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that the beasts are entirely destitute of it. A beast
may experience the same sensation of hot water that
we do, but is unable to separate the idea of heat and
that of the water itself: it knows heat ouly in so far
as it is connected with the water, but has not the
abstract idea of heat which we have. It is szid, that
these notions are general ideas, which extend to se~
veral things at once, as we may find heat in stone,
wood, water, or any other body; but onr idea of
heat is not attached to any one body; for if my idea
of heat were attached to a certain stone, which first
supplied me with that idea, I could not affirm that
wood or other bodies were hot. Hence it is evi-
dent, that these notions, or general ideas, are not
attached to certain objecis, as sensible ideas are;
and as they distingnish man from the brute creation,
they properly exalt him to a degree of rationality
wholly unattainable by the beasts.

There is still farther a species of notions, likewise,
formed by abstraction, which supply the soul with
the most important subjects on which to employ its
powers : these are the ideas of genus and species.
‘When I see apear-iree, a cherry-tree, an apple-tree,
an oak, a fir, &e. all these ideas are different; 1, ne-
vertheless, remark in them several things which they
have in common; as the trunk, the hranches, and
the voots; I stop short only at those things which
the different ideas have in common, and the object
in which all such qualities meet 1 call a #ree. Thus
the idea of tree, which I have formed in this man-

ner, is a general notion, and comprehends the sen+ -

sible ideas of the pear-tree, the apple-tree, and, in
general, of every tree that exisis.

Now, the #ree which corresponds to my idea of
tree, no where exists; it is not the pear-tree, for
then the apple would not be comprehended under
it; for the same reason, it is not the cherry-iree, nor
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the plumb, nor the onk, &e.; in o word, it exists

only in my soul; it is only an idea, but which is re-
alized in an infinite number of objects. In like

manner, when I speak of a cherry-tree, it toois a

general notion, which comprehends all the cherry-
trees that exist: this notion is not restricted to a
particular cherry-tree in my garden: for then every
other cherry-tree wounld be excluded.

With respect to general notions, every existing
object, comprehended under one, is denominated an
individual, and the general idea, say that of the
cherry-tree, is denominated species or genus. These
two words signify nearly the same thing, but genus
Is the more comprehensive, including in it a variety

of species. Thus the notion of a tree may be con-
‘sidered as a genus, as it includes the notions of pear-

irees, apple-trees, onks, firs, and so on, which are
species ; and of so many others, each of which con~

tains a great number of existing individuals.

This manner of forming general idea is, the':refore,
likewise performed by abstraction; and it is here .
chiefly that the soul exerts the activity, and per-
forms the operations from which all our knowledge
is derived. Withoat these general notions, we

_should differ nothing from the brutes.

Tth February 1161,

Lerrer CL—Or Laweuagm; 1Ts Narure, Ap-

- YANTAGES, AND NECESSITY, IN ORDER TO THE
CommunicarioN ofF TuougH®, and THE Cul~
TIVATION of KNOWLEDGE.

. WHATEVER aptitude & man may have fo exercise
* the power of abstraction, and to furnish himself
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with general ideas, he can make no considerable
progress without the aid of language, spoken or
written. Both the one and the other contains a va-
riety of words, which are only cextain signs corres-
ponding to our ideas, and whose signification is
settled by custom, or the tacit consent of several
men who live together.

It would appear from this, that the only purpose
of language to manlkind is mutually to communicate
their sentiments, and that a solitary man might do
very well without it; but a little veflection only is
lecessary to be convinced, that men stand in need of
language, as much to pursue and cultivate their own
thoughts, as to keep up a communication with others,

To prove this, I remark, first, that we have
scarcely a word in any language whose signification
is attached to one individual object. If each cherry-
tree in a whole comiiry had its proper name, as well
as every pear-tree, and, in general, every individual
free; what an enormous complication in langnage
wonld result from it? Were I under the necessity of
emplaying a particnlar term to denote every sheet
of paper in my bureau, or if I should, from ecaprice;
think fit to give each a particular name, this would
be as useless to myself as to others.

It is, then, a very imperfect description of lan-
guage to say, that men have, from the first, imposed
on all individual objects certain names to Serve
them for signs, The words of a language express
general notions; and you will varely find one which
marks only a single individual. The name, Alexan-
der the Great, is applicable to one particnlar per-
son; but then itis a compound name, There may
Lave been many thousands of Alexanders 3 and the
epithet greai extends to an infinite wumber of
things. Iiis thus that all men bear names, to dis-

o
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tingnish them from others, though these names may
be frequently commen to many.

