceeds to the exwmera-
tion of individuals. For if the infima species could be logically
divided into individuals, we must apply some fusdamentum divi-
sionie ; and that means, that we should have to distinguish indi-
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vidusls sccording to the different modes in which the common
character of the species appeared in them ; and to do that would be
to distinguish these modes th lves, which are not individual but
universal, for many ivdividuals might exhibit the same mode. But
individuals of mylpeexammfutd:mngmhdhmqnhothpr
by the coincid of i ; it is not nnyntt.n-
bute singly, but the particular combination of them, that is unique
Il each instance ; and whether or not they are luﬁeunt m constitate 7

dividuality, unique combinations of i cannot
be exhibited in & logical division as differentise of one species.!

There are two processes which have been called division, besides
the division of & genus into its species. They are known as plyrical
and metaphyrical division. In Physioal Division, we dm:ngmlh
'.lupurh of which an individual thing or aggreg:
as in & man head, limbs and trunk: ina knifo blndemd lnnd.le
Thupm-l is also called Parfition. 1t is still a process of thought
that is meant—not the actual tesring of & flower to pieces, or
quartering and behendmgot s man; it mybeapphedtof.hedu-
tinction of the parts composing either a d idual, or
any individual of a kind: as Great Britain on the one hand can be
divided into England, Scotland, and Wales, s plant on the other
into root, stem, leaf, and flower, or & forest into its component
trees.

In Division, we distinguish in & kind its genus
and differentis, or the various attributes predicable of it, and
incladed in our notion of it ; thus we may divide man into animality
and rationslity, or sugar into the colour, textare, solubility, taste
and so forth that characterize any piece of sugar. This s oh-
viously & division that can be carried cut in thought alone. In
Physical Division, the parts of an individual man or plant may be
physically separated ; and in Logical Division, when the genus
is concrete, individual specimens of the infimae species may be

! Thus in the drbor Porphyriana the enumeration of the iropa Socrates,
Plato, &c., in the inflms species man is no ;lﬂ of the logical division. Cf.
Porph. Teay. e.uh-p-l-l o 7 rocaira, dry of a.mp-mmmu.m..
v 5 8poropa ole dr in’ ﬂ.lwrdt'mﬂdrlr—n'w‘cdp- gp

Saxpirovs IBibryres obe & éx° BNAov rirde vaw mmrd pipor yivourr' & ol atrai.
individoala sre meant ench things a wr constitated cach

e preciso collection of which eonld never be the mme in any l«»nd

cular; for tes could mever occur identically
.."':,, i parienls L)




118 AN INTRODUCTION TO LOGIC [caar.

exhibited in different cases in & museum. But in Metaphysical
Division, though the colour of sugar may be exhibited without its
taste in a thing of another kind— e.g. in & sample of salt—it can
never be exhibited by iteelf.

It should be further observed, for the better distinguishing of
these different kinds or senses of division, that in Logical Division
the whole which is divided can be predicated of its parte—asimal,
e.g. of man, ov, &c.—and indeed unless it is 80 predicable of all its
parts, the division is at fault; in Metaphysical Division the parts
can be predicated (paronymously, to use tha Aristotelian expres-
sion ?, or attributively) of the whol g
can each be predicated of sugar, in ssying that sugar is white, i u
sweet, &c.; in Physical Division, the parts can neither be predi-
cated of the whole nor the whole of the part—we cannot either
sy that s leaf or stem is & plant, or that s plant is a leaf or stem.

s ‘A few words may be sdded on the relation of Logical Division,
its rules, to Classification. Just as the tAeory of Definition, with
m sharp distinction of essence and property, breaks down amidst
e complexity and variety of concrete things, so it is with the
theo o{ Division. Ideally when & genus is divided into species,
whether once or through several stages, we ought at each stage to
see that just such and so many species are possible in that genus;
we do see this in geometry, in the division for example of conio
sections into hyperbols, parabols, ll!d ellipse;; but in other sciences
for the most part we must wait u n u ence. Now we do not
in experience find that things inds which fit into any
fect scheme of logical dmnon Any actual division that can
lore of animals, or plants, or forms of government,
would exhibit man; log|al def-cu, it would be the s]uleton of
s un! every involves ; the
things, which it puts into the same class from one pomc of view,
from another claim to be placed in different classes; all that was
said in the last chapter .bout the difficulty of daﬁnmg concrete
nataral kinds might be repeated to show the diffieulty of dnmfymg
them; and the same reasons which prevent our saf
continuing a division down to s point at which it would ﬁud
s separate specific concept for every individual prevent our safis-

‘npimnbv l-u‘-‘ru.rh‘umr'ﬂw“dl rebropa
wpoomyopiar 3“ i & ypauuar umma.a,.h.

T T e paronymous which receives its designation
from something with s diference in inflexion, 84 » gremmarian from
gramm s courageons man from courage.) The Latin for zapiruor is
denominatum or demominatioum, according as the subject or ita attribute is
‘meant.
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[ factorily olassifying them at all. ~Classification is, as Jevons called
it], » tentative operation; its results are provisional; discovery
may reveal new species, and show that characters which have been
supposed always to go together may be separated, or those hitherto
considered incompatible combined in the same individual: there
are limits indeed to this, for there are ¢ laws of nature' with which
all particulars must be consistent ; but many of the ‘ laws of natare”
themselves rest on the same evidence on which our classifications are

constructed.

Thus the ideal which Logical Division sets before us is very
different from anything which Classification schieves. The first
is or would be an a priori process; by which is meant that it would
fain develop specific from generic concepts not indeed prior to any
experience of those objects which belong to the various species of
the genas divided, but with a perception that the species revealed
in experience are such as must necessarily have existed in that genus.
Clamification is an a posteriori process ; it appesls for support to
the facts of the order of phenomena which we are classifying, and

that the facts could only be thus on the assumption of
connexions of attributes such as the P"l?‘"d classes impl!
not attempt to show that attrit could be d in i
of the genus in no other ways than these. Logical Division again
is exhaustive, and the constituent species which it establishes are
not to overlap; but a classification may have to acknowledge that
there are individuals which might with equal right be referred to either
of two co-ordinate classes, or seem to fall between them, or outside
them all. For these reasons, Division, as treated in a textbook of
Logio, is apt to seem unreal and faaciful to any one familiar with
the work of scientific classification ; its rules seem framed to suit
not the world be has to deal with but a fictitious world of the
logician’s imaginstion ; the consideration of & process which, outside
geometry, can scarcely be illustrated by examples except by mutilat-
ing facts, is denounced as a barren pastime. And there is justice
in the denunciation, whea Division, or Definition, is studied without
reforence to the recalcitrant facts, and on its formal sidealone. But
if we realize with what grest abatements the rules of Definition and
Division can be fulfilled in the actual classification of concrete facts,
we may yet profitably study these rules, s counsels and not precepts.
That is the E:e classification which conforms to them most closely.
The case of the logician may be compared with the case of the
meter. The geometer studies such figures as he conceives, and
i:obelievu that his conclusions are true of the squares or trisngles
that exist eternally in space, bounded by the distances between
points therein ; but be does not imagine they would apply without
qualification to a square table, or & trisogular lawn. The figures

* Principles of Science, ¢. xxx. p. 689, 2nd od.
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[of these concrete objects are much more complex than s simple
square or triangle. So (though the cases are mot identical) the
logician studies the problem of classification as it presents iteelf to
thought ; but is to expect that concrete things are cross-
related to each other in far too complicated & manner for any single
and simple scheme of classification to embruce them ss they stand.
‘We must consider aspects of them, and attempt to ascertain what
various forms some particular property may sssume, and under
what conditions. In tracing s property through sll the phases in
which it appears in different instances, we are in a sense pursuing
s genus into its species; we are realizing its generic identity under
divers forms, and this is part of the business of a logical division.
The things themselves which we have to clamify, if we take them
in their comploteness, cannot be caged in s neat logical arrange-
ment; yet even s, the ranking of them in geners and species st all,
which is not the work of logic, but the natural bias of our thought
(for the distinction of man and animal is older than that of species
and genus), implies an effort at such arrangement ; the logician does
no more than render explicit the aims which underlie all classifica-
tion : except that the form of his theory takes too little account of
the modifications which are im by the particalar nature of the
subject-matter with which we have to deal.}



CHAPTER VI
OF THE INTENSION AND EXTENSION OF TERMS

Ir was obeerved by Aristotle?, that in one sense the genus is in
the species, in another sense the species is in the genus. ¢ Animal’
is in ‘man’, in the sense that you cannot be a man without
being an animal, so that being animal is included in being man.
“Man’ is in “animal’, in the sense that among the forms of animal
nature, man is included.

In the technical language of later Logic, this distinction may
be expressed by eaying that in intension the species includes the
genus, in extension is included in it.

The intension of s term verbal is what we istesd by it, or
what we mean by it when predicated of any subjeot®: the ex-
tension is sll that stands subordinated to it as to s genus, the
variety of kinds over which the predication of the term may
eziend?® If by term we mean the concept, or what is thought of,
the extension is the variety of species in which a common character
is exhibited, the intension the common character exhibited in this
variety. The distinction may be more readily apprehended, if it
is noticed that we analyse the intension of a term in defining
it, and break up its extension in dividing it.

It is clear that as between two terms subordinated one to the other
in  classification, the higher, or superordi must always have
the grester extension; amimal, for example, is a term of wider
extension than was, and coxic section than ellipse; for the concept
¢ animal’ extends or spplies to much besides man, and that of

' 2. iii. 2100 17-19. Cf. p. 118, ewpru. _
31 do not wish to imply that we may not ‘intend’ the mme by s term
when it is subject of & proposition, 2 when it is predicate. But as in
the subject the extension may be more prominent than the intension, while
icate is always understood pimnil{vin intension, the expression in
the tert is less ambiguous than if 1 said * What we mean by it in & propo-
sition’. Cf. infra, ¢.1x.
® For another use ¢f. p, 128 s, infra.



