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ADVERTISEMENT.

in the present edition, a few insertions, and alterations of expression,
m some places, have been introduced. In this and in the preceding
edition, several passages have been transferred from the places they
formerly ocoupis@g@ed ¢Yis 3Mh appeared more suitable. And a brief,
but, I trust, clear exposure has been added (in Inirod. § 4, and B. IV,
Ch. I. § 1, 2) of the untenable character of some objections which have
been of late years revived, in n somewhat new form, against the utility
of Science generally,—against the syllogistic theory,—and against the
explanations given in this treatise, of reasoning from Induction.

These answers (and also additional remarks on some of the same points,
in § 4 of the Introduction to the *‘ Elements of Rhetoric’’) have been
before the Public now some years; and as no attempt at a reply has
been made, even in subsequent editions of the very works containing the
objections, a strong presumption is thus afforded of the soundness of my
views.

The reader is to observe that the angular [brackets] denote that the
word so enclosed is equivalent in meaning to that which precedes it.
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TO
RIGHT REVEREND EDWARD COPLESTON, D.D.

LORD BISHOP OF LLANDAFF,

&c. &e.

My Dear Lorbp,

To enumerate the advantages I have derived from your instructions
both in regular lectures and in private conversation, would be needless-to
those acquainted with the parties, and to the Public, uninteresting. My
object at present is simply to acknowledge how greatly I am indebted to
you in respect of the present Work ; not merely as having originally
umparted to me the principles of the Science, but also as having contri-
buted remarks, explanations, and illustrations, relative to the most
important points, to so great an amount that I can hardly consider myself
as the Author of more than half of such portions of the treatise as are
not borrowed from former publications. I could have wished, indeed, to
acknowledge this more explicitly, by marking with some note of distinc-
tion those parts which are least my own. But I found it could not
be done. In most instances there is something belonging to each of us ;
and even in those parts where your share is the largest, it would not be
fair that you should be made responsible for anything that is not entirely
your own. Nor is it possible, in the case of a Science, to remember
distinctly how far one has been, in each instance, indebted to the
suggestions of another. Information, as to matters of fact, may easily
be referred in the mind to the person from whom we have derived it : but
scientific truths, when thoroughly embraged, become much more a part
of the mind, as it were ; since they rest, not on the authority of the
instructor, but on reasoning from data, which we ourselves furnish ;!
they are scions engrafted on the stems previously rooted in our own soil ;
and we are apt to confound them with its indigenous pr&ductions.

Y 8ee B.IV. Ch. IL § L.
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You yourself also, I have reason to believe, have forgotten the greater
part of the assistance you have afforded in the course of conversations on
the subject; as I have found, more than once, that ideas which I
distinctly remembered to have received from you, have not been reé‘(';g-
nized by you when read or repeated. As far, however, as I can recollect,
though there is no part of the following pages in which I have not, more
or less, received valuable suggestions from you, I believe you have
contributed less to the Analytical Outline, and to the Treatise on Fal-
lacies, and more, to the subjomed Dissertation, than to the rest of the
Work.

I ¢ake this opportunity of publicly declaring, that as, on the one hand
you are not responsible for any thing contained in this Work, so, on th
other hand, should you ever favour the world with a publication of you
own on the subject, the coincidence which will doubtless be found in i
with many things here brought forward as my own, is not to be regarde
ss any indication of plagiarism, at least on your side

Believe me to be,
My dear Lord,

Your obliged and attectionate
Pupil and Friend.
BICHARD WHATELY



PREFACE.

Tae following Treatise contains the substance of the Article ¢ Loeic”
in the Kncyclopedia Metropolitana. It was suggested to me that a
separate publication of it might prove acceptable, not only to seme who
are not subscribers to that work, but alse to severs] who are; butwho,
for convenience of reference, would prefer a more portable volume. In
fact a number of individuals had actually formed a design (prevented
only by this publication) of joining together to have the article reprinted
for their own private use.

I accordingly revised it, and made such additions, chiefly in the form
of Notes, as I thought Likely to inciease its utility.

When applied to to contribute the Article, I asked and obtained
permission from Dr. Copleston (now Bishop of Llandaff) to make use of
manuscripts compiled in great measure from what I had heard from him
in conversations on the subject, or which he had read to me from his
common-place book, interspersed with observations of my own. These
manuseripts I had drawn up and was in the habit of employing, for the
use of my own pupils.

In throwing them into a form suitable for the Encyclopedia, and in
subsequently enlarging the Article into the present volume, I hse taken
without scruple whatever appeared most valuable from the -vorks of
former writers ; especially the concise, but in general accurate, freatise
of Aldrich. But while I acknowledge my obligations to my predecessors,
of whose labours I have largely availed myself, I do not profess to be
altogether satisfied with any of the treatises that have yet appeared ; ror
have I accordingly judged it any unreasonable presumption to point cut
vhat seem to me the errors they contain. #Indeed, whatevar deference an
Author may profess for the authority of those who have preceded him,
the very circumstance of his publishing a work on the same subject,
proves that he thinks theirs open to improvement. In censuring, how-
ever, as I have had occasion to do, several of the doctrine$ and explana-
tions of logical writers, and of Aldrich in particular, I wish it to be
understood that this is not from my having formed a low estimatg of the
werite of the Compendium drawn up by the éuthor just mengioned, but,

B
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on the contrary, from 1ts popularity, (it being the one commonly used at
Oxford)—from the impossibility of noticing particularly all the points
u which we ajree,—and from the consideration that errors are the
more carefully to be p:inted out in proportion to the authority by which
they are sanctioned. -

I have to acknowledge assistance received from several frionds who
have at various times suggested remarks and alterations. But I cannot
avoid parficularizing the Rev. J. Newman, Fellow of Oriel Colleg=, who
acwuaily composed a considerable portion of the work as it now stands,
from manuscripts not designed for publication, and who is the original
author of several pages. Some valuable illustrations of the importance
of attending to the ambiguity of the terms used in Political Economy,
were turnished by the kindness of my friend and former pupil, Mr. Senior,
of Magdalen College, and now Master in Chancery, who preceded me in
the office of Professor of Political Economy at Oxford, and afterwards
was appointed to the same at King’s College, London. They are printed
m the Appendix. But the friend to whom it is inscribed has contributed
'ar more, and that, in the most important parts, than all others together ;
10 much, indeed, that, though there isin the treatise nothing of his which
has not undergone such expansion or modification as leaves me solely
responsible for the whole, there is not a lhittle of which I cannot fairly
claim to be the Author.

Each successive edition has been revised with the utmost care. But
though the work has undergone not only the close examination of myself
and several friends, but the severer scrutiny of determined opponents, I
am happy to find that no material errors have been detected, nor any
considerable alterations found necessary.

On the utility of Logic many writers have said much in which I cannot
coincide, and which has tended to bring the study into unmerited disre-
pute. By representing Logic as furnishing the sole instrument for the
discovery of truth in all subjects, and as teaching the use of the intellec-
txal faculties in generaI. they raised expectations which could not be
realised, and which naturally led to a re-action. The whole system,
whose unfoundsd pretensions had been thus blazoned forth, came to be
ccinmonly regarded as utterly futile and empty: like several of our most
valuable medicines, which, when first introduced, were proclaimed, each,
as a panacea, infallible in the most opposite disorders; and which con
sequently, in many instances, fell for a time into total disuse; though,
\fter & long interval, they were established in their just estimation, and
enmloyed eonformably to their real prope ties



PREFACE. ix

o,

In one of Lord Dudley’s (lately published) letters to Bishop Copieston,
of the date of 1814, he adduces a presumption against the study of
Logic, that it was sedulously cultivated during the dark periods in which
the intellectual powers of mankind seemed nearly paralyzed,—when no
{d:coveries were made, and when various errors were wide-spread ard
deep-rooted : and that when the mental activity of the world revived, and
philosophical inquiry flourished and bore its fruits, logical studies fell into
decay and contempt. And this I have introduced in the ‘“ Efements of
Rhetoric,”” (Part II. Ch. III. § 2,) among other examples of a presump
tion not in itself unreasonable, but capable of being rebutted by a counter-
presumption. When any study has been unduly or unwisely cultivated
to the neglect of others, and has even been intruded into their province,
there is a presumption that a re-action’ will ensue, and em equally
excessive contempt, or dread, or disgust, succeed. And in the present
instance, the mistaken and absurd cultivation of Logic during Ages ot
great intellectual darkness, might have been expected to produce, in a
subsequent age of comparative light, an association in men’s minds, of
Logic, with the idea of apathetic ignorance, prejudice, and adherence to
error; so that the legitimate uses, and just value of the science (suppos-
ing it to bave any) would be likely to be scornfully overlooked. Our
ancestors having neglected to raise fresh crops of corn, and contented
themselves with vainly threshing over and over the same straw and
winnowing the same chaff, it might have been anticipated that their
descendants would, for a time, regard the very operations of threshing
and winnowing with contempt, and would attempt to grind corn, straw,
and chaff all together.

The revival of a study which had for a long time been regarded as an
obsalete absurdity, would probably have appeared to many persons, thirty
years ago, as an undertaking far more difficult than the introduction of
some new study ;—as resembling rather the attempt to restore life to one
of the antediluvian fossil-plants, than the rearing of a young seedling intc
o tree.

It is a curious circumstance that the very person to whom the letter
just alluded to was addressed should have lived to witness so great a
change of public opinion brought abouf* (in a great degeee through Zis
otn instrumentality®) within the short interval—indeed within a smap
portion of the interval—between the writing of that letter and its publi
cation, that the whole ground of the presumption alluded to has bees
corupletely cut away, During that interval, the treatise which was witk

1 Seo * Charge,” 1843. 2 See Dedication.
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his aid composed, and by his permission inserted in the Encyclopwdia,
stiracted so much attention as to occasion its separate publication, in a
volume which has been frequently reprinted, not only mn England, but in
(he United States of America; where it is in use, I believe, in every one
of their Colleges. Add to which, the frequent allusions (compared wits
what could have been met with twenty or thirty years ago) to the subject
of Logic, by writers on various subjects. And moicover several othe
treatises ofi the subject, either original works or abridgments, have been
making their appearance with continually increased frequency of late
years. Some indeed of these have little or nothing in common with the
present work except the title. But even that very circumstance i- so fa)
cncouraging, as indicating that the name of this science instead of exciting,
18 forme: ly, an almost universal prejudice, is considered as likely to prove
a recommendation. Certamly Lord Dudley, were he now living, would
not speak of the general neglect and contempt of Logic; though every
branch of Science, Plulosophy, and Literature, have flourished during
the interval.

To explain fully the utility of Logic is what can be done only in the
course of an explanation of the system itself. One preliminary observa.
tion only (for the original suggestion of which I am indebted to the same
friend to whom this work 18 mseribed) it may be worth while to offer
in this place. If it were inquired what 1s to be regarded as the most
appropriate intellectual occupation of MAN, as man, what would be the
answer? The Statesman is engaged with political affairs; the Soldier
with military; the Mathematician, with the properties of numbers and
maguitudes; the Merchant, with commercial concerns, &e.; but in what
are all and each of these employed “—employed, 1 mean, as men; for
there are many modes of exercise of the faculties, mental as well as
bodily, which are in great measure common to us with the lower animals
Evidently, in Reasoning. They are all occupied in deducing, well or ill,
Conclusions from Premises: each, concerning the subject of his owxn
particular business. If, therefore, it be found that the process going on
daily, in each of §0 many different minds, is, in any respect, the same,
and if the principles on which it is conducted can be reduced to a regulur
gystem, and iferules can be ddfluced from that system, for the better
eonducting of the process, then, it can hardly be denied that such »
gystem and such rules must be especially worthy the attention,—not of
the members of this or that profession merely, but—of every one who ir
desirous of possessing a cultivated mind. To understand the theory of
that which is the appropriate intellectual occupation of Man n general,
s.d to lenrs to do that well, which every one will and must do, whether
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well or ill, may surely be considered as an essential part of a liberal
education.