The essence of a langnage consists rather in its
containing words to denote general notions, as that
of tree corresponds to a prodigions number of indi-
vidual beings. These words serve not only to con-
vey to others, who understand the same language,
the same idea which I affix to the words; but they
are likewise a great assistance to me in represent-
ing this idea to myself Without the word tree,
which represents to me the general notion of a tree,
Lmust imagine to my myself at once a cherry-tree,
a pear-iree, an apple-tree, a fir, &ec. and thence ex-
fract what they have in common, This would ne-

. cessarily oppress the mind, and speedily involve in

it the greatest perplexity. But having, once for all,
determined to express by the term tree the general
netien formed by abstraction, this term always ex-
cites in my soul the same notion, without my having
oecasion to recollect its origin ; and accordingly, the
word ree nlone, for the most part, constitutes the
objeet of the soul, without the representation of any

_ real tree,

. The word man is, in like manner, a sign to de-
noie the general notion of what all men have in com-
mon ; and it would be very difficult to tell or to
make the enumeration of all that this notion con-
tains. “Would you say that he is a living two-legged
being? A cock would likewise be incinded in this
deseription. 'Would you say, in words of Plato’s
definition, that he is a two-legged animal withont
feathers 7 You have only to strip the cock of his fea-
thers, in order to obtain the Platonic man.

- I do not know whether those who say that man is
an animal endowed with reason, express themselves
more aceurately; for how often do we take for men
ceriain beings of whose rationality we have no assur-
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ance. On viewing an army, I have not the least
doubt that every soldier is a man, though I have not
the smallest proof that they are all endowed with
reason, If I were to make an enumeration of all the
members necessary to constitute a man, some men
would always be found defective in one, perhaps in
several of these, or we might find some beast who

" had them all. On investigating, therefore, the ori:
gin of the general notion of man, it is almost impos-
sible to say wherein it consists.

No one, however, has any doubt respecting the
signification of the word ; because every one, wish-
ing to excite this notion in his soul, has only to
think on the word maen, as if he saw it written on
paper, or heard it pronounced, according as the re-
spective language of any one may be. ‘

Hence we see that, for the most part, the objects
of our thonghts are not so much the things them-

selves, as the words by which these things are de--

noted in language; which greatly facilitates the ex-
ercise of thought. What idea, in fact, do we asso-
ciate with the terms wiritue, liberty, goodness, &c.?
Not surely 2 sensible image; but the soul, having
once formed the abstract notiens which correspond
to these terms, afterwards substitutes them in its
thoughis, in place of the things which they denote.
You may easily conceive how many abstractions
it was necessary to make, in order to arrive at thé
notion of wirfue. The actions of men were first to
be considered ; they were then to be compared with
the duties imposed on them; in consequence of this,
we give the name of wirtue to the dispdsition which
a man has to regulate his actions conformably to his
duties, Bui, on hearing the word wvirfue rapidly
pronounced in conversation, do we always connect
with it this complex notion? And what idea is ex+
cited in the mind, on hearing the particle and or
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also pronounced ? It is readily seen, that these words
import a species of connexion; but take what pains
you please to describe this connexion, you will find
yourself under the necessity of employing other
words, whose signification it would be equally diffi-
cult to explain; and if I were to attempt an explana-
tion of the import of the particle and, I must make
frequent use of that very particle,

You are now enabled to judge of what advantage
language is to direct ounr thoughts; and that, with-
out langnage, we should hardly be in a condition to
think at all.

10¢th February 1161,

Lerrer CII.—Or TrE Parrecrions or a4 Lan-
GUAGE. JUDGMENTS AND NATURE oF Prorosi-
TIONS, AFFIRMATIVE AND NEGATIVE; UNIVERSAL,
OR PARTICULAR,

I mave been endeavouring to show you how ne-
cessary language is to man, not only for the mutual
communication of sentiment and thonght, but like-
wise for the improvement of the mind and the ex-
tension of knowledge.

These signs or words represent, then, general no-
tions, each of which is applicable to an infinite number
of objects: as, for instance, the idea of hot, and of heat,
to every individual object which is hot; and the idea,
or general notion of #ree, is applicable to every indi-
vidual tree in a garden or a forest, whether cherries,
pears, oaks, or firs, &c.

Hence yon must be sensible how one language
may he more perfect than another. A langunge al-
ways is so, in proportien as it is in a condition to
express a greater number of general notions, formed
by abstraction, It is with respeei to these notions
that we must estimate the perlection of a language.
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The second species contains negative and univer-
sai propositions, the form of which in general is:

) - No Ais B.

‘The third is, that of affirmative proposttions, but
Pparticulur, contained in this form

: Some A is B.

And, finally, the fourth is that of negative and par-
ticular propositions, of which the form is;

' Some A is not B.

. All these propositions contain essentially two no-
-tions, A and B, which are called the Zerms of the
Proposition : the first of which affirms or denies
something,—and this we call the subjecs; and the
second, which we say is applicable, or inapplicable,
to the first, is the affribute, Thus, in the proposi-
tion, all men are mortal, the word man, or men, is
the subject, and the word mortal the attribute : these
words are much used in logic, which teaches the
rules of just reasoning.

These four species of propositions may likewise be
represented by figures, so as to exhibit their nature
to the eye. This must be a great assistance toward
comprehending more distinctly wherein the accuracy
of a chain of reasoning consists.