122 AN INTRODUCTION TO LOGIC [cmar.

“conic section ” to hyperbols and parabols, ss well as to ellipee®.
Many hold also, that the superordinate term, as it is of greater
extension, 80 is of less intension ; lees being meant by cslling any-
thing an animal than by calling it a man; or by the term ‘conic
section’, than by the term *ellipse’. Hence it has been ssid that
the extension and intension of terms vary inversely: ‘when the
intent of meaning of & term is increased, the extent is decreased ;
and vice versa, when the extent is increased, the intent is decreased.
In short s one is increased, the other is decressed.”*

This inverse relation of intension and extension in terms may be
illustrated not only by reference to classification, but in another
way. We may take any term, such as Christian, and qualify it by
an adjective or adjectival phrase: as if we were to say ‘ Armenian
Christian ’ or ¢ Christian of Caesar's household ’; by the qualifica-
tion we clearly make a term of narrower uun-ion than  Christian "
simply, for we conceive that there may be Christians not Arme-
nians, or not of Caesar’s household ; and at the same time we add
to the intension, for it is no part of the concept of » Christian to
be an Armenian, or of the household of Caesar.

8till, when we thus qualify & general or an abstract term, we are
instituting & sort of classification; we make an Armenian species
within the genus Christian, or & class, say, of bright colours within
the genus colour. Therefore we may say generally that it is only
to terms in & classification, and in one  series of subordination’ in it,
that the doctrine of the inverse relation of intension and extension
appliea. It would be ridiculous to compare in this matter such dlf-
ferent concepts as and o ine; it is even
to compare tarms belonging to the same eh-xﬁuhon but to different
lines, or ‘series of subordination’, in it; bird and repéile, for
example, both belong to a classification of animals, but are not
subordinate one to the other, and nobody can well tell which has
the greater intension, nor if that were decided would he be able to
infer from the decision, which had the greater extension, or com-
prised the larger number of subordinate species.

* Porph. Qvul‘rlﬂpu im wheori(es 1) rier Ux’ aird eldis wrv; o
Pttt el e v O e hend .
species in the compum of d:e petios under thos, ryecies goners in the dif-
ferentise belonging to th

* Jovou, Principles. 0/ Seuna. 2od ed,, c. ii. p. 28. Cf. Sir W. Hauwilton,
Lectures om Logic, viii, ; Thomson, Lasws of Thought, § 28 ;
Logic, Deduetive, p. 51 (‘tho'r-urﬂu omé the lees the other’).
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Applying only to terms subordinated one to another in » classi.
fication, the doctrine is an attempt to explain the nature of classifi-
eation, a8 s series of tarms so related that each is of wider extension
and narrower intension than the next below it.

Now it may be questioned whether this ides is just. The
generic term undoubtedly exceeds the specific in extension, but does
it fall short in intension? This question may be put in another
form : is the process of clamification one of mere alstraction? do
I form a generic concept from specific concepts merely by leaving
out part of the latter, and attending only to the remainder? If
our concepts of species and genus were constituted by sets of attri-
butes disconnected but coincident, then this would be the case.
The generic concept would be formed by picking out from several
sets those attributes, or marks, which occur in them all ; it woald
contain fewer marks, or be of less intension, in the eame sort
of way as one man may have fewer decorations than another. On
these principles the nature of a classification might be satisfactorily
expressed by the following symbols :—

a

]
T |

> ¥ b

L ] i T [

abe f abg ah s adj  adk edl

But we have scen? that the genus is not something which can be
got by any process of subtraction from the species ; it is not the
eame in all its epecies, and does not enter unchanged into them sll
a2 water into every pipe that leads from & common cistern. You
cannot form s concept of it apart from all the species, as a can
be read and written apart from other letters with which it may be
combined. Attributes that are really independent, such as blue,
and sweet, and heavy, can be thus conceived apart; but they
cannot stand o each other in the relation of genus and species*.

If we look at terms which are reslly in a relation of genus and

N An:\hnfnu the introduction of differentise into & division which are
not differentine of those before them is not xard rd épfén, cf. supru, p. 116,
though they may sl be uch of which only the genus from which w started
in suscepti
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species, it is not clear that the wider term has the less meaning.
Take animal snd mas; if 1 eay of anything that it is an
animal, I certainly convey less information about it than if I sy
it is a man; but it does not follow that the concept asimal is of
less intension than mas. For it must be noted, that I should not
eay of anything that it is asima/, but an animal; which implies
that I am aware of other animals, and that the concept amimal
includes alternatives, among which I am at present doubtful how
to choose. But if 8o, the generic concept would seem to exceed
the specific in intension ; ¢ animal ’ means ‘man, or horse, or ox, or
ass, or some other form in which the general nature of an animal
may manifest itself’. Ae we become familiar with the infinite
variety of animal life, the term comes to mean not less to us,
bat more.

Or take another illustration. Say that a boy first makes ac-
quaintance with the steam-engine in the form of railway locomo-
tives. For s long time the term means that to him ; but by and by
he meets in bis experience with traction-engines, ship’s-engines, and
the stationary engines of a factory. His earlier concept of s
steam-engine—the earlier intension of the term for him—will
alter; much which he included at first in it, because he found it in
sll milway locomotives, he will learn to be unessential—first run-
ning on rails, then the familiar shape, then the moving from place
to place. And sccording to the doctrine before us, he will leave
out from the concept one point after another, and st the end his
notion of s steam-engine will be the unexcised residuum. But
surely his notion of a steam-engine will have become richer and
Dot poorer in the process; it is not that he finds that s steam-
engine need not run on rails, s0 much as that it may run on the
roads, nor that its familiar shape is unessential, so much as that it
may be built in quite a different manner; nor that it need not
move from place to place, 50 much as that it may work as s
stationary engine. It becomes a genus to him, because it becomes
a thing of alternative possibilities ; and the experience which leads
him to extend the term to new kinds of objects leads him to use
it with & wider range of meaning. It is true that in becoming
generic, the term comes to have a less dgfinite meaning, when
applied to any object; but in iteelf it does not come to have less
meaning.
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The doctrine of the inverse relation of extension and intension in
terms seems therefore wrong; it misrepresents the nature of a
classification. But a doctrine which has been accepted so widely of
Iate?, and seems at first sight o plausible, must have some degree
of justification. Its justification, or excuse, seems fourfold.

1. The thought which general terms suggest to the mind is
often vague, and the more so in proportion as they less suggest
» definite sensible object. We do not realize all the alternative
possibilities involved in snimsl natore each time that we use the
term animal. Hence in the term of wider, as compared with that
of narrower, extension there is often little definite; and we are apt
to suppose instead that there is & definite little. This error is
evcoursged by mistaking for thought the imagery that accompanies
thinking. The nature of this imagery differs with different people,
and any illustration can be only arbitrary. But it might well be
that when the notion of man or horse rose in one’s mind, he
pictared to himself the look of either with fair completeness; but
that with the notion of animal there went the kind of image which
a child would draw of a quadruped—four lines sticking out of an
elongated trapezium, with a few more for the head and tail There
is loss detail in.such an image than in that of a horse or & man;
sad it is not impossible that one might hence be led to sappose
there was less intension in the notion.

2. Our actual classifications, as we have seen, fall short of
perfection in many Tespects; we often do not understand the inter-
dependence of the various characteristics of an organic kind, or of
the various properties of an el y sub In these circum-
stances, we are compelled at times to fix on certain characters
a8 constituting s genus, and then distribute into species the objects
in which they are found by means of attributes whose connexion
with these characters we cannot conceive. For example, there is
» far-reaching division of flowering plants (already referred to) into
monocotyledons and dicotyledons, based on the number of the seed-
leaves; but in thess two classes the sub-classes are distinguished
by various characteristics of the calyx and corolls, of the mode in
which the stamens are inserted, &c. Now we are ignorant why

! There are, however, eminent names o tide, e.g. Mr. F. H.
Bradley, Prot, Bosaogueh aod . L. Netileshi ially section xi of
the * Lactures on Logic’ in The Phiissophical R. L. Nettleship.
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» plant with two seed-leaves should be capsble of one series of
flower-developments, and a plant with one seed-leaf of another
series; the number of seed-leaves is, for all we can see, an irrelevant
character; though it cannot really be so; and the concept of
dicotyledon or monocotyledon is complete, without reference to
the character of the flower. Here therefore the intension of the
wider term is less than that of the narrower. To the botanist
the term Dichlamydene, whose extension is less thsn that of
Dicotyledon, means plants which in the first place have two seed-
leaves, and over and above that have both calyx and corolla ; the term
Dicotyledon means merely s plant with two seed-leaves. Such
cases give colour to the doctrine, that where terms are subordinated
one to the other, the intension varies inversely with the extension ;
but they do not embody the true spirit of s classification.

3. We have seen that a term may be qualified by an sdjective
whieh is really an sccident of it: by which is meant that the
adjectival concept is an sddition to the original concept, rather
than » further determination of it; as when we qualify the term
Christian (which implies s certain religious belief) with the
adjective Armenian (which implies » certain nationality)—there
being no nexessary connexion between creed and race, but any variety
of one being capable of coinciding in individuals with any variety
of the other. These cases (to which those considered in the last
paragraph approximate) bear out the doctrine of inverse relation, so
far as they go. But it may be observed that they only bear it ont,
becanse they have been as it were constructed to do so. We take
» term, and qualify it by an adjective which in the first place
is known not to be commensurate with it (and therefore narrows the
extension), and in the second place is not implied in it in any way
as a possible development of it: so that it is & sheer addition to
whatever intension the original term possessed. Then we call
attention to the fact that in the original term, and the term
composed of it and of an adjective, extension and intension vary
inversely. Of course they do, because we have carefully arranged
it, by so qualifying the original term that they must. But it is
ridiculous to infer from this, that in all terme, where one is of
wider extension than the other, its intension is less. Because this
holds where the terms are not related ss genus and species should
be, it must not be concluded to hold where they are so related.
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4. It may still be felt that there is more truth in the doctrine
than has been conceded. Take the most unimpeschable examples
of genus and species, such as triangle, with its species equilateral,
isosceles and scalene. Can we not and do we not form a notion of
triangle which includes those points in which equilateral, isosceles,
and scalene agree, but none of thoee in which they differ? and
may not this notion be perfectly precise and definite? and if such
be the intension of the genus-term, is it not less than that of the
epeeies-term ? We must admit that this is possible. In the words
of R. L. Nettleship’, ‘we may, for convenience’ sske, mentally
hold apart s certain fraction of the fact ; for instance, /s minimum
of meawing whick justifics ws in wring the word “ triangularity”. We
may call this the generic triangle, and distinguish it from particular
forms of triangle.” But the true intension of the term is not the
* minimum of meaning’ with which we can use it, but its ¢ full
meaning "

What has been so far mid with regard to the relation of
intension and extension in terms msy perhaps be rendered clearer
to some as follows. Wherever we have species of s genus, or
distinguishable varieties of & common notion, we may contrast
the unity which they present with the variety. To attend to the
intension is to attend to the element of unity: to sttend to the
extension is to attend to the element of variety. Sometimes we
are more interested in one, and sometimes in the other. When
Socrates in the Mowo asks what is virtne, and Meno begins
deecribing the virtue of s man, the virtue of a woman, and so forth,
Socrates explains that he wants to know what virtue is as one in sll
these, and not what the divers virtaes are; in later language, he
wished for the intension snd not the extension of the term.
Aristotle remarks * that an enumemation of these different virtues
and » description of them severally aro more valuable than a vague
statement of their common nature: i.e. that here at any rate the
element of variety was more worth consideration than the element
of unity, if either is to be neglected. But if the two are realized
together, the unity of the superordinate whole must be seen as the
more comprebensive unity, not as the more: jejune extract. So
far however as we cannot realize them together, and see their

* Philosophical Remains, i. p. 220. The italics are mine.
* P’hkfu 71 D-72D; Ar. Pol. a. xiii. 1260 20-28.
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necessary connexion, it will have the character of the jejune ex-
tract and be » whole of less meaning, even although we know
that the variety of species into which it enters is great; and in
these conditions, it may be said to be of less intension.