Even supposing that no practical improvement in argumentation resulted
fgom the study of Logic, it would not by any means follow that it is
unworthy of attention, The pursuit of knowledge on curious and interest-
ing subjects, for its own sake, is usually reckoned no misemployment of
time; and is considered as, incidentally, if not directly, useful to the
mdividual, by the exercise thus afforded to tho mental faculties. All
who study Mathematics are not training themselves to become Surveyors
or Mechanics; some knowledge of Anatomy and Chemustry is even
expected in a man liberally educated, though without any view to his
practising Surgery or Medicine. And the investigation of a process
which is peculiarly and universally the occupation of Man, considered as
Man, can hardly be reckoned a less philosophical pursuit than those just
mstanced.

It has usually been assumed, however, in the case of the present
subject, that a theory which does not tend o the improvement of practice
is utterly unworthy of regard; and then, it is contended that Logic has
no such tendency, on the plea that men may and do reason correctly
without 1t: an objection which would equally apply in the case of Gram-
mar, Music, Chemistry, Mechanies, &c., in all of which systems the
practice must have existed previously to the theory.

But many who allow the use of systematic principles in other things
are accustomed to cry up Common-Sense as the sufficient and only safe
guide in Reasoning. Now by Common-Sense is meant, I apprehend,
(when the term is used with any distinct meaning,) an exercise of the
judgment unaided by any Art or system of rules: such an exercise as we
must necessarily employ in numberless cases of daily occurrence ‘n
which, having no established principles to guide us,—no line of procedure,
as it were, distinctly chalked out,—we must needs act on the best
extemporaneous conjectures we can form. He who is eminently skilful
in doing this, is said to possess a superior degree of Common-Sense. But
that Common-Sense is only our second-best guide—that the rules of Art,
if judiciously framed, are always desirable when they can,be had, is an
assertion, for the wruth of which I may appeal to the testimony of man
kind in general; which is so much the more valuable, inasmueh as it
may be accounted the testimony of adversaries. For the generality have
a strong predilection in favour of Common-Sense, except 4n those points
in which they, respectively, possess the knowledge of a system of rules :
but in these points they deride any one who trusts to unaided Common-
Sense. A Sailor e.g will. jerhaps, despiseythe pretensions of Hedical
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men, and prefer treating a disease by Common-Sense: but he would
ridicule the proposal of navigating a ship by Common-Sense, without
ragard to the maxims of nautical art. A Physician, again, will perhaps
contemn Systems of Political-Economy,” of Logic, or Metaphysics, apd
insist on the superior wisdom of trusting to Common-Sense in such
matters; but he would never approve of trusting to Common-Sense in
the treatment of diseases. Neither, again, would the Architect recom.
mend a reliance on Comrmon-Sense alone, in building, nor the Musician, ir
music, to the neglect of those systems of rules, which, in their respective
arts, have been deduced from scientific reasoning aided by experience.
And the induction might be extended to every department of practice.
Since, therefore, each gives the preference to unassisted Common-Sense
only in those cases where he himself has nothing else to trust to, and
wvariably resorts to the rules of art, wherever he possesses the knowledge
of them, it is plain that mankind universally bear their testimony, though
unconsciously and often unwillingly, to the preferableness of systematic
knowledge to conjectural judgments.

There is, however, abundant room for the employment of Common-
Scnse in the application of the system. To bring arguments, out of the
form in which they are exzpressed in conversation and in books, into the
regular logical shape, must be, of course, the business of Common-Seuse,
aided by practice; for such arguments are, by supposition, not as yet
within the province of Science, else they would not be irregular, but
would be already strict syllogisms. To exercise the learner in this
operation, I have subjoined in the Appendix, some examples, both of
insulated arguments, and (in the later editions) of the analysis of argu-
mentative works. It should be added, however, that a large portion of
what is usually introduced into Logical treatises, relative to the finding
of Arguments,—the different kinds of them, &e., I have referred to the
hend of Rhetoric, and treated of in a work on the Elements of that Art

It was doubtless from a strong and deliberate conviction of the advan-
tagos, direct and indirect, accruing from an acquaintance with Logic,
that the Unipersity of Oxford, when re-modelling their system, not
only retained that branch of study, regardless of the clamours of many
of the half-learned, but even assigned a prominent place to it, by making
¢ an indispensable part of the Examination for the first Degree. This
lat circumstafice, however, I am convinced, has, in a great degrese, pro-
duced an offect opposite to what was designed. It has contributed to

3 860 Senior's Introdystory Lesture on Palitical Economy. p. 28.
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lower instead of exalting, the estimation of the study; and to wrthhold
from it the earnest attention of many who might have applied to it with
profit. I am not so weak as to imagine that any System can ensure
great proficiency in any pursuit whatever, either in all students, or in a
very large proportion of them: *we sow many seeds to obtain a few
flowers:’’ but it might have been expected (and doubtless was expected)
that a majority at least of successful candidates would derive some benefit
worth mentioning from their logical pursuits; and that a considerable
proportion of the distinguished candidates would prove respectabls, if not
eminent logicians. Such expectations I do not censure as unreasonable,
or such as I might not have formed myself, had I been called upon to
judge at that period when our experience was all to come. Subseqpently,
however, experience has shown that those expectations have been very
inadequately realized. The truth is, that a very small proportion, even
of distinguished students, ever become proficients in Logic; and that by
far the greater part pass through the University without knowing any
thing at all of the subject. I do not mean that they have not learned by
rote a string of technical terms; but that they understand absolutely
nothing whatever of the principles of the science.

I am aware that some injudicious friends of Oxford will censure the
Srankness of this avowal. I have only to reply that such is the truth;
and that I think too well of, and know far too well, the University in
which I have been employed in various academical occupations above a
quarter of a century, to apprehend danger to her reputation from declar-
ing the exact truth, With all its defects, and no human institution is
perfect, the University would stand, I am convinced, higher in public
estimation than it does, were the whole truth, and nothing but the truth,
in all points respecting it, more fully known. But the scanty and partial
success of the measures employed to promote logical studies is the conse-
quence, I apprehend, of the universality of the requisition. That which
must be done by every one, will, of course, often be done but indifferently ;
and when the belief is once fully established, which it certainly has long
beer, that any thing which is indispensable to a testimonial, has little or
nothing to do with the attainment of hpnours," the lowest standard soon
becomes the established one in the minds of the great®r number; and
provided that standard be once reached, so as to secure the candidate
from rcjection, a greater or less proficiency in any such branch of study
is regarded as a matter of indifference, ns far as any viegs of academical
distinction are concerned.

1 In the last-framed Examination-statute that proficiency in Logic is to have weight
an express declaration has been inserted. in the assignment of honours.
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Divinity is one of thesc branches, and to this also most of what has
been said concerning Logic might be considered as cqually applicuble;
put, in fact, there are several important differences between the two
cases. In the first place, most of the students who are designed for the
Church, and many who are not, have a value for theological knowledge,
independently of the requisition of the schools; and on that ground do
w0t confine their views to the lowest admissible degree of proficiency:
whereas this can be said of very few in the case of Logic. And more-
over, such as design to become candidates for holy Orders, know that
another examination m Theology awaits them. But a consideration,
which is still more to the present purpose, is, that Theology, not being
a Science, admits of infinite degrees of proficiency, from that which is
within the reach of a child, up to the highest that is attainable by the
most exalted genius; every one of which degrees is inestimably valuable
ns far as it goes. If any one understands tolerably the Church-catechism,
or oven half of it, he knows something of divinity, and that something; 1s
incaleulably preferable to nothing. But it is not so with a Seiecce:
one who does not understand the principles of Euclid’s demonstrations,
whatever number of questions and answers he may have learnt by rote,
knows absolutely nothing of Geometry: unless he attain this pent all
hns labour is utterly lost; worse than lost, perhaps, if he 1s led to believe
that he has learned something of Mathematics, when, in truth, he has
not. And the same is the case with Logic, or any other Scicnce. It
does not admit of such various degrees, as a knowledge of rehigion. Of
course I am far from supposing that all who understand any thing,
much or little, of a certain Science, stand on the same level; but I
mean, what is surely undeniable, that one who does not embrace the
fundamental principles, of a Science, whatever he may have taken on
authority, and learned by rote, knows, properly speaking, nothing of that
science. And such, I h:ve no hesitation in saying, is the case with a
considerable proportion even of those candidates who obtain testimonials,
including many who gaiu distinction. There are some persons (probably
not so many as ong in ten, of such as have in other respects tolerable
abilities,) who are physically mcapable of the degree of steady abstrac-
tion requisite foF really embracmcr the principles of Logic or of any other
Science, whatever pains may be “taken by the nselves or their teachers,
But there is a much greater number to whoin this is a great dificulty,
though not an jmpossibility ; and who having, of course, a strong dis-
melination 15 such a study, look naturally to the very lowest admissible
standard. And the example of such exammations in Logic as must be
expected in <he case of men of these descriptions, tends, in combination
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with popular picjudice. to degrade the study altogether in the minds of
the generality.

It was from these considciations, perhaps, that it was proposed, a fow
years ago, to leave the study of Logic altogether to the option of the
candidates ; but the suggestlon was reJected the majority appearing to
think (in which opmlon I most fully coincide) that, so strongly has the
tide of popular opinion set against the study, the resnlt would huve been,
within a few years, an almoa' universal neglect of that science.” Matters
were accordingly left, at tnat time, in respect of this point, on their
former footing; which I am convinced, was far preferable to the pro-
posed alteration,

But a middle course between these two was suggested, which I was
persuaded would be infimtely pieferable to either; a persuasion which
I had long entertained, and which is confirmed by every day’s obser-
vations and reflections; of which, few persons, I believe, have bestowed
more on this subject. Let the study of Logic, it was urged, be made
optional lo those who are merely candidates for a degree, but mdis-
pensable to the attainment of academacal honowrs ; and the consequence
would be, that it would speedily begin and progressively contmue, to
rise in estimation and to Le studied with real profit. The examination
mlght then, 1t was urged, without any hardship, be made a strict one;
since no one could complmn that a certamn moderate degree of sciertific
ability, and a resolution to apply to a certain prescribed study, should
be the conditions of obtaining distinction. The far greater part would
still study Logic; since there would be (as before) but few who would
be willing to exclude themselves from the possibility of obtaming die-
tinction; but 1t would be studied with a very different mind, when
ennobled, as it were, by being made part of the passport to University
honours, and when a proficiency in it came to be regarded generally as an
honourable distinction. And in proportion as the number increased of
those who really understood the science, the number, it was contended,
would increase of such as would value it on higher and better grounds.
It would in time come to be better known and better appreciated by all
the well-informed part of society: and legtures in Logic at the University
would then, perhaps, no longer consist exclusively of an®xplanation of
{he mere elements. This would be necessary indeed for beginners; Lut
to the more advanced students, the tutors would no more think of
lecturing in the bare rudiments, than of lecturing in the Jiatin or Greek
Grammar; but, in the same manner as they exercise their pupils in
Srammar, by reading with them Latin and Greek authors with continual
reference to grammar-rules, so, they would exercise them in “Legic by
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reading some argumentative work, requiring an analysis of it on logical
principles.

These effects could not indeed, it was acknowledged, be expected to
show themselves fully till after a considerable lapse of time ; but that the
change would degin to appear, (and that very decidedly,) within three or
four years, was confidently anticipated.

To this it was replied, that it was most desirable that no one should
be allowed to obtain the Degree of B.A. without a knowledge of Logic.
This answer carries a plausible appearance to those unacquainted witL the
uctual state of the University; though in fact it is totally irrelevant. For
it goes on the supposition, that hitherto this object has been accomplished ;
—that every one who passes his examination does possess a knowledge
of Logic; which is notoriously not the fact, nor ever can be, without
some important change in some part of our system. The question there-
fore is, not, as the above vbjection would seem to imply, whether a real,
profitable knowledge of Logic shall be strictly required of every candidate
for a Degree, (for this in fact never has been done,) but whether, in the
attempt to accomplish this by requiring the form of a logical examination
from every candidate without exception, we shall continue to degrade the
science, and to let this part of the examination be regarded as a mere
form, by many who might otherwise have studied Logic in earnest, and
with advantage:—whether the great majority of candidates, and those
too of a more promising description, shall lose a real and important
benefit, through the attempt, (which, after all, experience Lias proved to
be a vain attempt,) to comprehend in this benefit a very small number,
and of the least promising.