. As a general notion contains an infinite number
of individual objects, we may consider it as a space
in which they are all contained. Thus, for' the no-
“tion of man we form a space (Prave IIL. Fig. 1.) in
twhich we conceive all men to be comprehended.
For the notion of mortal, we form another, (Fig. 2.)
- I which we conceive every thing mortal to be com-
?r:ehended. And when I affirmy all men are moréal,
1t is the same thing with affirming, that the first fi-
- gure is contained m the second.

L Hence it follows, that the vepresentation of an
affirmative universal proposition is that in which the
- space A (Fig. 8.), which represents the subject of the
VoL, 1. 0

Formerly, there was no word in the Russian lan.
guage to express what we call justice, This was cert
tainly a very great defect, as the idea of justiceis of :
very great importance in a great number of our jud ar
ments and reasonings, and as it is scarcely POSSileF‘.
to think of the thing itself without a term expressive
of it. They have accordingly supplied this defect,
by iniroducing inta that language a word which conr
veys the notion of justice. '

These general notions, formed by abstraction, are
the source of all our judgments and of all our rea-
sonings. A judgment is nothing else but the affir-
mation, or negation, that a notion is applicable, o .
inapplicable; and when such judgment is expressed
in words, we call it a propesition. To give an exk-
ample: A4l men are mortal, is a proposition which
contains two notions; the first, that of men in gene-
ral~—and the second that of mortality, which compre.
hends whatever is mortal. The judgment consists :
in pronouncing and affirming, that the notion gf mor~ |
tality is applicable to all men. ‘This is a judgment,
and being expressed in words, it is a proposition);
and because it affivms, we call it an affirmative pro;
position. 1fit denied, we would eall it negative, suc
as this, 7o man is righteous. These two propositions,
which I have introduced as examples, are universal, ;
because the one affirms of @l men, that they are mon;
tal, and the other denies that they are righteous,

There are likewise particular propositions, both
negative and affivmative; as, some men are learned, ;
and some men are not wise. What is here affirmed,
and denied, is not applicable to all men, but to som
of them. ‘

Hence we derive fomr species of propositions
The first is that-of gffirmative and universal propor-
sitions, the form of which in general is: ‘

Every A is B.
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proposition, is wholly contained in the space B
which is the a#tridute.

IL. As to negative universal propositions, the tw
spaces A and B, of which A always denotes the sub-
Ject, and B the atéribute, will be represented thus
(Fig. 4.), the one separated from the other; because
we say no 4 45 B, or that nothing comprehended in
the notion A, is in the notion B.

III. In affirmative particular propositions, ag,
some A is B, a part of the space A will be compre-
hended in the space B (Fig. 5.); as we see here,
that something comprehended in the notion A, is
likewise in B. '

1V. For negative particular propositions, as, some
A is not B, a part of the space A must be out of
the space B, (#ig. 6.) This figure resembles the
preceding; but we here remark principally, that
there is something in the notion A, which is not

-comprehended in the notion B, or which is out
of it, ’ ‘

14¢h February 1761,

Lerrer CIIL—OF SvLLoGISMS, AND THEIR DIF-
FERENT I'ORMS, WHEN UHE FIRST PROPOSITION
15 UNIVERSAL.

THESE circles, or rather these spaces, for it is cn;fl
no Importance of what figure they ave of, are ex-
tremely commodious for facilitating ow veflections
on this subject, and for unfolding oIl the hoaste
nyysteries of logic, which that art finds it so difficul
to explain; whereas, by means of these si%:m, the
whole is rendered sensible to the eye. /e may
employ, then, spaces formed at pleasure to represent
svery general notion, and mark the subject of a pro-
position by a space containing A, and the attribute

i
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by another which contains B. The nature of the
proposition itself always imports, either that the space

«of 4 is wholly contained in the space B, or that it

is partly contained in that space; or that a part, at
least, is out of the space B; or, finally, that the
space A is wholly out of B.*

" The two last cases, which represent perticular
propositions, seem to contain a doubt, as it is not

* Onr Author subjoins here the following dingram, with this short in-
trodoetion :—* X shall ouee more give you a visible representation of these
figures or emblams of the four speciea of propositions.™*

Lhpblems of the four Species of Propositions.

Affivmmative universal, Negative universal,

ammna.
- e,

o T LY ’ 5 hl
‘,' ’4' ., “‘ , ™ '-‘ "‘.‘
ra [ . ’ h1 + .
i ¥, * [y I A1 ] L]
H H 1 1 i Yy ! "
b LA B
" 1 H
A HE 3 R ]
Y LY i h " F Y 7
. & ] *, Fy \ )
LY e, - § . - \ *
. iy i § ' » ~ -
", R4 et R Tl
., ¢"
Tt e =
Every A is B. No A is B.
Affirmative particular. Negative particulur.

————
- ..
e
———
N -
o’
*
QLS
—
e

",
*a
-

. y " N S .
.

. e .
e TN ae? ™ e e

Some A is B. Some A is not B.