It follows, that in reference to an infima specics, or a motion
within whou umty wo neognue no conceptaal nnecy intension
and sre The equilatersl triangle may
differ in the length of its sides; and we may if we like regard this
difference as constituting ® variety in the notion of equilateral
trisngle. But if we do not—if we conceive the particular length
of the sides to constitute no difference in the equilateral triangle—
then we recognize no such variety in the unity as makes the
distinction of intension and extension poesible. The nature of
equilateral triangle is not shown in species that are distinguished
within that unity, but in that unity itself. The two sspects of the
meaning of the term coincide, or rather, do not fall apart.

But it may be said that even if there are no distinguishable
species of equilateral triangle, there are very many distinguishable
equilateral trianglee. Two interlaced equilateral triangles are
» favourite symbol in the decoration of Christian buildings ; and the
number of equilateral triangles delineated on the walls and in the
windows of churches alone must be pest counting. Do not sll these
and others form the extension of the term, and are mot they
distinguishable from ite intension ?

‘We have treated the extension of the term as ‘the variety of
kinds over which its predication may extend’; the variety which
we comeeive within s unity. We bave dealt throughout with
a relation of general terms or notions ; the development of variety
within the unity of & conceptual or logical whole has been regarded
s stopping with whatever we take as infimae species. The exten-
sion of & term is,however, sometimes understood to be not the various
conceptually distinct forms which are included within the unity
of a single whole (like the various virtues, or species of animal or
plant, or kinds of conic section, or sources of income), but various
individual instances in which & common natare is realized. Accord-
ing to this view, the extension of man is not Aryan and Semitic,
Negro and Berber, &c., but Socrates and Plato, Caesar and Pompey,
&c. ; the extension of triangle is not equilateral,isosceles and scalene,
but the triangles on particulsr cburch walls and windows or
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elsowhere ; the extension of colour is not red, blue, and green, bat
the particular display of colour in every portion of the sky, or blade
of grass, or fragment of an army jacket. And the contrast of
extension and intension is no longer the contrast of variety and

unity in & notion or conoept, but that between individuals and the .

common character which makes them individuals of s kind.

This view bas never prevailed in respect of abetract terms. No
doubt qualities have their instances ; the whiteness of this page and
that of the next are each an instance of whiteness. But it is the
function of abstraction to consider the quality in ita identity, and to
ignore the difference between the concrete instances in which it is
manifested ; let the quality differ qualitatively, as the whiteness of
milk does from that of snow, and we may be interested in the
difference ; bat if it differs only numerically, as the whiteness in one
pateh of snow from the whiteness in the next, we ignore it. We
may be separately interested in the various concrete things which
exhibit the mme quality, but the very purposs and nature of the

sbstraction which we perform in considering the quality ie to treat

it as the same in these instances, and to ignore their difference.
‘With concrete terms it is otherwise ; an attention to the identity of
man in Soorates and Plato does not exclude our interest in them as
—pnhmdlndull and it is of concrete terms that individual
are imes taken to itute the i
Now we need not quarrel with this use of the word; bat it is
important to see that we are introducing s new distinction. The
relation of man to animal, or of negro to man, the relation which we

recognize between species and genus, is not the same as the relation

of Socrates to man or animal, the relation between an individual
and its kind or universal. The inverse relation of extension and
intension of which we have spoken does not hold, except between
nounn- or nmur-l- 5 if the uxunnon of » term is the individual

it is ] The i ] i may be more
or fewer, but what is meant by the common term predicated of them
all remains the same. We saw how the intension of the term animal
might from one point of view be said to increase, as & man becomes
scquainted with fresh forms of animal life; and how from another
point of view, because what st first he might have regarded as
essential to an animsl tarns out not to be indispensable, it might be
said to diminish, shrinking to & jejune residunm. But whichever

x
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way we look at it, it is only scquaintance with fresh forms of
animals that produces this result: a mere increase in the swmders
of one’s acquaintance would produce no such effect. The intension
of the term Jaly does not increase and decresse with the fluctus-
tions of the birth-rate!; when guineas were called in, the term did
not alter its intension. Intension has nothing to do with actusl
existence. There may never have been a perfectly just man; and
yet we mean something by perfect justice. The dodo is extinct, but
dodo would not have less intension if the bird were as common ss
thesparrow.? Asit is, the chaffinch is commoner than the goldfinch,
but there is not any consequent difference in intension between the
two terms.

‘We may therefore mean as we please, by the extension of & con-
crote term, either the distinguishable species or the individuals
included under it ; but we must not treat the relation of extension
and intension as the same in both cases. It is true that concrete
individuals of one kind are distinguished from one another by their
characters ; lnd if we attend sufficiently to these distinctions, then
88 our extends oar ption of the variety of which
the kind is susceptible nnlngal Unobservant peopln may be
familiar all their lives with earwigs, without recognizing the richness
of earwig nature as diversely displayed in divers individuals. The
least observant of us have the richness of human nature forced to
some extent upon our attention. But so far as our growing
experience of life leads us torealize more fully the variety of human
nature, it is not because the men we meet differ numerically, but
because they differ in character from one another. With a kind like
man, where the differences of character between different individuals
are 0 closely noted, it might seem that as the individuals are con-
ceptually distinguished, therefore in passing from man to Socrates
and Plato we are only earrying on the same prooess of thought
which we had employed in distinguishing within the genus animal
the species of man and horse and ox. That is not so. Man is net

1 Bradley's Logi, p.

* If intension and emnnan varied inversely, and by extension wers meant
the various individuals, then the intension of dodo should bouml infinite
‘when the species became extinct. Perhaps it might ba replied that past as
well as punnt individuals are included in the extension ; nt if there never

ereube-bodymug freely in space, that term at least
should hnu an infinite
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loss an universal notion becanse it is nfbre specific than animal; and
if we were merely further specifying our conception of man in the
case of Socrates, Socrates would be an univerml notion too. But
Socrates is an individual ; and I cannot arrive at individuslity by
any specification of a general notion. Socrates is distinguished
conceptually from Plato ; but that is not the whole of the distinction,
for they exist in the concrete.

In place of the words Extension and Intension, various writers
bave used others to mark the same distinction; and in particular,
since the publication of J. 8. Mill’s Logic?, the words Denotation
and Connotation have come into favour for Extension and Inten-
sion respectively. Mill claimed for these that they possess an
advantage in the existence of the corresponding verbs, to demote
and to cormofe, which other expressions do not possess; we may
speak of a term denoting or connoting this or that, but we should
have to use a periphrasis and say that so and so constituted the
intension, or was included in the extension, of s term. Though
this is & real advantage, yet in other respects the terms which he
selects seem to be ill chosen. Extension suggests, what we want to
convey, the range of species over which the application of & generic
term extends; Denotation does not. Moreover, usage allows us
equally to say that & species or an individual is denoted by a term;
if either is the more natural expression, it is perhaps the latter;
and so the very reference to individuals which we wish to avoid is
foisted on us. Aguin, Intension natumlly suggests what we intend
or mean by a term; Connotation suggests not that, but eome sub-
sidiary meaning, a meaning additional to some other. It would,
perhaps, be convenient if the term Counotation were dropped, or
restored to its original signification (sccording to which womes
conmotaticams meant an attributive term), and i( Denotation were
distinguished from E: ion as reference to individuals from refer-
ence to subordinate species. We could then say that amimal
denoted Socrates and Buoephalus, but that mes and Aorss were part
of its extension.

Such an emancipation from what seems to be an unhsppy
phraseology may, however, be too much to hope for. But from
a doctrine which Mill ued his phruoology to express it u Deces-
sary that we should Mill drew a disti

e LiL§b.
x3




182 AN INTRODUCTION TO LOGIC [cmar.

between coasolative and sonYossolalive names, which he described
23 being ‘one of the most important distinctions which we shall
have occasion to point oat, and one of those which go deepest into
the natare of language’. There are, however, no non-connotative

Dames.

The distinction had better be stated in his own words. ‘A non-
connotative term is one which signifies s subject only, or an attri-
bute only. A connotative term is one which denotes s subject, snd
implies an attribute. By a subjeot is here meant anything that
possesses attributes. Thus John, or London, or England, are names
which signify » subject only. Whiteness, length, virtae, signify an
attribute only. None of these names, therefore, are connotative.
But while, long, viréuows, are connotative. The word white, denotes
all white things, as mow, paper, the foam of the ses, &c., and
implies, or in the language of the schoolmen !, consoles, the attribute
whiteness. The word white is not predicated of the attribute, but
of the subjects, snow, &c.; bat when we predicate it of them,
we convey the meaning that the attribute whiteness belongs to
them. . . . All concrete general names are connotative. The word
mas, for example, denotes Peter, Jane, John, and sn indefinite
number of other individuals, of whom, taken as a class, it is the
name. Bat it is applied to them, because they possees, and to signify
that they possess, certain attributes. . . . The word maw, therefore,
signifies all these attributes, and all subjects which possess these
sttributes. . . . Even abstract names, though the names only of
attributes, may in some instances be justly considered as connota-
tive; for attributes themselves may bave attributes ssoribed to
them ; and » word which denotes attributes may connote an attri-
bute of those attributes. Of this description, for example, is such
» word as fasd; equivalent to dad or hurtful quality. This word
is & mame common to many attrib and connotes hurtfal
an attribute of those varions attributes.® . . . Proper names are
not connotative: they denote the individuals who are called by

N Ia.l.ln-n-untuth.«-ofmh terms as thuo,muhwlmonlpoh

of attributes being connoted:, but not thet bis ae of the word
conforms generuly --:h that of the schoolmen  <f infa, pp. 140-142.
sl horse" s an attribute denoted by the word

lowness in &
lt is clou that if ‘fault’ is connotative, ‘ virtue’ should not hlu
iven as h‘:. example of & non-connotative name. The italics in

are
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them ; bat they do not indicate or imply any attributes as belong-
ing to those individuals.”