Something of an approach to the proposed alteration, was introduced
mto the Examination-statute passed in 1830; in which, permission is
granted to such as are candidates merely for & testimonial, to substitute
for Logic a portion of Euclid. I fear, however, that little or nothing
will be gained by this; unless indeed the Examiners resolve to make the
oxaminations in Logic far stricter than those in Euclid. ~For since every
ono who is capablé of really understanding Euclid must be also capable
of Logic, the alteration does not,meet the case of those whose inaptitude
for Science is invincibla; and these are the very description of men whose
(80 called) logical-examinations tend to depress the science. Those few
who really are physically incapable of scientific reasoning, and the far
greater numbe® who fancy themselves so, or who at least will rather run
a risk than surmount their aversion, and set themselves to study m
earnest,—all these will be likely, when the alternative is proposed, to
prefer Logic to Euclid: begause in the latter, it is hardly possible, at
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Jeast not near so easy as in Logic, to present the semblance of prepara-
tion by learning questions and answers by rote:—in the cant phrase of
andergraduates, by getting crammed. Experience has proved this, in
the case of the Responsion-examinations, where the alternative of Logic
or Buclid has always been proposed to the candidates; of whom those
most averse to Science, or incapable of it, are almost always found te
prefer Logic.

The determination may indeed be formed, and acted on from hence-
forth, that all who do in reality know nothing, properly speaking, of any
Science, shall be rejected: all I know is, that this has never been the
case hitherto.

Still, it is a satisfaction to me, that attention has been called to the
evil in question, and an experimental measure adopted for its abatement.
A confident hope is thus afforded, that in the event (which I much fear)
of the failure of the experiment, some other more effectual measure may
be resorted to.’

I am sensible that many may object, that this is not the proper place
for such remarks as the foregoing: what has the Public at large, they
may say, to do with the statutes of the University of Oxford? To this
it might fairly be replied, that not only all who think of sending their
sons or other near relatives to Oxford, but all likewise who are placed
under the ministry of such as have been educated there, are indirectly
concerned, to a certain degree, in the system there pursued. But the
consideration which had the chief share in inducing me to say what I
have, is, that the vindication of Logic from the prevailing disregard and
contempt under which it labours, would have been altogether incomplate
without it. For let it be remembered that the science is judged of by
the Public in this country, in a very great degree, from the specimens
displayed, and the reports made, by those whom Oxford sends forth.
Bvery one, on looking into the University-Calendar or Statute-Book,
feels himself justified in assuming, that whoever has graduated at Oxford
must be a Logician: not, indeed, necessarily, a first-rate Logician; bhut
such as to satisfy the public examiners that he hassa competent know-
ledge of the science. Now, if a very Jarge proportion of these persons
neither are, nor think themselves at all benefited by their (so called)
logical education, and if many of them treat the study with contempt,
and ropresent it as a mere tissue of obsolete and empty jargon, which it
is & mere waste of time to attend to, let any one judge shat conclusions

5 Since this was written, the experiment  higher classes, twenty-five presented Euclid
Bas been tried. In the first Examination- for their examination, and one hundred.

fit under the new Statute, (Easter, 1831,) of  Logie !
196 candidates who did not aspire to the
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respecting the utility of the study, and the wisdom of the University in
upholding it, are likely to be the result.

That prejudices so deeply-rooted as those I have alluded to, and sup-
ported Ly the authority of such eminent names, especially that of Locks,
and (as is commonly, though not very correctly supposed) Bacon, should
be overthrown at once by the present treatise, I am not so sanguine as to
expect; byt if I have becn successful m refuting some of the most popu-
lar ohjections, and explaining some principles which are in gencral ill-
understood, it may be hoped that just notions on the subject may continuo
(as they have begun) to gain ground more and 1ore.

It may be permitted me to mention, that as I have addressed myscif
to varjous classes of students, from the most uninstructed tyro, to the
furthest-advanced Logician, and have touched accordingly both on the
most elementary principles, and on some of the most remote deductions
from them, it must be expected that readers of each class will find some
parts not well calculated for them. Some explanations will appear to the
one too simple and pucrile ; and for another class, some of the disquisitions
will he at first too abstruse.  If to each description some pot tions are found
interesting, it is as much as I can expect.

With regard to the style, I have considered perspicuity not only, as it
always must be, the first point, but as one of such paramount importaunce
in such a subject, as to justify the neglect of all others. Prolivity of
explanation,—homeliness in illustration,—and baldness of expression, I
have regarded as blemishes not worth thinking of, when any thing was
to be gained in respect of clearness. To some of my readers a temporary
difficulty may occasionally occur from the use of some technical terms
different, or differently applied, from what they have been accustomed
to.® They must consider, however, that the attempt to conform in this
point to the usage of every logical writer, would have been, on account of
their variations from each other, utterly hopeless. I have endeavoured,
in the terms employed, to make no wanton innovations, but to conform
gencrally to established usage, except when there is some very strong
objection to it;—where usage is divided, to prefer what may appear in
each case the most convenient tegm; and, above all, to explain distinctly
the sense m whizh each is employed in the plesent work.

If any should complain of my not having given a history of all the
senses in which cach technical term has becn used by each writer from
its first introducsion, and a review of the works of each, I can only 1eply
*hat my design was not to write a Logical Archmology, or a Commentary

4 Raa Ranl: TT (han T €1
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on the works of former Logicians, but an elementary introduction to the
science. And few, I suppose, would consider a treatise, for instance,
on Agriculture, as incomplete, which should leavo untouched the questions
of, who was the inventor of the plough,—what successive alteiations
that implement has undergone,—and from what region wheat was first
introduced.

And if again any should complain of the omission of such metaphysical
disquisitions on the laws of thought, and the constitution of the human
mind generally, as they have been accustomed to include under the
head of Logic, my answer must be, that that term has been employed
by me in a different sense; for reasons which I have stated in sovers)
parts of this treatise, and especially in Book IV. Chap. IIL.; and that
I am therefore only to be ceusured, at the ut-uust, as not having under-
taken a work of a different kind, and on a different subject.

I would not, on the other hand, be understood as complaining of those
who have used the word Logic in a more extended sense, or as under-
rating the value of their works., Only, the reader should be cautioned
agamst the mistake—much commoner, I believe, than is generally
thought—of confounding the extension of the application of a name, with
the enlargement of the boundaries of a science.

It is proper however to mention that the first Part of the ‘¢ Elements
of Rhetoric’’ contains a discussion of such points as many writers have
treated of under the department of Logic.

The technical language employed in this treatise, is, throughout, with
the oxception of a very few cases, where some departuie from ancient
usage appeared indispensable, that of the older works on the subject.
Some degree of prejudice perhaps might have been, in the outset,
avoided, and a far greater appearance of originality produced, by adopting
novel forms of expression. There are also many writers who have found
fault with the established technical language, as cumbrous and perplex.
mg. I have always found however that the phraseology they adopt in
its stcad consists of far more tedious circumlocution than that which
they censure; while it is often less clear and less correct.

It should be observed however that all technical language (as weil as
all rules of art) must be expected to present, at first, a difficulty for the
learner to surmount; though in the end, it will greatly facilitate his
procedure. But with this view it is necessary that such language and
rules should be not only distinctly understood, but also learnt, and
remembered as familiarly as the Alphabet, and employed®constantly, and
with scrupulous exactness. Otherwise technical language will prove an
encumbrance instead of an advantage; just as a suit of clothes would bo
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if inatead of }:utting them on and wearing them, one should carry them
about in his hands.

Of the correctness of the fundamental doctrines maintained in the
work, I may be allowed to feel some confidence ; not so much from the
length of time that I have been more or less occupied with it,—enjoying
at the same time the advantage of frequent suggestions and corrections
from several judicious friends,—as from the nature of the subject. In
yorks of taste, an author cannot be sure that the judgment of the Public
will coincide with his own ; and if he fail to give pleasure, he fails of his sole
or most appropriate object. But in the case of truths which admit of
scientific demonstration, it is possible to arrive by reasoning at as full an
assurance of the justness of the conclusions established, as the imperfection
of thehuman faculties will admit ; and experience, accompanied with atten-
tive observation, and with repeated trials of various methods, may enable
one long accustomed to tuition, to ascertain with considerable certainty
what explanations are the best comprehended. Many parts of the detail,
however, may probably be open to objections; but if, (as experience now
authorizes me the more confidently to hope) no errors are discovered,
which materially affect the substantial utility of the work, but only such
as detract from the credit of the author, the object will have been
attained which I ought to have had principally in view.

No credit, I am aware, is given to an author’s own disclaimer of
personal motives, and profession of exclusive regard for public utility ;
since even sincerity cannot, on this point, secure him from deceiving
himself; but it may be allowable to observe, that one whose object was
the increase of his reputation as a writer, could hardly have chosen a
subject less suitable for his purpose than the present. At the time of
the first publication the study was neither popular, nor, apparently.
likely soon to become so. Ignorance, fortified by prejudice, opposed
its reception, even in the minds of those who are considered as both
candid and well-informed. And as, on the one hand, a large class
of modern philosophers might be expected to raise a clamour against
“ obsolete prejudices;’” “ bigoted devotion to the decrees of Aristotle;”
“ confining the human mind in the trammels of the Schoolmen,” &e., so,
on the other hgnd, all such as really are thus bigoted to every thing that
has been long established, merely because it has been long established.
were likely to exclaim against the presumption of an author, who pre-
sumes to depart in several points from the track of his predecessors.

There is andther circumstance, also, which tends materially to dimin
ish the credit of a writer on this and some other kindred subjects.
Wo ecan make no discoveries of striking movelties: the senses of ow
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renders are not struck, as with the return of a Comet which had “cen
foretold, or the extinction of a taper in carbonic-acid gas: the mater-sls
we work upon are common and familiar to all, and, therefore, supposed
to ve well understood by all. And not only is any one’s deficiency 'n
the use of these materials, such as is geuerally unfelt by himseif, but
when it is removed by satisfactory explanations—when the notions,
which had been perplexed and entangled, arc cleared up by the introduc-
tion of a few simple and apparently ohvious principles, he wil' generally
forget that ary explanation at all was needed, and consider all that has
been said as mere truisms, which even a child could supply to himself.
Such is the nature of the fundamental principles of a science—they ave
so fully émplied in the most evident and well-known truths, that the
moment they are fully embraced, it becomes a difficulty to conceive that
we could ever have been not aware of them. And hence, the more
simple, clear, and obvious any principle is rendered, the more likely is
its exposition to elicit those common remarks, * of course ! of course!™
“no one could ever doubt that;’’ ¢ this is all very true, but there is
uothing new brought to light ;—nothing that was not familiar to every
one,”” ¢ there needs no ghost to tell us that.” I am convinced that a
verbose, mystical, and partially obscure way of writing on such a
subject, is the most likely to catch the attention of the multitude. The
generality verify the observation of Tacitus, ‘ omno ignotum pro miri-
fico:” and when any thing is made very plain to them, are apt to fancy
that they knew it already ; so that the explanations of scientific truths are
likely, for a considerable time at least, to be, by most men, underrated
the more, the more perfectly they accomplish their object.