316 OF SYLLOGISDIS. Let. 103,
decided whether it be a great part of A which i
contained, or not contained in B. Tt is even pos-
sible, in the case of a particnlar proposition, that
the notion A may contain the notion B entively, as
in Prate I1L Fig.'7; and that, at the same time, as
is clear from the figure, a part of the space A may
be in the space B, and that a part of A may not be
in B. Now, if A were, for example, the idea of zree
in general, and B that of oak, which is contained
wholly in the first, the following propositions might
be formed:
I. All oaks are trees.
11, Some trees ave oaks.
III. Some trees are not oaks. :
In like manner, if of two spaces one is entirely

out of the other, as in Prare IIL #ig. 4, I can as well ;

say, no A is B, as no Bis d; as if 1 were to say,
no man is a tree, and no tree is a man, ’

In the third case, where the two notions have a:

part in common, as in Prats II1, #ig. 5; it may be
said, '
I. Some A is B,
II. Some B is A.
ITI, Some A is not B.
IV. Some B is not A.
This may suffice to show you how all propesition
may be represented by figures; but thehr greates
atility is manifest in reasonings which, when ex
pressed in words, ave called syllogisms, and of whic
the object is to draw a just conclusion from certaiil
given propositions. This method will discover #i
us the true forms of all syllogisms.
Let us begin by an aflirmative universal propost
tion: Every A is B (Prare IIL Fig. 8.), where th
space A is wholly in the space Bj and let us se
how a third notion C, must be referred to each of
the other two notions A and B, in order to draw

OF SYLLOGISMS. S1v
. fgir eonclusion. It is evideni in the tollowing

.« Lo If the notion C is entirely contained in the no-
tion. A, it will be so likewise in the notion B,
(Prate 1T, Fig. 8.); hence results this form of syl-
“Jogism : )
, Every A is B:
But Xvery Cis A:
_: Therefore Every C is B.
“‘Which is the conclusion.
Let the notion A, for example, comprehend all
trees, the notion B every thing that has roots; and
the notion C all oaks, and then our syllogism will
T thus: :
Every tree has roots:
But Every oak is a tree:
Therefore Every oak has roots,
. IL If the notion C has a part contained in A,
~that part will likewise be so in B, because the notion
+A is wholly included in the notion B, (Prare IIL
Fig. 9 and 10.)
i Hence results the second form of syllogism :
. Every A is B:
But Some Cis A:
. Therefore Some Cis B.
- IF the notion C were entirely out of the notion A,
nothing would follow with respect to the notion B:
% might happen that notion C should be entirel
qut of B (Fig. 11.}, or wholly in B (Fig. 12.), or
partly only in' B (Zig. 13.), so that no conclusion
“could be drawn.
- IIL. But if notion C weve wholly out of notion B
if would likewise be wholly out of notion A, as we
‘ge¢ in Fig. 11. Hence results this form of syllogism,
: Every A is B:
But No Cis B, orno Bis C:
Therefore No C is A. :
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IV. It the notion C has a part out of the notion
B, that same part will certainly likewise be out of |
the notion A, becanse this last is wholly in the no-
tion B, (Fig. 14.) Hence this form of syllogism :

Every Ais B:
But Some C is not B:
Thevefore Some C is not A. ‘

V. If the notion C contains the whole of notion
B, part of notion € will certainly fall ‘into notion A,
(Fig. 15.) Hence this form of syllogism : 1

Every A is B:
But Every Bis C:
Therefore Some C is A.

No other form is possible, while the first proposi-
tion is affirmative and universal.

Let us now suppose the first proposition to be ne-
gaiive and universal; namely, :

No A is B. .

It is represented in Fig. 4, where the notien A is:
entirely out of notion B; and the following cases,
will furnish conelusions : P

1. If notion C is entirely in notion B, it mmust
likewise be entirely out of motion A, (Fig. 16.)
Hence this form of syllogism : ‘

No Ais B:
But Every Cis B:
Therefore No C is A. o

L. If notion C is entirely comprehended in notion
A, it must also be entirely excluded from notion B,
(Fig. 17.) Hence a syllogism of this form : ‘

No A is B:
But Every Cis A:
Therefore No C is B. ) .
TIl. If notion C has a part contained in notion
A, that part must certainly be out of notion B; as
in I%g. 18, or in Fig. 19, and 20. Hence a syllo-
gism of this form

No Ais B:
But Some Cis A, or some A is C:
Theréfore Some C is not B.

IV. In like manner, if notion C has a part con-
tained in B, that part will certainly be out of A; as
in' Fig. 21, as also Fig. 22, and 23. Hence the fol-
lowing syllogism :
: No Ais B: )

But Some € is B, or some B is C;
Therefore Some C is not A.

As to the other forms, in which the first proposition
is particular, affirmative, or negative, I shall show,
in another letter, how they may be represented by
figures.

17tk February 1761,

Lerrer CIV.—DirrerenT FoRMS 0F SYLLOGISMS,
WHOSE FIRST PROPOSITION 15 PARTICULAR.