Thus Mill considers to be connotative—

(a) general concrete terms ;

(8) attributive terms ;

(c) abstract terme, if they are names of & genus of attributes;
and to be non-connotative—

(a) proper names ;

() abstract terms, if they are names of » simple or a logically

undivided ? attribute.

Designati i e descripti of an individual involving con-
nohun terms, he considers connotative; abstract terms whn:h are
logically undivided, but not indefinable, like velocify or momentum,
he does not specially discuss ; they cught to be connotative, if (as
he holds) definition unfolds the connotation of a name; they ought
to be non-connotative, if (as sppears to be the case) they ‘signify
sn attribute only’, and not an stiribute ascribed to other attri-
butes; but as he has forgotten his view of definition in this
section, we seem justified in following the indications of the con-
text and classing them as non-connotative.

‘We have to consider, therefore, two classes of names which
socording to this doctrine have no comnotation (or intension):
proper names, and abstract terms which are not generic, i. e. not
predicated of other abstract terms which would form their exten-
sion. We may begin with the latter.

According to Mill, fawlt is & copnotative term, because it
denotes slowness in & horse, and other hurtful attributes, while
connoting their common attribute of hurtfulness. Fice would be

, denoting indol P ;nlonly, and so
farth, and eonncung their common character as vices. (It is to be
observed that all terms are assumed to denote something, and the
question is whether they do or do not connote something as well.)
8lowness, on the other hand, ie non-connotative, and eo is swdolenee
or jealousy ; for these merely denote each a single attribute.

It would be very strange, however, if this were true What
1 mean by calling Othello’s passion a vice forms the connotation
of that term; vice is connotative by what it means in regard

! ie. one of which we do not distinguish and name subordinate species.
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thereto; but when I call his passion jealousy, though that in-
cludes calling it a vice (for vice is part of the notion of jealousy),
we are told that the term has no connotation ; ¢ vice’ is a connota-
tive term ; bat  the vice of readily suspecting the unfaithfulness of
those you love ’ is not.

The fact is that Mill starts from the distinction between con-
crete individuals, and their common character on the ground of
which they are called by the same name ; and he takes s name
to be connotative, if it has & common meaning distinet from the
individuals of which it is predicated. Thus maw is connotative
because its meaning is not identical with John or Peter ; and whits
because its meaning is not identical with milk or snow. He then
confusedly supposes indolence and jealousy to be individuals denoted
by the common term vice, slowness and stupidity by the common
term fault; and since we can distinguish the common meaning of
the terme fawlt and vice from the particular attribates of which
they are predicable, he treats them as connotative terms; while
indolence and jealousy, slowness and stapidity are non-connotative
like John and Peter.|

Now we shall see that John and Poter sre also connotative
terms ; and therefore that even if indolence and such-like terms
were comparable with them, they would not have been shown
to be devoid of connotation. But they are not comparable. In-
dolence and jealousy are not isdividual attributes; if we are
to talk of individual attributes, we must mean the indolence
exhibited by s given person at a given time and place: as the
jealousy which fired Othello’s heart when he strangled Desde-
mm,tndlofnumddnumd Jdmaynnbe]mdau&dof
these and other indol and j we can distinguish the
common nulnmg of the terms fnm the particalar manifestations
of that meaning. They will therefore be as connotative as any
general concrete tcm. We hn seen, Ilowmr, that in abetraction
we are not considering the p ions of an identical
quality ; we are Imkmg upon indolence as one thing, not different
things every time that it is exhibited. Therefore the distinction
between the concrete individuals and their common character, from
which Mill starts, is altogether out of place, and a view of conno-
tation besed on that caunnot apply to abstract terms. We must
fall back upon the relation of concepts, which was developed at the
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beginning of this chapter by the help of the words intension and
extension. Let us call these respectively connotation and denota-
tion if any one prefers it; but what we shall have to ey about
connotation and denotation in abstract terms is as follows.

An abstract term has s meaning: it means s certain attribute?,
as an unity. This is its connotation. But we may recognize s
diversity within this unity, or forms of this unity conceptually dis-
tinat—the kinds, e.g., of vice or virtue. If so, these form its
denotation. The term may be predicated of any part of its denota-
tion separately, and so far as we distinguish the divers parts from
the unity of which they are parts (e. g. indolence from vice as such),
it does not denote precisely what it connotes. But when we come
down to attributes within the unity of which we distinguish no
diversity, the distinotion between what & term denotes and what it
connotes disapp Indol o0 far as we ize Do separate
species of indolence, is just one attribute : not one like & concrete
individual, but as an universal. The term connotes that attribute ;
and that is what it denotes or is the name of. It can be predicated,
a8 a name or word, of the attribute it means. As a thing (i e. here,
an attribute) it is iteelf, and not a genus of different things.
Suppose we recognized (as indeed we may) degrees of indolence ;
s0 far as we thought of them as different when we spoke of
indolence, material for the distinction between what the term
denotes and what it connotes would be furnished afresh. We might
still have no separate names for indolence of divers degrees, but in
spite of this the term would have connotation. Are we to sy
that when we cease to think of these degrees of indolence, it has
connotation no longer? What has become of the meaning (for
oonnotation is meaning) which it had before? Clearly it must have
meaning. What we have to explain is how ntanbepndmhd of
that which is not precisely what it means. This arises through the
recognition of » conceptual diversity within & conoeptual unity.
‘Where that is not recognized, the problem does not arise; but the
term still has meaning, or connotation.

The other class of terms which Mill regards as non-connotative
are Proper Names. His view is equally untenable in this case, but

' 1use the word attribute because Mill nses it: but it includes such
complex ‘attributes’ as & political constitation. And what is said in this
paragraph is true as wall of conarete torms o long as
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for different reasons ; snd ﬂun is more pl.nmbnlrty in it. For
there is an imp between proper
and general concrete names, whwh ought not to be overlooked,
though it ought not to be stated as lying in the non-connotative
character of the former.

Mill denies that proper names are connotative, because they tell
you nothing about the individual which they demote; wheress
general names give you information about it. ¢ A proper name,’ be
mays, ‘is but an unmeaning mark which we connect in our minds
with the ides of the object, in order that whenever this mark meets
our eyes or occurs to our thoughts, we may think of that individual
object’; and he contrasts ¢ connotative ’ names as * not mere marks,
but more, that is to say, significant marks’. A general name is
used of an individual on the ground of some character which the
thing is belisved to possess ; and that forms its connotation, which
it possesses independently of its use about this individual : & proper
name is given upon no sach ground, but merely in order to
distinguish the individual it is given to from others.

. ‘The premisses here are correct, but they do not justify the conclu-
sion drawn from them. A proper name need be given on the ground
of no attribate?; for we may set aside as irrelevant to the real issue
the case which Mill instances of a name like Dartmouth, intended
to imply that the town is at the mouth of the Dart, snd compounded
out of elements whereof one is general; in the case of the river
Dart itself,at any rate, no such significance is to be found in the name.*
On the other hand, general names are used on the ground of some
attribute. I should not call London s port, except to indicate that
ooean-going shipe resorted there. Yet it does not follow that
Pproper names are non-connotative. [For the proper name is only
unmeaning &¢fors it s gives; by being given, and becoming s
mark, it scquires s meaning. And the genersl name was equally
unmeaning b¢fore it was ever gives; but being generl, it can be
given to more things than one, and having aocquired a meaning by

? Except, indeed, that of individuality : to be an individual is an attribute
of the individual denoted, and Mill should have allowed that this was

* Mot | proper names are selected for & definite resson ; & child christened
am..mu .“mn the -ma child; & mountain may be named after

ite discoverer, & after ite founder, or » society after some one of
vhon ite ne-bcn tobe aolulmd the disciples.
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its original imposition, has a meaning in advance of its subsequent
use about other individuals ; and that is why it is instructive.

The account which Mill gives of a proper name is substantially
indistinguishable from Hobbes’s definition of any name, which Mill
himeelf bad sccepted in the first section of the same chapter.
According to that, a name is ‘s word taken a pleasure to serve for
» mark which may raise in our mind a thought like to some
thought we had before’. Being & word ‘akes at pleasare, it can
have hsd originally no meaning®; else that meaning would have
restricted our choice. It acquired s meaning when we marked with
it the object which we would have it to signify. And whether we
wish to mark with it an individual object, or & kind of object, makes
so far no difference. All names, whether general or proper, are
as Aristotle called them, ¢wral omuarrial xard ovrthimme?, origin-
ally, and before they are assigned to an object, they are ¢wral only,
scands without meaning. In being assigned to an object, or becoming
marks, they ¢o ipso acquire meaning ; for an unmeaning mark is not
properly a mark at all, though I may of course be ignorant of the
meaning of it. The broad arrow T which is occasionally seen on
gateposts, milestones, &c., is & mark; the traveller would know
that it was not & mere flaw in the wood or stone; he might not
kmow what it meant; but he would know that it meant something.
By enquiry he might learn that it meant that the spot where it was
placed was the precise spot whose height was recorded in that
portion of the ordnance survey. Here the mark is general. But
the mark by which his nurse recognized Odysseus was equally
significant. In its own nature it was a scar, the consequence of a
wound, and not (like s brand) intended as & mark.  Yet this scar
(it precise form and position being taken into account) to those
who had observed it in Odysseus became & mark by which to kmow
him. He had been abeent twenty years, and was changed otherwise
beyond recognition; he was supposed to be dead; but his nurse,
seeing the mark, knew the man before her to be him—knew that
aboat the man before her which otherwise she would not have known.
How can it be said that it was an unmeaning mark for her? And
suppose that instead he had at once told her that he was Odysseus ;

! The case of denvlhu nl.nu is, of course, differe:
- “rtum.lm g signification by Comention'—ds Interp. ii.
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the name would have given her precisely the same information ;
how could the name be unmeaning? The doctrine that proper
names have no conmnotation is refated by every criminal who
sssumes an aliss.!