A very slow progress, therefore, towards popularity (far slower indeed
than bas in fact taken place) is the utmost that I expected for such a
treatise as I have endeavoured to make the present. I felt myself
bound, however, not only as a member of Society, but more especially as
a Minister of the Gospel, to use my endeavours towards promoting an
object which to me appears highly important, and (what is much more)
whose importance was appreciated by very few besides. The cause of
Truth universally, and not least, of religious Truth, is ‘benefited by every
thing that tends to promote sound reasoning, and facilitate the detection
of fallacy. The adversaries of our Faith would, I am convinced, bave
been on many occasions more satisfactorily answered, and would have
had fewer openings for cavil, had a thorough acquaintance with Logie
%een a more common qualification than it is. In lending tay endeavours,
therefore, whether with greater or less success, towards this object, {
trust that T am neither uselessly nor unsuitably cmployed.
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{nose who are engaged in, or designed for the Sacred Ministry, and
a1 otners who are sensible that the causc of true religion is not a con-
cern of the Ministry alone, should remember that this 18 no time to
forego any of the advantages which that cause may derive from an
active and judicious cultivation of the facultics. Among the enemies of
Christianity in the present day, are included, if I mistake not, a very
different description of persons from those who were chiefly to be met with
a centuryor even half a century ago: what were called *“men of wit
and pleasme about town ;''—ignorant, shallow, flippant declaimers, or
dull and poweiless pretenders to Philosophy. Among the cnemies of
the Gospel now, are to be found men not only of learning and ngenuity,
but of cultivated argumentative powers, and not unveised m the principles
of Lolie. If the advocates of our religion think proper to disiegard this
help, they will find, on careful inquiry, that their opponenis do not.
And let them not trust too carelessly to the stiength of thewr cause.
Truth will, indeed, prevail, where all other points aic nealy cqual ; but
it may suffer a temporary discomfiture, if hasty assumptions, unsonnd
arguments, and vague and empty declamation, occupy the place of a
train of close, accurate, and luminous reasoning.

Tt is not, however, solely, or chiefly, for polemical purposes, that the
cultivation of the reasoning-faculty is desirable; in persuading, in
investigating, in learning, or teaching, in all the multitude of cases in
which it is our object to arrive at just conclusions, or to lead others to
them, 1t is most important. A knowledge of logical rules will not
indeed supply the want of other knowledge ; nor was it ever proposed, by
any one who really understood this science, to substitute it for any other:
but it is no less true that no other can be substituted for this; that it is
valuable in every branch of study; and that it enables us to use to the
greatest advantage the knowledge we possess. It is to be hoped, therefore,
that those Academical Bodies, who have been wise enough to retain this
science, will, instead of being persuaded to abandon it, give their atten-
tion rather to its improvement and more effectual cultivation.

’

It may be needful here to mention that there are some passages in the
last and in the present edition of this work (especially in the part relat-
ing to Inductidh) inserted in answer to certain objections which many of
my Readers may have never seen or heard of, even though having in
their hands the very book in the first edition of which those objections
sppeared. Fow m a subsequent edition of that book, those objections
(doubtless, from their having been fully answered, and found untenable)
were silently suppressed : and henee, I might, but for this notice, appear
tc somesof my readers to be gombating a shadow.
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LOGIC.

INTRODUCTION,

4 1. Lnare, in the most extensive sense m which it has been thought Deginitier
advisable to employ the name, may be considered as the Science, °f Lo¥1¢
and also as the Art, of Reasoning. It investigates the principles
on which argumentation i3 conducted, and furnishes such 1ules as
may be derived from those primciples, for guarding agamst erroneous
deductions. Its most appropriate office, however, is that of insti-
tuting an analysis of the process of the mind in Reasoning ; and in
this point of view it is, as I have said, strictly a Science : while,
considered in reference to the practical rules above-mentioned, it
may he called the Art of Reasoming. For it is to be remembered,
that as a scwence is conversant about speculative knowledge only, and
art is the applcation of knowledge to practice, hence, Logic (as well
as any other system of knowledye) becomes, when apphed to prac-
tice, an art; winle confined to the theory of reasoning, 1t is st1 ictly
a science : and it 1s as such that 1t occupies the higher place in point
of dignity, since it professes to develop some of the most interesting
and curious intellectual phenomena.’

Considering how early Logic attracted the attention of philoso- Prevatting

. . mistakes
phers, it may appear surprising that so little progress should have respecting
been made, as is confessedly the case, in developmng its principles, Logto-
and perfecting the detail of the systemn; and this circumstance has
been brought forward as a proof of the barrenness and futility of the
study. Bat a similar argument might have been urged with no less
plausibility, at a period not very remote, against the study of
Natural Philosophy; and, very recently, against that of Chemistry.

No science can be expected to make any considerable progress,
which is not cultivated on right principles.  Whatever may be the
inherent vigour of the plant, 1t will neither be flowishing nor fruit.
ful till it meet with a suitable soil and culture: and it no case is
the remark more applicable than 1n the present; the greatest mis-
takes having always prevailed respecting the nature of Logic ; and
its province having in consequence been extended by many writers
to subjects with which it has no proper connexion. ®ndced, witl
the exception perhaps of Aristotle, (who is himself, however, not

1 It is sorely strange, therefore, to find  distinct dissertation to ];x.'ove that # i«
& treause on Logic. (Aldrich’s,) a J3u Art. gud ot & Science U
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entirely exempt fiom the errors in question,) hardly a writer on
Logic can be mentioned who has clearly perceived, and steadily
kept n view throughout, its real nature and object. Before his
time, no distinction was drawn between the science of which we are
speaking, and that which is now usually cuiled Metaphysies; a cir-
cumstance which alone shows how small was the progress made in
earlier times. Indeed, those who first turned their attention to the
subject, hardly thought of inquiring into the process of Reasoning
itself, buit confined themselves almost entirely to certain preliminary
points, the discussion of which is (1f logically considered) subordinate
to that of the mam inquiry.

To give even a very condensed account of the lives and works of
all the principal writers on Logic,—of the technical terms introduced
by each, and the senses in which each employed them,—and of the
improvements or corruptions that were from time to time introduced,
—in short, to write the History and Antiquties of Logical Science,
—would be foreign to my present design. Such a work, if under-
taken by a competent writer, would be, though not of a popular
character, yet highly interesting and instructive to a limited class of
students. But the extensive research which would form one indis-
pensable qualfication for such a task, would be only one out of
many, even less common, quahfications, without which such a work
would be worse than useless. The author should be one thoroughly
on his guard agamst the common error of confounding together, or
leading his readers to confound, an intimate acquamntance with many
Jooks on a given subject, and a clear insight into the subject itself.
With ability and industry for investigating a multitude of minute
particulars, ke should possess the power of 1ightly estimating each
according to its intrinsic importance, and not (as is very commonly
done,) according to the degree of laborious research it may have cost
him, or the rarity of the knowledge he may in any case have
acquired. And he should be careful, while recording the opinions
and expressions of various authors on points of science, to guard
both himself and his readers against the mistake of taking any thing
~n authority, that ought to be evinced by scientific reasoning ; or of
regarding each technical term as having a sort of prescriptive right
to retain for ever the meaning attached to it by those who first
introduced it. I no subject, in short, is it more important for an
author to be free from all tinge of antiquarian pedantry.

But if I f&lt myself as fully competent to the task of writing such
a history of Logic as I have alluded to, as I am conscious of not
being 80, I should still decidedly prefer keeping such a work alto-
gether distinct from a treatise on the science ; because the combina-
tion of the t®o in a single volume would render it the more difficult
to avoid the blending of them confusedly together ; and also because,
in such a plan, the distinction could not be so easily preserved
between Logic, in the senge in which I am here using that title, and

°
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various metaphysical disquisitions to which several writers hava
given the same name.

For these reasons I have thought it best to take only a slight ana
rapid glance of the series of logical writers down to the present day,
and of the general tendency of their labours.

2 2. Zeno the Eleatic, whom most accounts represent as the earliest Early
systematic writer on the subject of Logic, or, as it was then ealled, Fona® *
Dialectics, divided his work into three parts: the first of which
(upon Consequences) is censured by Socrates [Plato, Parmen.] for
obscurity and confusion. In his second part, however, he furnished
that interrogatory method of disputation [éewrness,] which Socrates
adopted, and which has since borne his name. The third part of
nis work was devoted to what may not be improperly termed the
art of wrangling [¢eizix4, ] which supplied the disputant with a 8ol-
lection of sophistical questions, so contrived, that the concession of
some point that seemed unavoidable, immediately involved some
glaring absurdity, Ths, if 1t is to be esteemed as at all falling
within the province of Logic, is certainly not to be regarded (as
some have ignorantly or heedlessly represented it) as its principal or
proper business. The Greek philosophers generally have unfortu-
nately devoted too much attention to it; but we must beware of
falling nto the vulgar error of supposing the ancients to have
regarded as a serious and intrinsically important study, that which
in fact they considered as an ingenious recreation. The disputants
diverted themselves i their leisure hours by making trial of their
own and their adversary’s acuteness, in the endeavour mutually to
perplex each other with subtle fallacics; much in the same way as
men amuse themselves with propounding and guessing riddles, or
with the game of chess; to each of which diversions the sportive
disputations of the ancients bore much resemblance. They were
closely analogous to the wrestling and other exercises of the gym-
nasium ; these last being reckoned conducive to bodily vigour and
activity, as the former were to habits of intellectual acuteness; but
the émmediate object in each was a sportive, not a serious contest;
though, doubtless, fashion and emulation often occasioned an undue
importance to be attached to success in each.

Zeno, then, is hardly to be regarded as any fugther a logician
than as to what respects his erotetic method of disputation; a course
of argument constructed on this principle being propesly an hypo-
thetical Sorites, which may easily be reduced into a series of
syllogisms.

To Zeno succeeded Euclid of Megara, and Antisthenes ; both Encilsne
pupils of Socrates. The former of these prosecuted the subject of A" %
the third part of his predecessor’s treatise, andis said to have been
the author of many of the fallacies attributed 6 the Stoical school,
Of the writings of the latter nothing certain is known; if, howgver,
we suppose the above-mentioned seot to be his disciples in this study,
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and to have retained his principles, he certainly took a more correct
vicw of the subject than Euclid. The Stoics divided all aexra,—
every thing that could be said,—into three classes; lst, the Simple
Term; 2d, the Proposition; 3d, the Syllogism; wiz. the hypothe-
tical ; for they seem to have had little notion of a more rigorous
analysis of argument than into that fanuliar form.

We must not here omit to notice the merits of Archytas, to whom
we are ,indebted (as he himself probably was, in a great degree,
to older writers) for the doctrines of the Categories. He, however,
(as well as the other writers on the subject,) appears to have had no
distinet view of the proper object and just limits of the science of
Logic; but to have blended with 1t metaphysical discussions not
strictly connected with it, and to have dwelt on the investigation of
the nature of Terms and Propositions, without maintaining a con-
stant reference to the principles of Reasoning; to which all the rest
should be made subservient.

The state, then, m which Aristotle found the science, (if, indeed,
it can properly be said to have existed at all before his time,)
appears to have been nearly this: the division into Simple Terms,
Propositions, and Syllogisms, had been slightly sketched out; the
doctrine of the Categorics, and perhaps that of the Opposition of
Propositions, had been laid down; and, as some believe, the ana-
lysis of Species into Genus and Differentia had been introduced by
Socrates. These, at best, were rather the materials of the system,
than the system 1itself; the foundation of which indeed he distinctly
claims the merit of having laid, and which remains fundamentally
the same as he left it.

It has been remarked, that the logical system is one of those few
theories which have been begun and completed by the same indivi-
dual. The history of its discovery, as far as the main principles
of the science are concerned, properly commences and ends with,
Aristotle; and this may perhaps in part account for the subsequent
perversions of it. The brevity and simplicity of its fundamental
truths (to which point indeed all real science is perpetually tending,)
has probably led many to suppose that something much more com-
plex, abstruse, and mysterious. remained to be discovered. The
vanity, too, by which all men are prompted unduly to magnify their
own pursuits, has led unphilosophical minds, not in this case alone,
but in mayy others, to extend the boundaries of their respective
Bciences, not by the patient development and just application of the
principles of those sciences, but by wandering into irrelevant sub-
jects. The mystical employment of numbers by Pythagoras, in
raatters utterly foreign to arithmetic, is perhaps the earliest instance
of the kind. A more curious and important one is the degeneracy of
Astronomy into judicial Astrology; but none is more striking than
the misapphication of Logic, by those who have treated of it as
““trle Art of rightly employing the Rational Faculties,” or who
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bave intruded it into the province of Natural Dhilosophy, and
regarded the Syllogism as an engine for the investigation of nature;
while they overiooked the extensive field that was before them within
the logitimate limute of the science ; and perceived not the importanes
and difficulty of the task, of completing and properly filling up the
masterly sketeh before them.