. In the preceding letter T have presented you with
the different forms of syllogisms, or simple reason-
ings, which derive their origin from the first propo-
sition, when it is universal, affirmative, or negative.
It still remains that I lay before you those syllo-
gisms, whose first proposition is pariicular, affirma-
tive, or negative, in order to have all possible forms
of syllogism that lead to a fair conclusion,

Let, then, the first proposition, affirmative, and
particular, be expressed in this general form.
Some A is B. (Prate 11 Fig. 5.)
in which a part of the notion A. is contained in the
notion B. ‘

referred to notion A, will either be contained in
‘notion A, as in Fig. 24, 25, and 26; or will
have a part in the notion A, as in Fig. 27, 28,
and 29; or will be entirely out of notion A, as in
Fig, 30, 31, and 32. No conclusion can be drawn

Let us introduce a third notion C, which being '
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in any of these cases, as it might be possible for no-
tion € to be entirely within notion B, or in part, or
not at all.

But if notion C contains in iiself notion A, it is
certain, that it will likewise contain a part of notion
B, as in Fig. 88 and 34. Hence resulis this form of
syllogism :

Some A is B:-
But Every A is C:
Therefore Some C is B.
It is the same when we compare notion C with no-
tion B: we can draw no conclusion unless notion C
contains notion B entively (See Fig. 35 and 36.) ; for
in that case, as notion A has a part contained in no-
tion B, the same part will then certainly be con-
tained likewise in C. Hence we obtain this form of
syllogism : Some A is B:
But Every Bis C:
Therefore Some C is A. -

Let us finally suppose, that the first proposition is

negative and particular, namely,

Some A is not B.
It is represented in #%g. 87, in which part of notion
A is out of notion B. ‘

In this case, if the third netion C eontains notion @
A entirely, it will certainly also have a part out of ' °

notion B, as in Fig. 38 and 39 ; which gives this syl-
logism : Some A is not B;
But Every A is C:
Therefore Seme C is not B.

Again, if notion C is wholly included in netion
B, or A has a part out of B, that same part will
likewise certainly be out of C (See Fig. 40 and 41),
Hence this form of syllogism :

Some A is not B:
But Every Cis B:
Therefore Some A is not C.
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- It may be of use to collect all these forms of syl-
logism into one table, in order to consider them at

a single glance,

L. Every A is B:
But Every Cis A
- Therefore Every C is B.

XT. No A'is B:
But Some Cis B:
Therefore Some C is not A.

1L Every A ig B:
) But Some Cis A :
Therefore -Some C is B.

XII. NoAisB:
But Some Bia C:
Therefore Some Cis not A.

g But SomeCisnotB:
. Fherefore Some( isnot A.

1L Every A is B: | XIIL. Some A is B:
. But No CisB: But Every A is C:
Therefore No C is A. Therefors Some C is B.
Iv. Every A is B: | XIV. Some A is B:
But No Bis C: But Every B is C:
Therefore No C is A. Therefore Some C is A.
V. Every A is B: | XV. Some Alsnot B:

But Bvery Ais C:~
Therefore Some C 13 not B.|:

YI. Every A is B:
But Every B is C:
Therefore Some C is A.

XVI Some A isnotBif
But Every Cis B: |
Therefore Some Alsnot(.

,‘V]I. . NoAisB:
" But Every Cis A:
Therefore No C is B,

XVIL, . Every A is B: ;
But Some A is C:
Therefore Some C is B

ALEN No Ais B:
But Bvery Cis B:
* Therefore No  ia A.

XVIIIL No AisB: i
But Every A is C: |
Therefore Some C is not B.

. No AisB:
But Some Cis A -
Therefore Soma Cis not B.

XTX, NoAirB:
But Every Bis C:
Therefore Some C is not A.

X No Ais B:
But Soine A is C:

- Therefore Some C is not B.

XK Every A is B:
But Every Ais C:
Thevefore Some C is B,

02
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Of these twenty forms I remark, that XVI. is the
same with V.; the latter changing into the former,
if you write C for A, and A for C, and begin with
‘thie second proposition: there are accordingly but
nineteen different forms.

The foundation of all these forms is reduced to
two principles, respecting the nature of containing
and contuined.

1. Whatever is in the thing contained, must like-
wise be in the thing containing.

11. Whatever is out of the containing, must like-
wise be out of the contained.

Thus, in the last form, where the notion A is con-
tained entirely in notion B, it is evident, that if A is
contained in the notion C, ar makes a part of it,

that same part of notion C will certainly be contain- |

ed in notion B, so that some C is B. ]
Lvery syllogism, then, consists of three proposi-
tions ; the two first of which ave called the premises,

and the third the conclusion. Now, the advantage !
of all these forms to direct ounr reasonings is th.ls, ‘
that if the premises are both true, the conclusion in--

fallibly is so.