Proper names, it wes admitted, are not sesigned (ss general
names are employed) on account of their mesning. They only
soquire their meaniog by being sssigned to an object. But in
being assigned to an object they must soquire connotation. The
error which it is important to avoid is that a name can denote
wﬂhfmc wnnohng, for that implies t.hc . t.hmg can be, and be

hed, without any attrib g it. 1 may
fnmo the sound Glamby: it is doubtless nonconnohhn, but
neither does it as yet denote anything. So soon as I give it as
s name to my house or my horse, my dog or my dsughter, it will
denote that thing, and also connote it for me; for here, as in the
case of non-generic abstract terms, we may say that the term
denotes what it connotes. The two kinds of term have important
differences. Proper names are given to individuals; and what the
individual is we can never know completely. proper name
therefore cannot be defined; and s great deal of its connotation
may be eaid to be left as it were in the dark; the name connotes
an individual characterized by all which distinguishes it from
others; but we do not know all that. Practically we may say
that the connotation is anything which enters into our notion of
the individual, and therefore so far as no two men have the mme
knowledge of Glamby, that name will have partially different
connotation for different men. The same remark might be made,
however, in some degree about general names. And if Glamby
were & mark denoting an individual, but connoting nothing, how
should any one whom I told to go to Glamby know whether I sent
him to & person or » place ?

It is bardly necessary to labour the point further. If the
connotation of a name were a fixed and constant meaning, borne by
it in every case of its application, and therefore general, it would
be fairly said that proper names were non-connotative. For they
have no constant meaning, except in reference to the same indivi-
dual; and so far as they belong to several individuals, they are
equivocal. But sn equivocal term is not a term without meaning ;

* CL. Prof. Bosanquet, Essentials of Logic, Lect. v, § 6
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it is & term with more than one meaning., And whatever has
meaning has connotation. The connotation of s proper name can
only be learnt by knowledge, personal or through report, of the
individual denoted ; such report must of course be made by help
of general terms.  But the connotation of & general term is in the
Iast resort learnt through personal acquaintance with or report of
some object of the kind denoted. Only being general it serves
now to convey information sbout individuals without the need
of personal acquaintance.!

[A little further examination of the passage quoted on p. 182
show how thoroughly confused Mill’s account of the matter is.
A connotative name, he says, is one which denotes s subject and
olrl.m an sttribute: & non-connotstive name denotes s subject
ly or an attribute only. He de:rlx intends here to distinguish
between subjects and attributes; by s subject be means an
individual. ¢ By a subject is bere meant anything which possesses
attribates. Thus J'ohn, or London, or England are names which
signify s subject only.” But whether such s subject of ntenbnm
isa bare uncharacterized ¢Aat, and all ita predicates sre
or whether it is  subject of s certain kxd, of which its iurf.her
predicates in_otber categories are to e called the sttributes, Mill
does not say in so many words. The former is, however, implied ;
for the word mas connotes all that makes John & man; sad the
account of substance in the next chapter bears this out. Yet we
are told that fawX is & connotative term because it denotes, e.g.,
slowness in » horse and connotes the hurtfulness of this juhly,

the names of attributes ‘may in some cases be justly considered as
5 for m‘y have attrib
to them’. According to the definition of i urmgwcn

at the outaet, slowness ought to be & lnbjec'. and not an attribute,
if fawlt is connotative.

Mill has confused the logical relation of subject and predicate,
which allows you equally {o say that slowness is & fault and London
is s city, with the metaphysical relaticn of substance and attribute,
also sometimes called the relation of subject and attribute; and h
has not any very coherent view of what he means by a subject

Very often the form even of & proper name gives & clue to the nature or

nmnzty or nx of Lhe objnt denoud and surnames, so far ss they denote
Every ono known too

Mvpnpcrnm-eomewuqmnu neral m mg-C
instance ; and we have all heard of & Dlnl.] come to judgem cnt, ud that
Copuam Hannibali Cannas fuisss. The reader will easlly allow for all such
considerations, none of which n’pon the view mpngned in the text; but
a8 & proper name may be used withoat any such aoquired signification,
question has been argued udlpudutly them.
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ation of ot 1od apeis o the rolation of el to
relation _genus an species from the relation of to
nm lar, or universal to jndividnal Thus terms like whiZs~or

uous are “connotative, because their form implies s subject
(whet.lw s mbda.nca nr not) distinct from whiteness or virtue, of
which they are ymhuud, colour is connotative, while

.'Iuhuuunotbeewn is & genus, and this is an infima

species; cily is connotative, while Londos is mot, because cify is
‘aunl or univereal, and Loxdon is singular or individual]

|‘gor the sake of the curious, & few words may be added on the
ry of the term connotative’. In William of Occam s dis-
tinction is found between abeolute and connotative terms. Absolute
terms have not different pri and secondary significations; ‘nomen
sutem connotativam est illud, quod significat aliquid primario et
aliquid secundario.’” He gives a mnunea relative names (for father
signifies & man, and & certain relation between him and another) :
Dames expressing quumty (since there must be something which
has the quantity): certain other words: v. Prantl, Gesehichte
der , Abe. xix. Anm 831, vol. iii. p. 364, Johsones
Buridanus mid that some terms connote nothing beyond what they
stand for (*nihil connotantes ultra es, pro quibus supponunt’); but
“omnis terminus connotans aliud ab eo, pro quo supponit, dicitar
sppellativas et appellat illud quod connotat per moxurn adiscentis
el, pro quo -nppomt’ ! Thus mews and fxus stand for somethi
which is mine or yours; but they connote or signify further a
“appellant me et te tanquam adiscentes” s-d. ib. n‘lll vol. iv. p. 80).
In the same way elsewhere we are tol ionale’ ¢ connotat
formm substantialem hominis ’ (xx. 282, vol. iv. 68 of. Anm.
9, p. 109). AlhnmdaymmglnnehewmbyOmm
(:b. xix. 917, vol. iii. p. 886) as
snd relative terms; and it is uplnned (lb Aom. 918) that a
wnnohtm or & relative term is one which cannot be defined with-
out refe to one thing p another; thus
the meaning of album is expressed by “aliquid habens albedinem ’ 3
and when by any term lnythg ‘connotatur vel consignificatur, pro
quo tamen talis terminus supponere non potest, quis de tali non
verificatar *°, such » term is connotative or relative. Thnl @ term
was called connotative if it stood for (“ supponit pro’) one t.lung,
Im t signified as well (‘connotat’) something else t it;
Archbishop Whately says (Logic, 1L e. v. § 1, ed. 9, p. 122).

! ie to use J. 8. Mill's terms, it denotes ‘id pro quo supponit
connotes *id quod appellat ", For appellatio cf. Prast), vol. I11. xvii. u('
K::m secundum quam significatum termini potest dici de nhqoomnd.inn

verbo “ut"') Cf. also ib. xiz. 875,

that, e. g, mow can be referred to aa alwm, but not as
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[¢it ““ connotes”, i.e. “notes along with” the object [or implies],
something considered as inherent therein.’ The An:{:bi p suggests
the term atlributire as its equivalent; and though connotative
terms were not all of them sdjectives, since relative terms also
connote, and 80 do terms like  mischisf-maker’ or ¢ pedant’, which
though adjectival in meaning are subetantives in form, yet
adjectives are the principal eﬁ- of connotative terms, in the
ongiml sense of that word.
tation and d ion were thus originally not opposed to

each other, and the terms were by no means equivalent (as they
have come to be treated as being) to intension and extension. And
James Mill, who probably by bis remarks upon the word coanole

some influence in directing his son’s attention to it, says thet
¢ white, in the phrase white Aorse, denotes two things, the colour, and
the horee ; but it denotes the colour primarily, the borse socondarily.
‘We shall find it very convenient to sy, therefore, that it sofes the J/
primary, coanotes the secondary, sigmification’ (dmalysis of lhe
Human Mind, vol. i. p. 84). By the schoolmen it would commonly
have been said to connote the colour, and the primary signification
was that ‘pro quo supponit’. J. S. Mill, in s note to p. 209 of
the same volume, objects to his father’s inversion of the uesge.
Bat he himself, by extending the term coanolative to cover what
the schoolmen called abeolute, and opposed to connotative, names,
introduced s complete alteration into its meaning.

Jokxn and man are both absolute names in Occam’s sense. Man,
10 doubt, according to some (though not according to s nominalist
like Occam) may stand for either an individual or an universal; for
sn individual when I eay this man’, for an universal or species
when I say that man is mortal. (Occam would have said that in
the latter case it stood for all the individvala) But even when
I eay “this man’, meaning” Jobn, the name mas does not denote
two things, man and John ; for John i & man; and if I abetract
from that, John disappears too ; I bave no notion of John as some-
thing with which I can proceed to combine in thought another
thing, viz. man. With whue it is different ; I have a notion of paper,
and a notion of whiteness, and whiteness is no necessary part of my
notion of paper; and so with any other subject of which whiteness
is only an attribute and not the essence. Hence the name white may
be eaid to denote two things, the colour, and that which is eo
ooloured ; for these can be conceived each without the other, as
John and man cannot. James Mill, who thought that objects
were ‘clusters of idess’, and that we gave names sometimes to
clusters (in which case the names were concrete) and sometimes
to » particular ides out of a cluster (in which case they were abstract),
could also eay that while, when predicated of this paper, denoted
two things—the whiteness, and the cluster not including whiteness
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[which I call paper. But Joks only denotes one thing—the cluster of
ideas which make Jobn; and mas ouly one thing, the cluster
of ideas common to John snd Peter. J. S. Mill, however, distin-
guished what is common to John and Peter from Jobn or Peter,
and eaid not indeed that mam denoted two things, but that it
denoted oneand connoted the other. But if he had been asked what
Jobn, the gubject, was as distinct from man, his attribute, he
would either have had to smy that he was not something different
from man, any more than slowness is eomething different from
» fault, though faw/ was also held by him to denote oe thing and
to connote another; or that John was just the uncharacterized
subetance, in which those attributes inhered, the unknown subject ;
or elee that he was what remained of the concrete individual when
his humanity had been left out of his nature. None of these
answers would be very eatisfactory. Again, colowred is connotative,
in the original meaning of that word, because it is predicable, esy
of & horse, and to be a horse is something else than to be coloared ;
in J. 8. Mill’s usage, because it is predicable of brown, though to be
brown is to be coloured. Mill treats as two, when he opposes & term’s
denotation to its connotation, things like John and man, brown and
colour, whereof the latter is simply the universal realized in the
former, and the former mﬂ\mci without the latter: as well as
things like horse and colour, which are conceptually two. Orig'insll{,
only a name that was predi of hing thus ptual
» distinct thing from the sttribute implied by predicating it was
called connotative; and it is only where there are thus conceptually
two things, together indicated by the name, that the word connotative
has any sppropriateness.