The writings of Aristotle were not only fo tne most part abso
lutely lost to the world for about two centuries, but seem to have
been but little studied for a long time after their recovery. ~Anart,
however, of Logie, derived from the principles traditionally preserved
by his disciples, seems to have been generally known, and to have
been employed by Cicero in his philosophical werks; but the pursuit
of the science seems to have been abandoned for a long time. As
sarly in the Christian era as the second and third centuries, ¢he
Deripatetic doctrines experienced a considerable revival; and we
meet with the names of Galen, Ammonius, (who seems to have Galen,
taken the lead among the commentators on Aristotle,) Alexander of Ao
Aphrodisias, and Porphyry, as logicians; but it is not till the close Porphyry
of the fifth century, or the beginning of the sixth, that Aristotle’s
logical works were translated mto Latin by the celebrated Boethius.? Boethiue
Not one of these seems to have made any considerable advances in
developing the theory of reasoning. Of the labours of Galen (who
added the insigmficant fourth Figure to the three recognised by
Aristotle) little 18 known ; and Porphyry’s principal work 1s merely
on the predicables. We have little of the science till the revival of
learning among the Arabians, by whom Aristotle’s treatises on this
as well as on other subjects, were eagerly studied.

2 3. Passing by the names of some Byzantine writers of no great schoolmes.
importance, we come to the times of the Schoolmen; whose waste
of ingenuity, and frivolous subtlety of disputation, have been often
made the subject of complaints, into the justice of which it is unne-
cessary here fully to inquire. It may be sufficient to observe, that
their fault did not lie in thei1 diligent study of Logic, and the high
value they set upon it, but in their utterly mistaking the true nature
and object of the science; and by the attempt to employ it for the
purpose of physical discoveries, involving every subject in a mist of
words, to the exclusion of sound philosophical investigation.®> Their
errors may serve to account for the strong terms’in which Bacon Bacon
sometimes appears to censure logical pursuits ; but thaf this censure
was intended to bear against the extravagant perversions, not the
legitimate cultivation, of the science, may be proved from his own
observations on the subject, in his Advancement of Learning. ** Had
Bacon lived in the present day, I am inclined to :elgnk he would
have made his chief complaint against unmethodized inquiry and

2 Born about a.D. 475, and died about ty, Dr. Hampden’s Bampton Lectures
furnish the best view that has, p.erhwl.

2D,
$ Of the character of the School-divini- o ever appeared.
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illogical reasonmg. Certainly he would not have complained of
Dialectics as corrupting Philosophy. To guard now against the
evils prevalent in his time, would be to fortify a town aganst bat-
tering-rams, instead of against cannon.’’*

His moderation, however, was not imitated in other quarters.
Even Locke confourds in one sweeping censure the Arnstotelic
theory, with the absurd misapplications and perversions of 1t in
later years. His objection to the science, as unserviceable in the
discovery of truth, (which has of late been often repeated,) while 1t
holds good in reference to many (misnamed) logicians, indicates
that, with regard to the true nature of the science itself, he had
no clearer notions than they have, of the just limits of logical
science, as confined to the theory of Reasoning ; and of the distinet
character of that operation from the observations and experiments
which are essential to the study of Nature.

For instance, in chap. xvii. ““ on Reason,”” (which, by the way,
he perpetually confounds with Reasoning,) he says, in 2 4, ¢ If
syllogisms must be taken for the only proper instrument of reason
and means of knowledge, it will follow, that before Aristotle there
was not one man that did or could know any thing by reason; and
that since the invention of syllogisms there 1s not one in ten
thousand that doth. But God has not been so sparing to men to
make them barely two-legged creatures, and left 1t to Aristotle to
make them rational, i.e. those few of them that he could get so to
examine the grounds of syllogisms, as to see that in above three-
score ways that three propositions may be laid together, there are
but fourteen wherein one may be sure that the conclusion is right,”’
&c. *“ God has been more bountiful to mankind than so: He has
given them a mind that can reason without being instructed in
methods of syllogizing,”” &c. All this is not at all less absurd
than if any one, on being told of the discoveries of modern chemsts
respecting caloric, and on hearing described the process by which
it is conducted through a boiler into the water, which it converts
into a gas of sufficient elasticity to overcome the pressure of the
atmosphere, &c., should reply, *“ If all this were so, it would follow
that before the time of these chemists no one ever did or could make
any liquor boil.”’

He presently after inserts an encomium upon Aristotle, in which
he is equally, unfortunate ; he praises him for the invention of syl-
logisms:” to which he certainly had no more claim than Linnzus to
the creation of plants and ammals; or Harvey, to the praise of
having made the blood circulate; or Lavoisier, to that of having
formed the ajmosphere we breathe. And the utility of this invention
consists, according to him, in the great service done against ‘“ those
who were not ashamed to deny any thing :” a service which nevar

4 Pole Econ. Lect. ix. r. 23,
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could have been performed, had syllogisms been an invention or
discovery of Aristotle’s; for what sophist could ever have consented
to restrict himself to one particular kind of arguments, dictated by
his opponent?

In an ordinary, obscure, and trifling writer, all this confusion of
thought and common-place declamation might as well have been left
unnoticed ; but it is due to the general ability and to the celebrity of
such an author as Locke, that errors of this kind should be exposed.

An error apparently different, but substantially the same pervades watws

the treatises of Watts, and some other modern writers on the subject.
Perceiving the inadequacy of the syllogistic theory to the vast
purposes to which others had attempted to apply it, he still craved
after the attainment of some equally comnprehensive and all-powerful
system; which he accordingly attempted to construct under the
title of The right use of Reason,—which was to be a method of
invigorating and properly directing all the powers of the mind:—
a most magnificent object indeed, but one which not only does not
fall under the province of Logic, but cannot be accomphished by
any one science or system that can even be conceived to exist. The
attempt to comprehend so wide a field, is no extension of science,
but a mere verbal generalization, which leads only to vague and
barren declamation.

It is not perhaps much to be wondered at, that in still later times
several ingenious writers, formmg their notions of the science itsclf
from professed masters in it, such as have just been alluded to, and
judging of its value from their failures, should have treated the
Aristotelic system with so much reprobation and scorn,

The vague aspirations of some of these writers after a ¢ true’’— Extravagart
““ rational”’—¢* philosophical system of Logie,”” which, year after Sgpectation:
year, and generation after generation, is talked of, and hoped for, writers.
and almost promised, but which is acknowledged to have never yet
existed,’ may recall to one’s mind the gorgeous visions which floated
before the imagination of the Alchemists, of the Philosopher’s Stone,
and the Universal Medicine; and which made them regard with
impatience and with scorn the humble labours of existing Metallurgy
and Pharmacy. I believe that in respect of the present subject,
the views I am alluding to arise in great measure frgm men’s not
perceiving that Language,® of some kind or other, is (as will be
more fully shown hereafter) an tndispensable instrumest of all
Reasoning that properly deserves the name. And hence it is that

-

6 I have even seen a complaint
made, that the introduction of some
such perfect system has been pre-
vented by the apphleation of the
term Logic to that which 18 commonly
80 called, We ‘do not find, however
that the application of the names o
istronomy and Chemistry to the stu-
dies formerly so called, prevented the

ongination of more philosophical sys-
tems.

¢ Hobbes, who has very clegrly pointed
this out, has unhappily dimimshed the
benefit that might have been 'derived
from much that he has wntten, by the
prejudice he has raised agamstumself
through_his exceptionable doctrines in
Mowals, Polmics, and Religion,
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Tendency to one may find such writers as I allude to speaking disdainfully of
Reallom. «« 1yles applicable merely to reasoning in words; ’—representing
Language as serviceable only ** in conveying arguments to snother;”
and even as ‘‘lmiting the play of our faculties;”’ and again as
“ rendering the mental perception of all abstract truths obscuie and
2onfused, in so far as the rude symbol of each idea is taken in the
stead of the idea itself;’’ with other such expressions, emanating
from.that which is in truth the ancient and still prevalent doctrine of
*“ Realism.”’
fmoorrect The Syllogistic theory has usually been considered by theut
vlews of the o))jectors as professmg to furnish a peculiar method of reasoning,
wience.  instead of a method of analyzing that mental process which must
invariably take place in all correct reasoning; and accordingly they
‘have contrasted the ordinary mode of reasoning with the syllogistic,
and have brought forward with an air of triumph the argumentative
gkill of many who never learned the system; a mistake no less
gross than if any oue should regard Grammar as a peculiar Lan-
guage, and should contend against its utility, on the ground that
many speak correctly who never studied the principles of grammar.
For Logic, which is. as it were, the Grammar of Reasoning, does
ot bring forward the regular Syllogism as a distinct mode of argu-
mentation, designed to be substituted for any other mode;’ but as
the form to which all correct reasoning may be ultimately reduced:
and which, consequently, serves the purpose (when we are employ-
ing Logic as an art) of a test to try the validity of any argument;
in the same manner as by chemical analysis we develop and submit
to a distinct examination the elements of which any compound body
is composed, and are thus enabled to detect any latent sophistication
and impurity. *
2 4. Many misconceptions not very dissimilar to those of Locke,
which continue to prevail, more or less, in the present day, will be
hereafter noticed, as far as is needful, in appropriate places. In this
Introduction it would be unsuitable to advert to them except very
briefly, and that, only with a view to caution the learner, unused to
these studies, against being disheartened in the outset, by hearing,
generally, that objections have been raised against the leading prin-
ciElee of the, science, by writers of considerable repute; objections
which he will hardly suppose to be, in so great a degree as they
really arg, either founded on mistake, or unimportant, and turning,
in reality, on mere verbal questions

¢ Strange as it may seem, there are
some, (I suspect not a few,) who even go
s lt:sfmr&er. and consider Logic as
something o, to right reasomng. I
have seen a Review of a work, which the
Reviewer characterised as the produc-
tion of an able an, and winch he
shorefore concluded was likely to have
safluenos with such as wilk nof reascal

The * not” might naturally have been
regarded as a misprint, but that the con-
text shows that such was the reviewer’s
real meaning.

(On seemg such a passage written in the
19th century, who can wonder that in the
Middle Ag:sd. Grammar (“ Gramarye”)
was regarded as a kind of magical art}
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For instance, some, he may be told, have maintained that men
reason,—or that they mayreason,—from a single premiss, without any
other being either expressed or understood ;—that men may, and do,
reason from vne individual case to another, without the intervention
of any general [universal] proposition, whether stated or implied;
—that the inferences from }:zduction are not drawn by any procesa
that is, in substance, Syllogistic ;—that the conclusion of a Syllogism
is not really inferred from the Premises;—that a Syllogism is
nothing but a kind of trap for ensnaring the incautious; and’that
it necessarily involves the fallacy of * begging the question;’ with
other such formidably-sounding objections ; which, when simply
spoken of as being afloat, and as maintained by able men, are
likely to be supposed far more powerful than they will be found on
a closer examination, .

Of those who speak of a single premiss being sufficient to warrant
a conclusion, some, it will be found, were confining their thoughts
vo such flat and pusrile examples as Logical writers are too apt to
employ exclusively; as ¢ Socrates is a man; therefore he is a hiving
creature, de.;” in which the conclusion had been already stated in
the one premiss, to any one who does but understand the meaning
of the words; * living-creature’’ being a part of what is signified
in the very term ““ Man.”” But in such an instance as this; ¢ He
has swallowed a cup of laurel-water, therefore he has taken poison,”
the inference is one which no one could draw who should be igno-
rant—as every body was, less than a century ago, (though using the
word in the same sense as now, to signify a ‘‘liquor distilled from
laurel leaves,’’) that this liquor is poisonous.