This is likewise the only method of discovering

unknown truths, Every truth must always be the
conclusion of a syllogism, whose premises are indu-

Ditably true. Permit me only to add, that the for-:
mer of the premises is called the major proposition,

and the other the minor.
215t February 1161,

LeTTER OV.-—ANALYSIS OF SOME SYLLOGISMS,

Ir you have paid attention to all the forms of syl

logism which 1 have proposed, you must see, that

every syllogism necessarily consists of three propo-
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sitions ; the two first are called premises, and the
third the conclusion. Now the force of the nineteen
forms laid down consists in this property, common
to them all, that if the two fivst propositions, or the”
premises, are true, you may rest confidently assured
of the truth of the conclusion.

Let us consider, for example, the following syllo-
gism,

NO VIRTUOUS MAN IS A SLANDERER:
But sOME SLANDERERS ARE LEARNED MEN :

Therefore SOME LEARNED MEN ARE KOT VIRTUOUS.
Whenever you allow me the two first propositions,
vou are obliged: to allow the third, which necessarily
follows from it.

This syllogism belongs to form XII. The same
thing holds with regard to all the others which I
have laid down, and which the figures whereby I
have represented them render sensible, Here we

are presented with three notions (Fig. 42.), that of

virtuous men, that of slanderers, and that of learned

. inemn.,

Let the space A represent the first, space B the
second, and space C the third. It being said, in the
first proposition, that no virtuous man is a slan-
derer, we maintain that nothing contained in the
notion of the virtuous man, that is, in the space A,
is comprehended in the notion of the slanderer, that
is, space B; therefore space A is wholly out of
space B, (see Fig. 43.)

But it is said, in the second proposition, that some
men comprehended in notion B, are likewise con-
tained in that of learned, that is, in space C; or
else, you may say, that part of space B is within
space C (Fig. 44.), where the part of space B, in-
cluded in G, is marked with a *; which will be
likewise part of space C. Since, therefore, some
pactof space C isin B, and that the whole space B is
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‘out, of space A, it is evident, that the same part of ‘
space C must likewise be out of space A, thatis,
some learned men are not wirkuous.
* It must be carefully remarked, that this conelusion '
respects only the part * of notion C, which Is com- -
prehended in notion B; for as to the rest; it is un-
certain whether it be likewise excluded from notion |
A, as in Fig. 45, or wholly contained in i, as in
Fig, 46, or only in part, as 1n Fig. 47. 1

Now, this being left uncertain, the remainder of
space C falls not at all under consideration ; the con-
clusion is limited to thai only which is certain, thfi.t?
is to say, the same part of space @, contained in'
space B, is certainly out of space A, for this last is
wholly out of space B.

The justness of all the other forms of syllogism
may be demonstrated in like manner; but all those!
which deviate from the nineteen forms laid down, or:
which are not comprehended under them, are des-
titute of foundation, and lead to error and false-
hood. ‘

You will clearly diseern the fault of such a syllo--
gism, by an example, not reducible to any of thel
nineteen forms ¢ '

SOME LEARNED MEN ARE MISERS:
But mo Mi1SER IS VIRTUOUS:
Therefore saME YIRTUQUS MEN ARE NOT LEARNED.

This third proposition may perhaps be true, but
it does not follow from the premises. They too (the
premises} may very well be true, and in the present
instance they actnally are so: but the third is not,
for that, a fair conclusion; beeause it is contrary to
the nature of just sylogism, in which the conclusion
always must be frue, when the premises are so.
Accordingly, the fault of the form above proposed
is immediately discovered, by casting your eyes on
Fig. 42. Let space A contain all the learned,

space B all the avaricious, and space C all the
virtuous. Now, the first proposition is repre-
. sented by Fig. 48, in which part * of space A (the

learned), is contained in space B (the avavicious);
but it by no means follows (Fig. 49.), that part of
space C must be ont of space A.

It is even possible for space C to be entirely
within space A, as in Fig. 50, or entirely ont of it,
. es in Fig. 51, and at the same time entirely out of #

space B.

A syllogism of this form, accordingly, is totally
false and absurd. ’ ik

- Another example will put the matter beyond =a
doubt:

SOME TREES ARE OAXS:

. But o 0ax 18 A FIR:

Therefore soME FIRS ARE NOT TREES.

- This form is precisely the same with the pre-
ceding, and the falsehood of the conclusion is mani-
fest, though the premises are undoubtedly true.

But whenever a syllogism is reducible to one of
the above nineteen forms, you may be assured, that
if the two premises are true, the conelusion unques-
tionable always is so too, Hence you perceive how,
from certain known truths, you attain others before
unknown ; and that all the reasonings by which we
demonstrate so many truths in geomeiry, may be
reduced to formal syllogisms. It is not necessary,
hewever, that our reasonings should always be pro-
posed in the syllogistic form, provided the funda-
mental principles be the same, In conversation, in
discourse, and in wriiing, we rather make a point of
avoiding syllogism.