(Ct. also on the history of the word Cossotative » note in Minto's
Logic, p. 46




CHAPTER VII
OF THE PROPOSITION OR JUDGEMENT

A aENERAL scquaintance with the matare of the judgement or
proposition has been hitherto assumed. It would be impossible for
Logic to be written, or if written to be understood, unless the acts
of thought which it investigates were already in a way familiar; for
Logic arises by reflection upon the modes in which we already think
of things. Now judgement is the form in which our thought of
things is realized, and it is only.in judgement that we form concepta.
The varieties of the concept, as they are distinguished in the doctrine
of terms, the different relations of one concept to another which
form the basis of the distinction of predicables, would be unintelligibk
unless it were realized that, in the first instance, concepts come before
us only as elements in & judgement. They live, as it were,in a,
medium of continuous judging and thinking ; it is by an effort that
we isolate them, and considering subject and predicate severally by
themselves ask in what relstion one stands to the other, whether
they are positive or negative, abstract or concrete, singular or general,
and so forth. Withoat presuming some knowledge of this medinm
in which they live it would be of as little use to discuss terms, as it
would be to discuss the styles of Gothic architecture without
presuming some knowledge of the nature of space.

‘We must now consider more closely what judgement is, and what
varieties of judgement there are that concern Logic—i.e. varieties
arising in the manner of our judging abont any subject, not in the
matter which we judge of.!

A general definition of judgement raises many metaphysical
problems, which cannot be fully discussed in such » work as this.
But a few things may be pointed ont about it.

1 This antithesis must not be pressed too far, as was pointed out above,
o.i, pp-5-7. Tn regard it as absolute, as if what we judged of made no
difference to the manner of jndqia‘. is the error of those who attempt

to treat Logic as & ‘ purely formal® science. But I do not think that, wil
this caution, the statement in the text need mislead.
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Every judgement makes an assertion, which must be either true or
false. 'l‘hu eqmnty of trut.h or falsehood is the pomllur distinction
of j ically by the i ive mood.
Inpent:vu, aphun-, uolnmnnom, and interrogations are not
judgements as they stand, though they imply the power of judging.
I eay unto this man “Come ”,and be cometh.’” Here the indicative
sentence ‘ I ey unto this man ““ Come ”’ may be true or false, the
indicative sentence ¢ Ho cometh’ may be true or false, and both
these are judgements ; but we cannot ask of the imperative ‘ Come’,
is it false or true P—it is not » judgement. Again the question ‘Art
thou he that tronbleth Israel ?” is not a judgement ; it is not iteelf
true or false, but enquires whether the judgement implied is true or
false. An optative, as in the line ‘ Mine be & cot beside the rill’, is
not as it stands » judgement; it could hardly be met with the
rejoinder ‘ That ’s true’, or * That ’ ; if it were, and we were to
ask ‘ What is true?’ or ‘What is & lie?’ the answer would be
*That you really wish to live in & cot beside the rill’; so that,
although an assertion is implied about the wishes of the person
speaking, it is not so expressed in the optative. Exclamations msy
in like manner imply an assertion which they do not express, as
when we say ‘Strange !’ or ‘ Incredible!” They may also be mere
modes of expressing feeling, like an action and gesture; and in
such cases, though eomething doubtless ‘ passes in the mind’, the
exclamation can hardly be regarded as an attempt at asserting!
anything. It is not, however, necessary to go into any subtleties;
the same grammatical form may indicate different acts of mind, and
the same act of mind be indicated by different grammatical forms;
“Let the king live for ever’ may be called imperative or optative :
¢ Angels and ministers of grace defend us,” imperative, optative, or
exclamatory : ‘ I would that I were dead,’ optative or indicative. It
is enough for us to realize that a judgement being an sssertion,
capable of truth and falsehood, the fall and proper expression of it
is in the indicative mood.

4 judgement makes ons assertion ; an assertion is one, when there
is one thing said of one thing—1y xa8 i»ds, ie. when the subject is

7 The reasoning which would make all .xd.uuou imply » judgement
‘was extended to actions by Wollaston, when in ligion of Nature
Ddh:-d be regarded all wrongdoing ss & puhnlu mode of telling
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one, and the predicate one; thoagh the subject and predicate may
be complex to any degree. Thus it is one judgement that ‘ The last
rose of summer is over and fled’; but two that ‘Jack and Jill are
male and female’; for the latter is equivalent to ‘Jack is male
and Jill is female” ; one thing is asserted of Jack and another of
Jill; there is one grammatical sentence, but two judgementa.

Subject and predicate are terms which have already been explained,
as that about which something is asserted, and that which is asserted
sbout it. A judgement is often said to be composed of three parts,
subject, yrdlu&e and ooyu.l.l the mpuh bmng the verb nbthnhve,
“in, dael, ex, il though p
Logio books by the mathematical sign of than, =. We my
consider at this point the nature and function of the copuls, and the
propriety of thus reckoning it as & third member of & judgement.

Common speech does not always employ the copula. Take the
line It comes, it comes ; oh, rest is sweet’.! Herein the judgement
“Rest is sweet.’, we bave subject (rest), predicate (nweet) and copula
all severally present; whereas in the judgement ‘It comes’, we have
the subject (iZ, referring to the omnibus), and for copula and predicate
together the one word, comes. But that word contains what is said
aboat the omnibus (for it is said to be coming,as rest is said to be
sweet) ; and it also contains, in the inflexion, a sign that this is said
about a subject ; and the judgement may, if we like, be put in & form
that exhibits predicate and copuls separately, viz. it is coming’. It
is true that such a change of verbal expression may sometimes change
the sense; it is not the same to sy ‘ bo plays the violin’,and to say
‘be is playing the violin’; we must use a periphrasis, and sy,
“he is one who plays the violin’, or ‘he is a violinist’. But it is
clear that the copula is present as much in the proposition  he plays
the violin’ as in the proposition ‘be is & violinist’; just as it is
present alike in thought, whether I say Beats immacwlati is via or
Beati sunt immaculati in via. The inflexion of the predicate verb, or
the inflexion of the predicate adjective together with the form and
balance of the sentence, replaces or renders superfluous the more
precise exhibition of the copula; it is, however, always understood,
and if we set down the subject and predicate in symbols whose
meaning is helped out by no inflexion, we naturally expresms it. We
symbolize the judgement generally by the form ‘4 is B’; we may
1 C. 8. Calverley, Lines on the &, John's Wood Omnibue.

L
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write it ‘4 B’, but that is an abbreviation ; to write it ‘4 = B’ is
an error.

If the copula is thus present, openly or surreptitiously, in every
judgement, what is its function, and can it be regarded as one of
three parts composing s judgement? Its function is to exprems
that the subject and predicate are brought into the unity of s
judgement : that the predicate is asserted of the subject, and that
the subject is qualified by the predicate. 1 may think of property
and Imythnknfmbbery hn.haymynmspnmmy
thought—eubjects d, like breakfast and &
morning’s work ; if T -ytht'prvpertyu robbery’, T show that
they are not unconnected concepts, to my thinking, but that one
qualifies the other.

Ts the copuls then » third member in the judgement, distinet from
subject and predicate? Strictly speaking, no. For two terms are
Dot subject and predicate, except in the judgement; and the act
of judging, whereby they become sabject and predicate, is already
taken into account in calling them subject and predicate; it ought
not therefore to be reckoned over again in the copuls. In the verbal
expression of judgement, which we call & proposition, the copuls
may fairly be called a third and distinet member; but the whole
proposition ¢ 4 is B’ expresses & single act, in which though we may
distinguish subject and predicate from the predicating, we cannot
distinguish them from it as we can from one another. In our
thought, the copuls is the synthesis (or linking) of judgement : it is
the form of the act, as distinguished from subject and predicate,
which are the matter. In our language, the copula is & word nsed
to express the performance of that act.

Ts it of any consequence how that act is expressed—(1) whether
by an inflexion or by an independent word; (2) if the latter, whether
by the verb substantive or some different word or sign (such as the
mathematical sign of equality) P

(1) Every judgement is analymble into subject and predicate;
though in the act of judgement we recognize their unity, yet they
are also distinguished ; and the predicate may in its turn become &
subject of thonght. The separation of the sign of predication from
the predicate (as in the proposition ‘ He is & violinist’, compared
with ¢ He plays the violin ') frees the predicate, as it were, from its
immersion in the present judgement. If therefore we wish to set
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out & judgement in & form that lholl d-rly whtuﬂunb]mc,
and what the predicate, easch sep

‘word is better, ulngnofprdmnon,thnmmﬂmon. For the
purposes of & logical example, we should prefer to express a judge-
ment in & form that shows this; but it would be pedantry to do it,
where, owing to the idiom of the language, it perverts the sense;
and we do not need to do it st all when we have no such need to
extricate the predicate.

(2) Different languages agres to use the verb substantive, or
verb of existence, as the tign of predication: Homo svm, I am
s man : Cogilo, ergo swm, 1 think, therefore I am.! The use of the
verb of existence as copuls suggests that every judgement predisates
existonce, that if I sy that ‘ government is & science’, I declare not
only that it is & science, but that it is or exists ; on the other hand,
the content of many judgements seems to negative this ides; if I
sy that ‘s griffin is & fabulous monster’, or that € Queen Anne is
dead’, I do not assert that a grifin or that Queen Anne exists.
Hmmhnhﬂly-dhtﬁov«b‘bh'i--m

ivocal term Y imes to signify exist and some-
hnutongm!yynduﬁon with no more identity of meaning in
these two uses, than there is between esf = ‘is’ and erf = ‘eats’?
From this it would follow, that there is no special appropristeness in
m‘thvubtohuagno(pndmtm: rather than any other

v

sign.