Others again, when they speak of reasoning from one individual
instance to another, without any universal premiss, mean sometimes,
that no such premiss is expressed, (which is the case oftener than
not) and that perhaps even the reasoner himself, if possessed of no
great command of language, might be at a loss to state it correctly.’
And indeed it continually happens that even long trains of reason-
ing will flash through the mind with such rapidity that the process

@ It may be added, that in inward soli-
tary reasoning, many, and perhaps most
persons, but especxaliy those not much
accustomed to read or speak concerning
the subjects that occupy their thoughts,
make use, partly, of signs that are nof
erbitrary and conventional, but which
consist of mental conceptrons of individual
objects ; taken, each, as a representative
of a Class. E.G. A person practically
conversant with mechanical operations,
but not with discussions of them 1n words
may form a conception of—in colloqum]
ghra.se, * figure to_himself ’—a certain

eld or room, with whose shape heis
familiar, and may employ this in his
Inward trams of thought, as a Sign, to
1¢} resent, for instance, ** parallelogram?”

or “*trapezium,” &c.; or he may ** figure
to himsel{” a man rasing a weight by
means of a pole, and may use this con-
ception as a ;geneml sig?, in place of the
term * lever;”’ and the terms themselves
he may be unacquainted with; in which
case he will be at a loss to Smpart dis-
tinctly to others his own reasonmia_; and
in the attempt, will often express himself
(as one may frequentli_observe in practi-
cal men unused toreading and speaking)
not only indistinetly, but even erroneous-
ly. See below, § 0. Hence,®artly,
have arisen the belief in those sup

** abstract ideas’ which will be h
alluded to,and inthe oyombugty of reason-
ing without the use of any Signs at all.
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is performed unconsciously, or at least leaves no trace in the
memory, any more than the motions of the muscles of the throat
and mouth in speaking, or the judgments by which we decide as to
the distances of visible objects:® so that a conclusion may be supposed
to be seized by intuition, which in reality is the result of rapid
inference.

Some, again, appear to include under the title of ‘‘reasoning”
gvery case in which a person believes one thing in consequence of
his believing another thing; however far he may be from having
any good grounds to warrant the inference: and they accordingly
include those processes which take place in the minds of infants
and of brutes; which are apt to associate with the appearance of ar
object before them the remembered impression of son cthing that
formerly accompanied it. Such a process is alluded to in the
familiar proverbs that ¢ A burnt child dreads the fire;’’ or as it is
expressed in another form, “ The scalded cat fears cold water;”’ or
again in the Hebrew proverb, ‘‘ He who has been bitten by a serpent
is afraid of a rope.”” Most logical writers, however, have confined the
name of ““ reasoning’’ to valid argument; which cannot exist without
a universal premiss, implied, if not expressed. For whenever there
are not two premises which, taken jointly, do imply, and virtually
assert, the conclusion,—the alleged premiss or premises being such
that a person may without inconsistency believe them true and yet
not believe the conclusion,—then, we have what Logicians have
Ybeen accustomed to call an apparent, but not real argument.

Some, however, have denied that the conclusion is inferred from
the universal premiss. But then, they acknowledge that the truth
of that premiss is an indispensable condition of such inference: an
admission which would satisfy most Logicians. For if any botanical
physiologist, for instance, were to deny that the branches of a tree
derive nourishment from the roots, saying that the branches are
nourished by the juices of the carth, but admitting that the roots
are an indispensable condition, and that if they are destroyed, the
branches will wither, this would not be reckoned as substantially
any new doctrine. And so also if ary one choose to maintain that
the conclusion is drawn from the one premiss, by, or through, the
other premiss, this would be accounted merely a needless and unim-
portant innovation in phraseology.

So also when inferences from induction are spoken of as not heing
—or nof necessarily being—-substantially Syllogistic, the learner
might at first sight be startled and perplexed, till he found it at
the same time admitted that we have to decide, in each case of
Induction, the question, whether the instances adduced be ‘¢ suffi-
cient’’ to warrant the inference ;—whether it be ‘‘allowable” tg¢
draw the conclusion. And the decision of this question in the

® The distance of an object having supposed to be directly verceaved bv tne
bebe., till a comparatively peryd, eye.
@
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affirmative,—t.c. the decision that the procedure is not a mere
random guess,—is, if expressed in words, the very premiss necessary
to complete the Syllogism. (See B. IV. Ch. 1. § 1.)

So also it will be seen that the alleged entrapping character of »
Syllogism, merely amounts to this; that whoever perceives the
validity of an argument, has no mode of escape from the ** snare’
(so called) except by the way he entered, viz. the premises. He has
only the alternative of allowing one of them to be false, or else, the
conclusion to be true. And 1t is a matter of daily occurrence, that
a man is undeceived as ‘o some principle he had incautiously
admitted, by perceiving what it would lead to.

§ 5. Complaints have also been made that Logic leaves untouched Complainte
the greatest difficulties, and those which are the sources of the chief Logle.
errors in reasoning; viz. the ambiguity or indistinctness of Terms,
and the doubts respecting the degrees of evidence in various Proposi-
tions: an objection which is not to be removed by any such attempt
as that of Watts to lay down *‘ rules for forming clear ideas,”” and,
for ¢ guiding the judgment;”’ but by replying that no art is to be
censured for not teaching more than falls within its province, and
indeed more than can be taught by any conceivable art. Such a
system of universal knowledge as should instruct us in the full
meaning or meammngs of every term, and the truth or falsity,—
certamty or uncertamty,—of every proposition, thus superseding all
other studies, it is most unphilosophical to expect, or even to
imagine. And to find fault with Logic for not performing this, is
as if one should object to the science of Optics for not giving sight
to the vlind; or as if (like the man of whom Warburton tells a story
in his Dw. Leg.) one should complain of a reading-glass for being
of no service to a person who had never learned to read.

In fact, the difficulties and errors above alluded to are not in the
process of Reasoning 1tself, (which alone is the appropriate province
of Logic,) but in the subject-matter about which it is employed.
This process will have been correctly conducted if it have conformed
to the logical rules, which preclude the possibility of any error
creeping in between the principles assumed, and the conclusions we
deduce from them. But still that conclusion may be false, if the
principles we start from are so; and the known falsity of a conclusion
will often serve (as has been above remarked) to corregt a mistake
made in the outset. In like manner, no arithmetical skill will securc
a correct result to a calculation, unless the data are corrqet from
which we calculate; nor does any one on that account undervalue
Arithmetic; and yet the objection against Logic rests on no better
foundation.

There is in fact a striking analogy in this respect between the
two sciences. All Numbers (which are the subject of Arithmetic)
must be numbers of some things, whether coins, persons, measures,
or anv thing else: but to introduce into the acience anv notice of
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the things respecting which calculations are made, would be evi-
dently irrelevant, and would destroy its scientific character: wa
proceed therefore with arbitrary signs, representing numbers in the
abstract. So also does Logic pronounce on the validity of a
regularly-constructed argument, equally well, though arbitrary
symbols may have been substituted for the Terms; and, consequently,
without any regard to the things signified by those Terms. And
the possibility of doing this (though the employment of such arbi-
trary symbols has been absurdly objected to, even by writers who
understood not only Arithmetic but Algebra,) is a proof of the
strictly scientific character of the system. But many professed
logical writers, not attending to the circumstances which have been
just mentioned, have wandered into disquisitions on various branches
of knowledge; disquisitions which must evidently be as boundless as
human knowledge itself, since there is no subject on which Reason-
ing is not employed, and to which, consequently, Logic may not
be applied. The error lies in regarding every thing as the proper
province of Logic to which it is applicable.”

Many, however, who do not fall altogether into that error, yet
censure any logical treatise which, like the present, professes to be
wholly conversant about Language; and speak of the science as
treating, properly, of the comparison of ¢ abstract /deas,”” of which,
Language, they say, merely supples the .ames. It may be
sufficient at present to reply, that, supposing there really exist in
the mind—or in some minds—certain ** abstract ideas,”’ by means
of which a train of reasoning may be carried on independently of
Common-terms [or Signs of any kind, ]—for this is the real point
at issue—and that a system of Logic may be devised, having
reference to such reasoning,—supposing this,—still, as I profess
not to know any thing of these ‘‘ abstract ideas,’” or of any ‘* Uni-
versals’’ except Signs, or to be conscious of any such reasoning
process, I at least must confine myself to the attempt to teach the
only Logiec I do pretend to understand. Many, again, who speak
slightingly of Logic altogether, on the ground of its being ** con-
versant only about words,”’ entertain fundamentally the same views
as the above; that is, they take for granted that Reasoning may be
earried on altogether independently of Language; which they regard
(ns was aboxe remarked) merely as a means of communicating it to
others. And a Science or Art which they suppose to be confined to
this offiae, they accordingly rank very low.

Such a view I believe to be very prevalent. The majority of
men would probably say, if asked, that the use of Language is
peculiar to Man ; and that its office is to express to one another
our thoughts and feelings. But neither of these is strictly true.

#0 A similar error is complained of b we find specumens in the arguments of
Aristotle; as having taken place wi several of the interlocutors in Cio. de
respect $¢'-Rhetorio: of which, in Oraiove
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Brutes do possess in some degree the power of being taught to
anderstand what is said to them, and some of them even to uttor
sounds expressive of what is passing within them. But they all
seem to be incapable of another, very important use of language,
which does characterize Man; wiz. the employment of ¢ Common-
terms’’ (‘‘ general-terms’’) formed by Abstraction, as tnstruments
of thought; by which alone a train of Reasoning may be carried on.

And accordingly, a Deaf-mute, before he has been taught a
Language,—either the Finger-language, or Reading,—cannot carry
on a train of Reasoning, any more than a Brute. He differs indeed
from a Brute in possessing the mental gcapability of employing
Language; but he can no more make use of that capability till he
is in possession of some System of arbitrary general-signs, than s
]S)erson born blind from Cataract can make use of his capacity of

eeing, till the Cataract is removed. ’

Hence, it will be found by any one who will question a Deaf-
mute who has been taught Language after having grown up, that
no such thing as a train of Reasoning had ever passed through hix
mmd before he was taught.

If indeed we did reason by means of those *‘abstract ideas”
which some persons talk of, and if the Language we use served
merely to communicate with other men, then, a person would be
able to reason who had no knowledge of any arbitrary Signs. But
there are no grounds for believing that this is possible; nor con-
sequently, that ‘‘ abstract ideas’’ (in that sense of the word) have
any existence at all.!

§ 6. From what has been said, it will be evident that there is
hardly any subject to which it is so difficult to introduce the student
in a clear and satisfactory manner, as the one we are now engaged
in. In any other branch of knowledge, the reader, if he have any

(1.58] INTRODUCTION.

11 There have been some very interest-
ing accounts published, by travellers in
America, and by persons residing there,
of a girl named Laura Bridgeman, who
has been, f1om birth, not only Deat-and-
Dumb, but also Blind. She has however
been taught the finger-language, and
even to read what 18 printed in rawsed
characters, and also to write.

The remarkable circumstance 1n refer-
egce to :xe pre?xent mct. 18, that when
she 18 alone, her s are Wy
observed to be moving, though the sgna
are so shght and imperfect that others
cannot make out what she is thinking of.
g‘ét if they inquire of her, she will tell

m

It seems that, having once learnt the
use of Signs, she fiads the necessity of
them as an Instrument of thought, when
thmkmgbof any thing beyond mere ind1-
vidual objects of sense.

And doubtless every one else doee the
mme; though in ner case. no one can (as

n the case of Laura Bridgeman) see the
operation: nor, 1n general, can it be
heard, though some tew persons have a
habit of occasionally audibly talking to
themselves; or as 1t s called, * thinking
aloud.” But the Signs we cominonly use
1n silent reflection are merely mental cox-
ceptions, usually of uttered words: and
these, cloubtless. are such as could be
hardly at all understood by another, even
if uttered audibly. For"we usually think
mn a kind ot short-hand, (1f one may use
the expression,) hike the notes one some-
times takes down on paper Yo help the
memory, which consist of a word or two,
—or even a letter,—to suggest a whole
sentence; so that such notes would be
unintelugible to any one else. L

It has been observed also that this girl,
when asleep, and doubtless dfeaming, has
her fingers frequently in motion: being
1§n fact talking 1n her sleep. See above,

4,



Dffoulty
attending
ebstract
pursuits.