I must farther remark, that as the truth of the
premises brings forward thai of the conclusion, it
does not thence necessarily follow, that when one or
both of the premises are false, the conclusion must he
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so likewise; but it is certain, that when the conelu-
sion is false, one of the premises, or both, absolutely
must be false; for if they were true, it would be im-
possible that the conclusion should be false. T have
still some farther reflections to submit to you on this
subject, which is the foundation of the ceriainty of
all the knowledge we acquire.

24¢% February 1761,

Lerreg OVI-——DirrerenT Freunres and Mobpes
OF SYLLOGISMS,

TuE reflections which I have still to make on the
subject of syllogism, may be reduced to the follow-

ing articles:
1. A syllogism contains only three notions, named
ferms, in as far as they are represented by words.

For though a syllogism contains three propositions, |
and each proposition two notions, or terms; it must
be considered, that each term is twice employed in

it, as in the following example :
EvERY A is B
But =vErY A is C:
Therefore some Cis B. .

The three notions are marked by the letters A, B, C,

which are the three terms of this syllogism; of
which the term A enters into the first and second
proposition, the term B into the first and third pro-
position, and the term C into the second. and third
proposition.

I1. You must carefully distinguish these three:
terms of every syllogism. Two of them, namely,

B and C, enter into the conclusion, the one off

which, C, is the subject, and ihe other, B, the aétri-
bute, or predicate. In logic, the subject of the con-
clusion, C, is called the minor ferm, and the predi-
cate of the conclusion, B, the major term. But the
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third notion, or the term A, is found in both pre-
mises, and it is combined with both the other terms
in the conclusion. This term, A, is called the
mean or imedium term. Thus, in the following ex-
ample,
NO MISER I8 VIRTUOUS :
Bui S0ME LEARNED MER ARE MISERS:

Therefore s0ME LEARNED MEN ARE NOT VIRTUOUS.

The notion learned is the minor term, that of wir-
tuous is the major, and the netion of miser is the
mean term. ‘

IIL. As to the order of the propositions, it is a
matter of indifference which of the premises is in
the first or second place, provided the conclusion
holds the last, it being the consequence from the
premises. Logicians have, however, thought pro-
per to lay down this rule:

The first proposition is always that which contains
the predicate of the conclusion, or the major term ;
Jor this is the veason that we give to this proposition
the name of the major proposition.

The second proposition contains the minor term, or
the subject of the conclusion; and hence it has the
name of the minor proposition, -

Thus, the major proposition of a syllogism contains
‘the mean term, with the major term, or predicate
of the conclusion; and the minor proposition con-
tains the mean term, with the minor term, or sub-
jeet, of the conclosion.

IV. Syllogisms ave distinguished under different
Jfioures, according as the mean term occupies the
place of subject, or attribute, in the premises.

Logicians have established four figures of syllo-
gisms, which are thus defined : ' '

The jirst figure is that in which the mean term is
the subject in the major proposition, and the predi-
cate in the minor.
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The second figure, that in which the mean term is
the predicate in both the major proposition and the
minor.

The third figure, that in which the mean term is -
the subject in both the major and minor proposi- |

tions. Finally,

The fourth figure, is that in which the mean term -

is the predicate in the major proposition, and the
subject in the minor.

Tt P be the minor term, oy subject of the con-

clusion ; Q the major term, or predicate, of the con- |

clusion; and M the mean term: the four figures of | -

syllogism will be represented in ihe manner follow- :
ing :
Figure First.

Major Proposition M — —
Minor Proposition P — —
Conclusion P - —

Figure Second.

Major Proposition Q — —
Minor Proposition ——
Conclision P — —

Figure Third.

Major Proposition M - —
Minor Propositon | M — —
Conclusion P — —

Figure Fourth.

oz ©Te OEg ORO

Major Proposition Q — —
Minor Proposition M — —
Conclusion P — —

V. Agnin, according as the propositions- them-
selves are universal or particular, affirmative or
negative, each figure contains several forms, ca.llec;l
Mades. In order the more clearly to vepresent
these modes of each figure, we mark, by the letter A}

Let. 106.

' |Therefore No P is Q.

Let. ‘106. MODES OF SYLLOGISMS. 328

un%versal a.fﬁrm_ative propositions; by the letter E,
universal negative propositions; by the letter I,

_ particular affirmative propositions ; and, finally, by

the letter O, particular negative propositions: or
else,
A represents an universal affirmative proposition,
E represents an universal negative proposition,
I represents a particular affirmative proposition.
O represents a particular negative proposition.
V1. Hence our nineteen forms of syllogism above
described ave reducible to the four figures which I
have just laid down, as in the following tables :

I. Modes of the First Figure.

1st Mode, 2d Made.
ALALA, ALL
Every M is Q; Every M is Q ;
But Every P is M: But Some P is M:
Therefore Every P is Q. ‘Therefore Some P is Q.

3d Mode. 4th Mode.
E.AE E. 1 O.
NoMis Q; NoMis Q;

But Every P is M:
Therefore No P is Q.