Yet if there were no special appropriateness in the verb to be, as
the sign of predication, it is strange that so many languages should
have agreed to use it. The case seems to be thus: that every
judgement does imply existence, but not necessarily the existence of
the subject of the sentence. The distinguishing characteristic of
» judgement is, as we have seen, that it is true or false. With the
false we need not here concern ourselves; for the man who makes
a judgement, unless he says what he does not really think, smys
what he thinks to be true, and therefore intends to declare the truth.
All judgements therefore, besides affirming or denying a predicate
of & subject, afirm themselves as true. But a judgement which
1 Propositions in which the verb of existence was predicats used to be

called propositions secundi adiscentie; and those vhah bad sgme other
ptdmuovhen the verb to be was present or implied as copula oaly, were

riti llﬂld
R N Lo e
L3
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affirms itaelf as true claims to express, 8o far as it goes, the natare
of things, the facts, or the reality of the universe. In doing this it
may be said to imply existence, not of its grammatical subject, but
of the whole matter of fact ssserted in it.

When I say that a griffin is & fabulous monster, I do not afirm
that griffins exist like pigs and cows. But my judgement implies
the existence of a mass of fable,in which griffins have their place as
fables too. If there were no fables, I could not eay that griffin
were fabulous; but fables are an element in reality—i.e. in the
totality of what is real—no less than pige and cows. Agsin, when
I say that Queen Anne is dead, I do not afirm the present existence
of Queen Anne; I do affirm her existence in the past; and the
copals therefore still has the meaning of existence. It may be
ssked why it should be in the present temse, when the existence
meant is past. The answer is, first, that the predicate corrects this
80 far as is necessary ; but secondly, that the past (like fable) bas
 kind of existence. If Iam the same to-day as I was yesterday,
then I do somehow unite in me at once the present and the past;
the past has ceased to be present, but it still somehow belongs to
me. What is true of me is true of others, and of reality as & whole.
Its history is in time; but it is one through that history; and the
past belongs to it now, as well as the present. Queen Anne does
not exist now; but that exists now, in whose past the life and desth
of Queen Anne bave their place. They belong to the whole system
of things which we call the universe; therein they exist, and
only in belonging to it can they or anything else exist. The moon,
if it had no place there, would not be; neither would justice, nor the
triangle ; though these different things play different parts in the
whole.!

Every judgement then that I make claims to declare some portion
of the whole truth that is to be known about the universe: in what
form (so far as its purview goes) the universe exists. Hence it is no

' Bome writers have used the notionof s
the fou'oln‘ contention. In the whole
wnd Roussean's conception of savages ir pl
-u(umlu which are .bo Rousseau's conceptio

arages thom.lm lt is said that thees are different ‘universes’
of dnooum nnd thnr:.rlvpdhvu which do not asert the existence of
myt.huu in the mate; niverss may assert it in some other. ‘The royal

©of China has five olaws ‘—I do not afirm ite on-tn in the universe
of wlogy. bat in that of Chinese heraldic design. Cf

iverse of discourse’ to ex)
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accident that the verb of existence is employed to express the
sct of judgement. I may entertain a concept, say that of Public
Schools ; I may think of them as tending to stifle originality in
boys, but without deciding in my mind whether they do 8o or not;
w0 far, the complex concept of public achools as tending to stifle
originality in boys floats as it were before my mind, but it is not
declared to express the facts; if I judge, one way or the other, that
publio echools do or do not tend to etifle originality in boys, then
1 believe that my notion of them expresses them as they are—that
it is no mere notion of mine, bt the character of the real school-
world ; and to express that & combination of which I think is real
and true, I use the verb to be. Public achools are liable (or not
liable) to etifle originality in boys, because the liability (or non-
lisbility) of public schools to do so ie, or exists.

It will be observed that in the last paragraph the copula was
id to imply, not to pradicale, existence. For existence by itself is
not & significant predicate, as we have already seen, and therefore
cannot strictly speaking be predicated. We may ask, for example,
whether griffins exist, as we may ask whether ostriches fly; but
whereas in the latter case the subject is sssumed to exist, and the
question is whether it possesses & certain predicate, in the former case
‘we do not aseume that there sre griffins, and enquire whether they
possess the predicate of existence. Their existence would consist
in being griffins, and not merely in being; and to ssk whether
griffine exist is to ask whether anything existing has the character
intended by the term grifin. The existent is thus assumed as the
subject of our judgement, snd the judgement claims to declare ita
nature; we do not assume its nature as a subject of which to
predicate existence. Hence it has been eaid that reality is the
ultimate subject of every judgement. A judgement as s whole
always bas s content—the concept of the subject ss qualified by the
to: and this content is believed not to be & mere idea
entertained by the person judging, but to be true, i.e. to be the
nature of the resl ; and all true judgements are true together, because
reality is manifold, and each judgement seizes some portion of its
nature. To ask, Can I make such and such & judgement? is to
ask whether reality is correctly apprehended (in part) in the concept
of such s subject o qualified. To make the judgement is to
rehend reality in that way, to afirm of it the content of the
judgement ; and it is because of this reference to realily involved in
every jud, t we use in ing a jud the verb
o

1¢
This view that reality is the uifimafe wubject of every judge-
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[ment must not, however, be understood to mean that it is the
logical subject, or be taken as destroying the foroe of the lngul
ZRCtn Sed s v i,
jects, the tnnm
or metaphysical. That the logical subject is not the same as the
grammatical subject of the sentence is resdily apprehended. The
pn hon‘Bd.hdomdleathpu il” may be an answer either
e question ‘ What dilates the papil?’ or ’Whu do you know
vfbdhdomf’ In either case the grammatical subject is bells-
donna ; bat the logical subject is in :.hﬁornnr«-a'ddnhngth
popil’; that is what we are thinking about, and about that the
oo blons il o 0 e
u., e jeot is the j
mfo:sa us that it produces this effect. This distinction of

we ,f.!:o hnmenmuthcl subject may be very vague,
- 32‘::'.. my i raina” o it s bot . Bat subject and predcats
together may qumz:::t.hmg further. This is easily seen when
the subject is an al * Jealousy is & violent emotion’:
jealousy may be the logical subject here, but it only exists in those
who are jealous. It is not then the ultimate subject, for it can in
tumn be predicated of something else. Some have thought (snd
this seems to have been Aristotle’s opinion) that there was no single
metaphysical subject, but as many as there are concrete individuala.
And in the Cafegories® he defines the concrete individual as that
which can neither be predicated of nor inhere in anything further.?
But the doctrine vhmf:.m‘ke- na.ug the nlt};\ma; nlgeet of
every judgement holds that in & sense the metaphysical subject is
Alw?y'ouudthe-mn ie. that there can be only one real
system, to which all judgements refer, and which they all contribate
to determine tndquhf!" That a particular thing should exist or
be real means that it nupheemumqm and what is
called the exi whose predicate

:TPHLMI:M tiato o
t is troe that a sin, term may appear as predicate of  judgemest,
u,lvnnnple.xfn uy"l'htm'pu t is Homer' o:"’ﬁ.m

‘waa Adam °. huenulmueneud.lm auhn:on]y

hl.ly Mm, or mard A

mesza that the concreia individual dos not raily qualify or belong to what

figures as its uubhoct, but that because thess two come togetber, or
becanse it befalls Homer to be the greatest opic poet, and Adam to have
been the first man, therefore you can ssy that o\u u the other, as you can
also sy that & grammarian is s musician when the two charscters eom-«
in one individual, though ‘musician’ is not 'N bn s gmmariaa
sy more than Homer s what baing the greatest epis post in, or Adam

what being the first man is. In fact, when we enunciate such judgements
a4 these, wo cannot Mlpﬂmo-nuumomnhnlo“he predicate as
qualified by what figures as subject.
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[is the verb to h,lnﬁhcuuohom‘—um’Sutqm non
nb.nt, est qui non carst habere’, or ‘Before Abrabam was,

of the one lyntm of reality. The conune
ofnmmmnl) ent cannot indeed be predicated of reality
("R Y they or attribute. When 1 say that jealousy is & violent
emotion, I think of it as an attribute of jealons men; when
I say “Est qui non carst habere’, I do not think of Horace as an
attribute of reality. Nwenhd-, his existence is bound up. with
the existence of the whole universe; the universe of muf.y u
found (whn we think the matter out) to be yruuppoud by th
existential judgement ws much as by any other; though in
ltma-ppuuhbcﬁmwmdmmlmd:m and
therefore not asumed in the subject, yet this cannot represent
the true course of our thought. We could make no judgement at
all, if we did not presume s reality about which it was made.
Even the negative existential—‘Joseph is not, and Simeon is
not’—implies this; for not to be means to have no place in that
which is.

‘We are indeed accustomed to think of things and asif
each were com lat-eudmd‘padndy real; and in that case, the
metaphysioal nb;ect of any judgement would be some concrete
individual or other. The doctrine we are considering carries the
quastion further, and holds that what is predicated of the concrete
mdlndulunottm.ofhmm:;mplehmhtmnhvmnudu and
therefore that he is not, metaphysically speaking, or in the last
l-vrt,thc subject of which it is true. There is no desire to deny

s relative independ or to pretend that the
nlnnn of attributes or universals to the concrete individual is
the same relation as that of an individual to the system of reality
which includes him. The judgement ‘Jealousy is s violeat
-not::“lu':bbaufzuﬁs;mmhl theonm;uh;wtm
the I ject of the j ent ; I may express it, for example,
by -ymg thu]nlou men are violent in their Julou-y I cannot

the existential judgement, or any other in which the

Ioglul subject is already s concrete term, as to make Reality the
logical subject instead. But it is the metaphysical subject in the
sense that it is presupposed and referred to even in those judge-
ments. We cannot maintain the view that the metaphysical mb;u:t
ot uvory ]nd.gnmt udny: in the last resort s particular individual.
Doubtless is ouly seen in

f.hnhvelof mn, but, it is seen in the lives not of this and that
man singly but of the community to which they belong. We
have to think of men as forming & system and an unity, if we are
to give meaning to s judgement like this. What is contended is,
that all judgements mvolu us in the thought of one all-embracing
system of reality, whose nature and constitution none can express
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L:;g]euly, though each true judgement declares s part of it.
as has been eaid before, cannot be rigidly separated from
metaphysics; indeed, it derives its chief importance from its
connexion therewith. If it had merely to work out the scheme of
syllogistic inference, and such-like matters, the problem which the
Euat note bas m-ad would be superfluous; but it investigates

we think; and whether we must think of the universe as
a sum of independent reals or as & system is s fundamental
problem.]