Analytical
by yt

M
synthetical
Qreosdure

14 INTRODUCTION. 1s6.

revious acquaintance with the subject, will usually be so far the
etter prepared for comprehending the exposition of the principles;
or if he be entirely a stranger to it, will at least come to the study
with a mind unbiaseed, and free from prejudices and misconceptions:
whereas, in the present case, 1t cannot but happen, that many whe
have given some attention to logical puisuits (or what are usually
considered as such) will have 1ather been bewildered by fundament-
ally erroneous views, than prepared, by the acqusition of just
prfi)ci.ples, for ulterior progress; and that not a few who pretend
not to any acquaintance whatever with the science, will yet have
imbibed either suck prejudices agamst 1t, or such false notions
respecting its nature, as cannot but prove obstacles in their study
of it.

There is, however, a difficulty which exists more or less in all
abstract purswits; though it 18 perhaps more felt in this, and often
occasions it to be rejected by beginners as dry and tedious; viz. the
difficulty of perceiving to what ultimate end—to what practical or
interesting application—the abstiact principles lead, which are first
laid before the student; so that he will often have to work his way
patiently through the most laboiious part of the system, before he
can gain any clear 1dea of the drift and intention of it.

This complaint has often been made by chemical students; whe
are wearicd with deseriptions of Oxygen, Hydrogen, and other
invisible Elements, before they have any knowledge 1especting such
bodies a8 commonly present themselves to the senses. And accord.
mgly some teachers of chemnstry obviate in a great degree ths
objection, by adopting the analytical mstead of the synthetical mode
of procedure, when they are first introducing the subject to begin-
ners; t.c. instead of synthetically enumerating the elementary
substances,— proceeding next to the simplest combinations of these,
—and concluding with those more complex substances which are of
the most common occurrence, they begin by analyzing these last,
and resolving them step by step into their simple elements; thus at
once presenting the subject in an interesting point of view, and
clearly sectting forth the object of it. The synthetical form of
teaching is indeed sufficiently interesting to one who has made
eonsiderable progress in any study; and being more concise, regular,
and systematic, is the form in which our kunowledge naturally
arranges itself in the mind, and is retained by the memogy; but
the analytical is the more interesting, easy, and natural kind of
introduction; as being the form in which the first invention or dis-
ocovery of any kind of system must originally have taken place.

It may be advisable, therefore, to begin by giving a slight sketch
n this f(fm, of the logical system, before we enter regularly upos
the details of it. The reader will thus be preaentlt:d lvlvith a kind of
hmaginary history of the course of inquiry by which that system
mgwj:lgmoeived to bave scurred to & philosophical mind. 4
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ANALYTICAL OUTLINE OF THE SCIENCE.

§1.

Ix every instance in which we reason, in the strict sense of the
word, f.e. make use of arguments, (I mean real, i.e. valid arguments,)
whether for the sake of refuting an adversary, or of conveying
instruction, or of satiefying our own minds on any point, whatever
may be the subject we are engaged on, a certain process takes
lace in the mind which is one and the same in all cases, provided
1t be correctly conducted.

Of course 1t cannot be supposed that every one is even conscious
of this process in his own mind; much less, is competent to explain
the principles on which it proceeds. This indeed is, and cannot
but be, the case with every other process respecting which any
system has been formed; the practice not only n.ay exist indepen-
dently of the theory, but must have preceded the theory. There
must have been Language before a system of Grammar could
be devised; and musical compositions, previous to the Science oi
Music. This, by the way, will serve to expose the futility of the
popular objection against Logic, that men may reason very well
who know nothing of it. The parallel instances adduced, show that
such an objection might be applied in many other cases, where its
absurdity would be obvious; and that there is no ground for deciding
thence, either that the system has no tendency to improve practice,
or that even if it had not, it might not still be a dignified and
interesting pursuit.

One of the chief impediments to the attainment of a just view of Beasoning
the nature and object of Logic, is the not fully understanding, or finiieim s
not sufficiently keeping in mind, the saMENEsS of the reasoning.- suhjeets
process in all cases. If, as the ordinary mode of speaking would
seem to indicate, Mathematical reasoning, and Theological, and
Metaphysical, and Political, &c., were essentially different from
each other, i.e. different kinds of reasoming, it would follow, that
supposing there could be at any such science as we have
described Logic, there must be so many different specdes, or st
least different branches, of Logic. And such is perhaps the most
prevailing notion. Nor is this much to be wondered at: since it is
svident to all, that some men converse and write, in an argumenio-
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tive way very justly on one subject, and very erroneously on
another; in which again others excel, who fail in the former. This
error may be at once illustrated and removed, by considering the
parallel instance of Arithmetic; in which every one is aware tha
the process of a calculation 12 mot affected by the nature of the
objects, whose numbers are before us: but that (e.g ) the multipli-
cation of a number is the very same operation, whether it be a
number of men, of miles, or of pounds; though nevertheless persons
may perhaps be found who are accurate in the results of their calcu-
lations relative to natural philosophy, and incorrect in those of
political economy, from their different degrees of skill in the subjects
of these two sciences; not surely because there are different arts
of Arithmetic applicable to each of these respectively.

Others again, who are aware that the simple system of Logic
may be applied to all subjects whatever, are yet disposed to view it
as a peculiar method of 1easoning, and “ot, as 1t is, a method of
unfolding and analyzing our reasoning: whence many have been
led (eg. the author of the Philosophy of Rhetoric) to talk of com-
paring Syllogistic-reasoning with Moral-reasoning; taking it for
granted that it is possible to reason correctly without reasoning
logically; which s, n fact, as great a blunder as if any one were
to mistake grammar for a peculiar language, and to suppose it
possible to speak correctly without speaking grammatically. They
have in short considered Logic as an art of reasoning; whereas (so
far as 1t is a 1 art) 1t is the art of reasoning; the logician’s object
being, not to lay down principles by which one may reason, but, by
which all must reason, even though they are not distinctly aware of
them:—to lay down rules, not which may be followed with advantage,
but which cannot possibly be departed from in sound reasoning
These misapprehensions and objections being such as lie on the
very threshold of the subject, it would have been hardly possible,
without noticing them, to convey any just notion of the nature and
design of the logical system.

§ 2.

Supposing 1t then to have been perceived that the operation of
Reasoning is in all cases the same, the analysis of that operation
could not fail ¢o strike the mind as an interesting matter of inquiry.
And moreover, since (apparent) arguments which are unsound and
inconclusivé, are so often employed, either from error or design;
and since even those who are not misled by these fallacies, are so
often at a loss to detect and expose them in a manner satisfactory
to others, or even to therselves; it could not but appear desirable
to lay dofn some goneral rules of reasoning applicable to all cases ;
by which a perssv might be enabled the more readily and clearly
to state the grounds or iic own conviction, or of his objection to the
srguments of an opponent: instesd of arguing at random, without
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any fixed and acknowleged principles to guide his procedure. Such
rules would be analogous to those of Arithmetic, which obviate the
tediousness and uncertainty of calculations in the head; wherein,
after much labour, different persons might arrive at different results,
without any of them being able distinctly to point out the error of
the rest. A system of such rules, it is obvious, must, instead of
deserving to be called the ‘“art of wranghng,”” be more justly
characterised as the ‘“ art of cutting short wrangling,” by bringing
the parties to issue at once, if not to agreement, and thus sa%ing a
waste of ingenuity.

In pursumng the supposed investigation, it will be found that Analysts o
every Conclusion is deduced, in reality, from two other propositions;*"8“"***
(thence called Premises;) for though one of these may be, and
commonly is, suppressed, it must nevertheless be understood as
admitted; as may easily be made evident by supposing the denial
of the suppressed premiss; which will at once invalidate the argu-
ment; eg. if any one, from perceiving that ‘the world exhibits
marks of design,”’ infers that ‘it must have had an intelligent
author,”” though he may not be aware in his own mind of the
existence of any other premiss, he will readily understand, if it bo
denied that ** whatever exhibits marks of design must have had ap
intelligent author,”’ that the affirmative of that proposition is
necessary to the validity of the argument.! Or again, if any one on
meeting with *“ an animal which has horns on the head’’ infers that
‘it is a ruminant,”’ he will easily perceive that this would be no
argument to any one who should net be aware of the general faot
that ** all horned animals ruminate.”’

An argument thus stated regularly and at full length 1s called a syliogiam,
Syllogigm; which therefose is evidently not a peculiar kind of
argunent, but only a peculiar form of expression, in which every
argument may be stated.?

When one of the premises is suppressed, (which for brevity s
sake it usually is,) the argument is called an Enthymeme. And
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1 Some choose to call this proposition
not a premss but merely acondition This
however 1s, substantially, (as has been
formerly remarked) just what Logicians
mean. Whoever has any good ground
for believing his inference to be a just
one, must believe this condition to exist.

3 Sonie writers, and Locke among
othersz who profess to despise what they
call *‘syllogistic reasoning,” distinctly
admtt—;as Locke does,e g. inch xwni that

all right reasoning may be reduced to
the furm of Syllogism;” (which 18 admit-
ting the utmost that I concenve any Lo-
g1cian maintamns) only, there are, he says,
other and better ** ways of reasoning.’

is, a8 he proceeds to explain, people
o not always, or usually, erpress ftheu-
feasoning 1 a spilogistic form; as if any
oue had ever dovhted fAai! oept in-

deed 1t be a writer 1n the Edinburgh
Review, (in 1839,) who 1n de recat;;n‘g
and dending all attempts to adduce ev{-
dences of the truth of Christianity, as
useless, and even dangerous, for the mass
of mankind, (a discovery, by the way,
which its first promulgators were not
enlightened cnough to make) gives as a
reason, that ** the Gospel has been the
stay of countless mulhions who never
tramed a syllogism.”” And very probable
it 18, that Nicodemus for instance, and

those who deputed him, when he said
* we know that thou art a t. er sen!
from God; for no man ca® do thesy

miracles that thou doest except (tod be
with him,” though he spoke grammati-
cally and reasoned conclusively, msy
have ne.er heard of syllogisms, or evon
of nouns on‘ v
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it may be worth while to remark, that when the argument is
in this state, the objections of an opponent are (or rather appear te
be) of two kinds; viz either objections to the assertion itself, or
objections to its force as an argument. E.G. In one of the above
instances, an atheist may be conceived either denying® that the
world does exhibit marks of design, or denying* that it follows from
thence that it had an intelligent author. Now it is important to
keep in mind that the only difference in the two cases is, that in
the ofte, the expressed premiss 1s denied, in the other the suppressed,
for the force as an argument of either premiss depends on the other
premiss: if both be adnntted, the conclusion legitimately connected
with them cannot be denied

Reaton. It is evidently immaterial to the argument whether the Conclusion
be placed first or last; but it may be proper to remark, that a
Premiss placed after its Conclusion is called the Reason® of it, and
is introduced by one of those conjunctions whick are called causal;
viz. ‘“since,”’ ‘‘ because,”” &c. which may indeed be employed to
designate a Premiss, whether it came first or last. The illative
conjunctions, ‘“ therefore,”” &c. designate the Conclusion.

Prost and It is a circumstance which often occasions error and perplexity,

Sine that both these classes of conjunctions have also another significa-
tion, being employed to denote, respectively, Cause and Effect, as
well as Premiss and Conclusion: e.g If I say, ¢ this ground is rich,
because the trees on it are flourishing,”” or ““ the trees are flourish-
ing, and therefore the soil must be rich, ’ I employ these conjunctions
to denote the connexion of Premiss and Conclusion; for it is plain
that the luxuriance of the trees is not the cause of the soil’s fertility,
but only the cause of my knowing it. If again I say, “ the trees
flourish, because the ground is rich,”” or ¢ the ground is rich, and
therefore the trees flourish,”’ I am using the very same conjunctions
to denote the connexion of cause and effect; for in this case, the
luxuriance of the trees, being evident to the eye, would hardly need
to be proved, but might need to be accounted for.