In the act of judgement, the subject® with which we start is
modified or enlarged by the predicate, and in that form declared to
be real. We end with the subject with which we began, differently

ived? A synthesis, and the affirmation of the result for real,
are common features of every judg t, and the copuls exp
them always, and so far has always the same meaning. Whatever
sign be wsed, whether an inflexion, or the verb substantive, or the
‘mathematical symbol for equality, or anything else, this synthesis,
and the affirmation of the result for real, must be means. The verb
o 3¢ paturally lends iteelf to this meaning. The mathematical
symbol of equality has a different meaning ; it is not a sign of pre-
dication, but an incomplete predicate; it implies, of one thing,
quantitative identity with some other. If I say 4 = B, the predicate
is not B but ‘equal to B”: the special force of the sign ‘="is  equal
to’; T must still perform in thought the act of predication, whether
Imy 4 is equal to B, or 4 is the first letter of the alphabet; and
if = were adopted as the sign of predication, the equation 4 = B
(which means A i equal to B) must be written 4 = = B.
A judgement then contains subject and predicate; subject
' m m- that a..my is the ultimate metag! yud subject of judgement

is of to all readers of Ir ley’s or Professor
¢ logical el work,
. Togical subject.
* Bigwart has pointed ont that the movement of Lhowln inaj mnt
is different for s speaker communicating information and for
The speaker knows the whole fact, -ben hestarts put,hn. {vrmd ono upeet
of it in the subject. and with the other by

sdding the predicata: i | sy Tua bok ook & lonI‘ um to write ', the

hole fat i present o my mind i ita unity before 1 begin spenking.” To
Bearer 1 present & sabject of thought, « this book, which awaits sap.
entation: to him the predicate comes ss new information, which he
now to combine with the conospt of the subject hitherto formed by kim.

fiet, and in retrorpect.

ho bas complated it, of asalyeit; to u-puhntum.ctoflnl.lmﬂm

aad in retrospect " when complated it, & aynthecis by which he

erans i ehle Tues trom which B sated v. Logic, § 5.
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and predicate in their combination are declared true of the real. To
the words which signify the subject and the predicate separutely is
added & word which signifies that they are combined as subject and
predicate one of the other in & judgement. This word is called the
copuls ; it may be omitted in speech or writing, or be replaced by
an inflexion; but the act of thought which it indicates cannot be
omitted, if there is to be a judgement. This act, however,is not
 part of the judgement in the same way that subject and predicate
are. It is the act or form of judging, and they are the matter
judged. Hence it is, at least generically, the eame, while subject
and predicate change; and for this reason the scheme of & judge-
ment ‘4 is B’ represents subject and predicate by symbols, but
retains the ¢ copula’ itself. We write 4 and B for subject and
predicate !, because they represent indifferently any subject and
predicate, being themselves none; we write ‘is’, and not another
symbol in its place, because whatever be the subject and predicate,
the act of judgement is, generically, the same.

The act of judgement is, however, only generically the same in
every judgement ; it is the same in so far as it involves a synthesis
of subject and predicate, and affirms the result of that synthesis for
real. It may differ in the nature of the synthesia of subject and
predicate. If therefore we speak of judgement as 8 common form
realized, for every difference in the subject and predicate, in different
matter, we must admit that there are also differences in the common
form. This was pointed out in the firet chapter, as precluding what
is called & purely formal trestment of Logic. We caunot study the
form of thought with no reference to its content, because on the
nature of the content depends in part the form. Having got some
notion of the form of judgement, so far as it is always one and the
same, we must now proceed to consider some of the variations of
which it is susceptible, so far as these belong to its form, and not
merely to the content. Differences that belong merely to the
content (as between the judgements ‘men are animals’ and ‘ roses
are plants’) we can of course ignore.

* Of course any other indifferent symbols will serve, such as X and ¥ oz
Sand P.



CHAPTER VIII
OF THE VARIOUS FORMS OF THE JUDGEMENT

Jupemuznts have for long been commonly distinguished acoord-
ing to Quantity, Quality, Relation, and Modality.

In respect of quantity, judgements are said to be either singalar,
or wsiceraal, or pame-ln But the diffarences st the bottom of
this distinction are not in reality purely quantitative, though they
bave sometimes been represented as being eo.

The eubject of & judgement may be either a singular term like
“Socrates’ or ‘Caesar’ or ‘the present Cabinet’, or & common
term like ‘man’ or ‘triangle’. In the former case, the judgement
is aleo called singular. In the latter, the judgement may afirm
or deny the predicate of the subject either univermlly, i.e. in every
case, e.g. ‘ All equilateral triangles are equiangular’, * Nemo omni-
bus horis eapit’ : in which case it is called universal ; or partially,
i.e. in particular cases, or of a part of the subject, only, e. g. ‘ Some
larkspurs are perennial’, ¢ Some snimals cannot swim’: in which
case it is called particular.

By » part of the subjeot is meant here a logical part, i.e. some
instanoces or species included in the extension of the subject ’, some
part of all that it denotes; thus when I say that some larkspurs
sre perennial, I mean some species of that genus: when I say that
some animals cannot swim, I mean some species of animal, or some
individuals of some species. Now the singular, ynrtiwhr, lnd
universal ji may be rep d as referring
toanlnd.mdul to‘prtof.eh-,mduthovholoofuch-,n
to one, some and all of a certain number. Or since an individual
is ineapable of logical division, and a singulsr term, as denoting
one individual, cannot refer to lees than all that it denotes, singular
judgements may be ranked with universal judgements, and con-
trasted with particular: both the former referring to the whole of

1 Cf. infre, p. 159, 0. 1.
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what their subjects denote, while the Iatter refers to & part only.
Weoaball see later, n dealing with syllogism, that singular judge-
-ments may for certain purposes be treated as if they were universal,
because they equally render possible certain inferences. But st
present it is important rather to realize that such attempts to treat
mumbd'muﬂlnpmmlumdmvu‘l or
singular + universal and icular, as merely q do
not do justice to the differences in the thought contained in
them.

Ah‘mlwhohereh-(ilwe aro 'a g\n it M mo)
we have alresdy seen—ill
It unﬁhummcy,wdnutymmnguuwghm‘lwhmhm
different. 1t may form the subject of our thought and of our
jodgement ; but it differs from an individual not as all from one of
a collection, which would be s quantitative diffarence, but rather
notionally, as what is universal from what is individual. The
difference between singular and universal judgements is therefore
Dot essentially quantitative. Again, the individuals contained
within s class are not, as individuals, an unity butlenlhohon,
between some and all of this collection the diff
bntthnumtthcpmpardl!meabntmnpmmlum
an univerml judgement, for the universal judgement regards
primarily the class as kind, and not as s totality oiindiﬁdnd; -
‘The difference therefore between particular and univereal j
is Dot -m.u\ly thm:n. On t.ha other hand, the d.tﬁma
between indi l and judg: is often i
A criticism of the forms in which language expresses ndgm‘nh
of these different types will throw further light on what has just
been said.

It is common to indicate an universal judgement by the words

The Aristotelian division (or rather Platomic—for it occars in Plato’s
isicus) of pohuol constitutions is another example in which differences

ly quuutnm have been presented under a quantitative form.
A lonnh said to differ accord-

‘Aristotle does not put forward any purely quantitative dirision of
Jnd‘vnonu (cf. de Interpr. vii. 17% 88 iwsl 0" eovi 78 par muBbhov vév wpayjurer

iaaevor—ince of things wome ars gaivemal sod wme serertl,
thouh in erponndm‘ the syllogiem in the Prior Anelytics he often hy-
stress on the quant huu implications of the contrast between universal an
particular judgemen!
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all or mo (sone) prefixed to the subject, sccording as the judge-
ment is affirmative or negative; a particular judgement by the
word some, similarly prefixed ; these are called signs or marks of
quantity. The idiom of langusge will indeed often express a
univereal judgement in other ways; we can say Mas is mortal, as
well as A/l men are mortal: A barometer will not work in a vacusm,
as well as No barometer will work im 6 vacuwm. But in the absence
of & mark of quantity, it is not alwaye clear whether a judgement
is meant to be universal or particular; if I say Women are jealous,
4 flower is a Beawtiful ofject, I need not mean all flowers, or all
women, Precision requires the quantity of a judgement to be
expressly indicated : particularly where (as in logical examples) the
judgement is taken out of context and we lack the help which
context often affords us in divining the writer's intention ; and st
least where the subject is in the plural®, the words aZ, sone, some
are appropristed to that service. A Judgeme.ne mthanl. any mark
oithtyu hnically known as an because
it is not clear whether the whole, or only a part, of the extension
of the subject is referred to, and so the scope of the judgement is
undetermined ; the examples just given, Fomen are jealons, A flower
i¢ @ deantiful olyject, ave therefore indefinite judgemente.
At the same m.ne, the words o/l and some, as signs of the
lity of & j have disad of their own.
For a judgement i is really universal, when the subject is universal
or general, and the predicate attaches to the subjeot (or is excluded
from it) necessarily ; but if it is found to attach to the subject (or
to be excluded from it) in every existing instance without any
necessity that we know of, we use the same expressions, aZ snd
sone. Thus we may say that No American poct atande in the
JSirst rank, or that AU the Fremch ministries are short-l
neither of these is really an universal judgement. Each is a jud,
ment made about & number of individuals : it states an historical
M snd not & u:mmﬁo truth. It vou!d b. convenient to call such
*or ; for they reslly
collect in one the statements which muy be nudn about every

* A form like ‘Man is mortal” is clearly mvvr-l but represented in
symbols it wil) not ulmhlnonlly dhow ita universal

1 Cr. Bmu.y- Logic, BE. L. c. 1. §§ a-.nus ln J. Table of Contents
be speakn of * oollec yments
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instance of & certain class, and make their assertion on the strength
not of any conceptual necessity, but of an enumeration.

‘We must of course distinguish the question whether a judgement
is meant as universal, from the question whether we have a right
to enunciate it universally. If instesd of sying A¥ te French
ministrics are shori-lived (where the article /de ebows that I am
referring to all of & certain number of things), I were to sy 4%
French minisiries are ahori-bived, it might be contended that the
judgement no longer referred to individuals or instances, but
affirmed & necessary character of French ministries as such. In
trath the statement is not clear, and a man would have to ask me,
whether I meant it as an historical summary, or an universal truth ;
but the ambiguity of the statement is the very point to be noticed ;
for the two interpretations indicate the diff between a merely
enumerstive, and & true universal, judgement. If w