There are, however, many cases in which the Cause is employed
to prove the existence of its Effect; especially in arguments relat-
ing to future events; as ¢.g. when from favourable weather any one
argues that the crops are likely to be abundant;® the cause and the
reason, in that case, coincide. And this contributes to their being
so often confounded together in other cases.

e
§ 3.
In an argument, such as the exam les above given, it is, as has
been said, impossible for any one, who admits both Premises, to

avoid adfaitting the conclusion.

» Asthe ancient atheists did. ¢ As the modern atheists dn.
* or-premiss is often called the Prircipie: and the word Renson is thes

1)
to inor.
e 0 e . I. art. Reason. See aiso Riwtoric, Part I, b % 4 i
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A man may perhaps deny, or doubt, and require proof, that all
snimals that are horned de ruminate. Nay, it is conceivable that
he may even not clearly understand what * ruminant’’ means; but
still it will be not the less clear to him, that, supposing these
Premises granted, the Conclusion must be admitted.

And cven if you suppose a case where one or both of the Premises
shall be manifestly false and absurd, this will not alter the conclu-
siveness of the Reasoning; though the conclusion tself may perhaps
be absurd also. For mstance, ¢ All the Ape-tribe are originally
descended from Reptiles or Insects: Mankind are of the Ape-tribe;
therefore Mankind are originally descended from Reptiles or Insects:"’
here, every one’ would perceive the falsity of all three of these
propositions.  But it is not the less true that the conclusion follows
from those premises, and that if they were true, it would be true
also.

But there will be frequently an apparent connexion of Premises
with a Conclusion which does not in reality follow from them,
though to the inattentive or unskilful, the argumnent may appear
to be valid. And there are many other cases in which a doubt may
exist whether the argument be valid or not: i.e. whether it be
possible or not to admit the Premises, and yet deny the Conclu.
sion. It is of the highest importance, therefore, to lay down some
regular form to which every valid argument may be reduced, and
to devise a rule which shall show the validity of every argument in
that form, and consequently the unsoundness of any apparent
argument which cannot be reduced to it. E G. If such an argument
as this be proposed, *‘ every rational agent is accountable; brutes
are not rational agents; therefore they are not accountable:” or
again, ‘“all wise legislators suit their laws to the genius of their
nation; Solon did this; therefore he was a wise legislator:’’ there
are some, perhaps, who would not perceive any fallacy in such
arguments, especially if enveloped in a cloud of words; and still
more, when the conclusion is true, or (which comes to the same
point) if they are disposed to believe it: and others might perceive
mdeed, but might be at a loss to explain, the fallacy. Now these
(apparent) arguments exactly correspond, respectively, with the
following, the absurdity of the conclusions from which is manifest:
‘“every horse is an animal; sheep are not horses; flierefore they
are not animals;” and, ‘“all vegetables grow; an animgl grows;
therefore it is a vegetable.”” These last examples, 1 have said,
correspond exactly (considered as arguments) with the former; the
question respecting the validity of an Argument, being, not whether
the conclusion be true, but whether it follows from the, premises
adduced.

This modo of exposing a fallacy, by bringing forward a similar

Apparent
.r%umna
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ame whose conclusion is obviously absurd, is often, and very advan-
tageously resorted to m addressing those who are ignorant of
Logical rules; ® but to lay down such rules, and employ them as a
teot, 18 evidently a safer and more compendious, as well as a more
philosophical mode of proceeding. To attain these, it would plainly
be necessary to analyze some clear and valid arguments, and to
observe in what their conclusiveness consists.

Le¢ us then examine and analyze such an example as one of those
first given: for instance, ‘‘ Every animal that has horns on the
head 1s ruminant; the Elk has horns on the head; therefore the
Elk is ruminant.”” It will easily be seen that the valdity [or
*¢ conclusiveness,”’ or ‘soundness’’] of the Argument does not at
all depend on our conviction of the truth of either of the Premises;
or even on our understanding the meaning of them. For if we
substitute for one of the things we are speaking about, some
unmeaning Symbol, (such as a letter of the alphabet,) which may
stand for any thing that may be agreed on, the Reasoning remains
the same.

For instance, suppose we say, (instead of ‘* ammal that has
horns on the head,”) ** Every X 1s rummant; the Elk is X; there-
fore the Elk is ruminant;’’ the Argument 1s equally vahd.

And again, instead of the word ‘‘i1uminant,”” let us put the
letter *“ Y:”’ then the argument ““ Every X is Y; the Elk is X;
therefore the Lilk is Y;” would be a valid argument as before.

And the same would be the case if you were to put ““Z’’ for
“the Elk:” for the syllogism * Every X is Y; Z is X; therefore
Z is Y,” is completely valid, whatever you suppose the Symbols X,
Y, and Z to stand for.

Any one may try the experiment by substituting for X, Y, and
Z, respectively, any words he pleases; and he will find that, if he
does but preserve the same form of expression, it will be impossible
to admit the truth of the Premises, without admitting also the
truth of the Conclusion.

And it is worth observing here, that nothing is so likely to lead
to that—very common, though seemingly strange—error, of sup-
posing ourselves to understand distinctly what in reality we under-
stand but very imperfectly, or not at all, as the want of attention
to what has been just explained.

A mgn reads—or even writes—many pages perhaps, of an
argumentative work, in which one or more of the terms employed

existence of that extraordinary person
could not, on Hume’s principles, be re-
ceived as a well authenticated fact; since
1t rests on evidence less strong than that
which suplports the Scripture-histories.
For a clear development of the mode

.8 An exposure of some of Hume’s falla-
cies in his *‘ Essay on Miracles” and
elsewhere,gwas attéempted, on this plan,
a few yearsago, ina pampfnlet (published
anonymously, a8 the nature of the argu-
ment required, but which I see no reason

against acknowledging) entitled ** His-
toric Doubts relative to Napoleon Buon-
lmrtec;" in which 1t was shewn that the

in which this last evidence operates on
most minds, see ** Hinds on Inspiration,”
Dp. <
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convey ncthing distinet to his mind: and yet he is liable to overlook
this eircumstance, from finding that he clearly understands the
Arguments. He may be said, in one sense, to understand what he
is reading; because he can perfectly follow the train of Reasoniny,
itself. But this, perhaps, he might equally well do, if he were to
substitute for one of the words employed, X, or Z, or any other
such unknown Symbol; as i the examples above. But a man will
often confound together, the understanding of the Argumeyts, 1n
themselves, and the understanding of the words employed, and of
the nature of the things those words denote.

It appears then, that valid Reasomng, when regularly expressed,
has its validity [or conclusiveness] made evident from the mere
form of the expression 1itself, independently of any regard to the
sense of the words.

In examining this form, in such an example as that just given,
you will observe that in the first Prermse (‘X is Y,”)it is assumed
universally of the Class of things (whatever it may be) which ¢« X"’
denotes, that ““ Y may be affirmed of them: and in the other
Premise, (‘‘Z is X,"”) that ¢ Z” (whatcver it may stand for) is
referred to that Class, as comprehended m 1t.  Now 1t is evident
that whatever is said of the whole of a Class, may be said of an)
thing that is comprehended [or “* included,” or ** contained,”] in
that Class: so that we are thus authorized to say (in the conclusion)
that “Z7 s« Y.”

Thus also, in the example first given, having assumed universally,
of the Class of ‘‘ Things which exhibit marks of design,”’ that they
““had an intelligent maker,”” and then, in the other Premise,
having referred ¢ The world’ to that Class, we conclude that it
may be asserted of ‘The world”’ that ““it had an intelligent
maker.”’

And the process is the same when any thing is denied of a whole
Class. We are equally authorized to deny the same, of whatever
is comprehended under that Class. For instance, if 1 say, “No
liar is deserving of trust; this man 1s a liar; therefore he is not
deserving of trust;"’ I here deny ** deserving of trust,”” of the whale
Class denoted by the word ‘* liar;”’ and then I refer * this man’ to
that Class; whence it follows that ** deserving of trust’” may be
denied of him. *

This arguinent also will be as manifestly valid, if (as 1n the for
mer case) you substitute for the words which have a known"neaning,
any undetermined Symbols, such as letters of the alphabet. ‘‘ No
Xis Y; Zis X; therefore Z is not Y,”” is as perfect a syllogism as
the other with the affirmative conclusion.

And here it is to be observed, that by * Class’ is mean? through- Meaning of
out this treatise, not merely a ** Head” or * general description’ Giass.
to which several things are actually referred, but one to which an
indefinite number of things might concewaljy be referred; vis. as
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many as (in the colloquial phrase) may ** answer to the description.”
E.G. One may conceive that when the first-created man existed
alone, some superhuman Beings may have contemplated him not
merely as an individual bearing the proper-name of Adam, but also,
by Abstraction, simply, as possessing those attributes which we
call collectively *humanity” [* human-nature;”’] and may have
applied to him a name,—such as ** Man’’—implying those attributes,
[that description] and which would consequently suit equally well
any of his descendants.

When then any thing is said to be “ referred to such and such
@ Class’’ this is to be understood either of an actual, or what may
be called a potential Class: f.e. the word Class is used whether there
actually exist, or not, several things to which the description will
apply. For it is evident, that, in any case, we refer something to
a certain Class in consequence of that thing’s possessing certain
attributes, and not, vice versa. And this being kept in mind, there
is a convenience 1 employing the word ‘‘ Class’” instead of intro-
ducing circumlocution by always speaking of ‘* description.”

It will be found, then, on examination, that all valid argumentt
whatever may be easily reduced to such a form as that of the
foregoing syllogisms; and that consequently the principle on which
they are constructed is the UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE of
Reasoning. So elliptical, indeed, is the ordinary mode of expression,
even of those who are considered as prolix writers,—i.e. 80 much
® implied and left to be understood in the course of argument, in
comparison of what 1s actually stated, (most men being impatient,
even to excess, of any appearance of unnecessary and tedious
formality of statement,) that a single sentence will often be found,
though perhaps considered as a single argument, to contain, com;
pressed into a short compass, a chain of several distinct arguments.

But if each of these be fully developed, and the whole of what
the author intended to imply be stated expressly, it will be found
that all the steps even of the longest and most complex train of
reasoning may be veduced into the above form.’

It is a mistake (which might appear scarcely worthy of notice,
had not so many, even esteemed writers, fallen into it) to imagine
that Aristotle and other logicians meant to propose that this prelix
form of unfélding arguments should universally supersede, in
argumentative discourses, the common forms of expression; and
that, *‘tb reason logically,”’ means, to state all arguments at full
length in the syllogistic form; and Aristotle has even been charged
with inconsistency for not doing so. It has been said that *“in his
Treatises of Ethics, Politics, dc. he argues like a rational creature,
and nevef attempts to bring his own system into practice.”™ As

® Une of the ancients 18 reported to 1t appears that the reverse of this com-
have compared Logic to the closed fist, parison would be more correet.
and Rhetorie to the open hapd. To me 10 Lord Kames.
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woll might a chemist be charged with inconsistency for making use of
any of the compound substances that are commonly employed, without
previously analyzing and resolving them into their simple elements;
as well might it be imagined that, *to speak grammatically,”
means, to parse every sentence we utter. The chemist (to pursue
the illustration) keeps by him his tests and his method of analysis,
to be employed when any substance is offered to his notice, the
composition of which has not been ascertamed, or in which adultera-
tion is suspected. Now a fallacy may aptly be compared to some
adulterated compound; ‘it consists of an ingenious mixture of truth
“and falsehood, so entangled,—so intimately blended,—that the
«¢ falsehood is (in the chemical phrase) keld in solution: one drop of
““gound logic is that test which immediately disunites them, makes
* the Foreign substance visible, and precipitates it to the bottom.™™

§ 4.

But to resume the investigation of the principles of Reasoning.
th