But Some P s M ;
Therefore Some P is not Q.

II. Modes of the Second Figure.

15t Mode. 2d Mode.
A.E. E A. 0. 0.
Fvery Qis M; Every Q is M;
i But No P is M : But Some P isnot M:
Therefore No P is Q. Therefore Some P is not Q.
3d Mode. 4th Mode.
E. A. B, E.L O,
No Qis M: No Qis M

But Every P is M: But Some P is M:

Therefore Some P is not Q.
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III. Modes of the Third Figure.

1st Mode.
A AL
Every M is Q;
But Every M is P:
Therefore Some P is Q.

2d Maode.
L AL
Some M is @ ;
But Every M is P:
Therefore Some P is Q.

But Some M is P:
Therefore Some P is not Q.

3d Mode. 4th Mode.
AL L E. A. Q.
Every M is Q; NoMisQ;
But Some M is P: But Every M is P:
Therefore Some P is Q. Theraefore Some P is not Q.
5th Mode. 6th Mode.
E. L Q. 0. A. O. ‘
No Mis Q; Some M is not Q ;| |

But Every M is P:
Therefore Some P is not Q.

IV, Modes of the Fourth Figure,

1st Mode.
AL AT,
Every Q is M;
But Every M is P
Therefore Some P is Q.

2d Mode.
L AL
Some @iz M ;
But Every M is P:
Therefore Some P is Q.

3d Mode.
A.E. E.
Every Qis M;
But No M is P:
Therefore No P is Q.

4th Mode.
E. A. Q.
No QisM;
But Every M is P:

Therefore Some P is not Q. : ,

5th Mode.

E.

L O.

No Q is M;
But Some M is P:
Therefore Some P is not Q.

o Yiet. 107,  OBSERVATIONS ON SVLLOGISMS. aal

‘You see, then, that the first figure has four modes,
the second four, the third six, the fourth five; so

that the whole of these modes together is nineteen,
“being precisely the same forms which I have above

eéxplained, and have just now disposed in the four
figures. In other respects, the jusiness of each of
these modes has been already demonstrated, by the
spaces which I employed to mark the notions. The
only difference cousists in this, that here I make use
of the letters P, Q, M, instead of A, B, C.
28tk February 1761,

Lerrer CVIL—OsservaTions anD REFLECTIONS
ON THE DIFFERENT MoDEs oF SYLLOGISM.

I rrarrer myself, that the following reflections
will contribute not a little to place the nature of
syllogisms in a cleaver light. Yon must pay parti-
cular attention to the species of the propositions
which compose the syllogisms of each of our four
figures, that is to say, whether they are,

1. Universal affirmative, the sign of which is A; or,

2. Universal negative, the sign of which is I&; or,

8. Particular affirmative, the sign of which is I;
or, finally,

4, Particular negative, the sign of which is O; and
you will readily acinit the justness of the following
reflections ;—

1. In no one instance are both premises negative
propositions,  Logiecians have hence formed this
l'll]e H

From two negative propositions, no coneclusion can
be drawn.

The veason is evident, for laying down P and @
as the terms of the conclusion, and M as the mean
texm, if’ both premises are negative, the affirmation
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is, that the notions P and Q are either wholly or in
part ont of M: it is, accordingly, impossible to con-
clude any thing respecting the conformity, or dis-
conformity, of the notions P and Q. Though I knew
from history, that the Ganls were not Romans, and
that neither were the Celtze Romans, this would not
contribute in the least to inform me whether the
Celtze were Gauls or not. Two negative premises,
therefore, lead to no conclusion, ) ]

IL. Both premises are in no one instance particu-
lar propositions ; hence this rule is logic:

. N
From two particular propositions, no conclusion can

be drawn,

Thus, for example, because some llea}'ne.d men are |
peor, and some others malevalent, it is impossible
to conclude that those who are poor are malevollent, |
or that they are not so. If you reflect ever so little| |
on the nature of a consequence, you must imme-
diately perceive, that two particular premises lea,cl}

to no conelusion whatever.

II1. If either of the premises is negative, the con-~

clusion too must be negative.

"This is the third rule which logic prescribes. mleu }
something is denied in the premises, it is 1mpos:51blei
to affirm any thing in the conclusion; we must ab-|
solutely deny there likewise. This rule is pe}'fec:cly;
confirmed by all the laws of syllogism, whose Justice,

has been demonstrated,

IV. If one of ithe premises is particular, the canclzs-j

sion too must be particular,

"This is the fourih rule prescribed in logic. The
character of particular propositions being the word,

ionly of some heings comprehended
‘whereas an universal proposition speaks ofall. Now,
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V. When both premises are affirmative, the conclu-

- sion s 50 Likewise. But thougg both premises may be

universal, the conclusion 1s not always universal ; some-
dimes it is particular only, as in the first mode of fi-
gures third and fourth,

" VL Beside universal and particnlar prapositions,
we sometimes make use of simgular Ppropesitions,
the subject of which is an individual; a5, when I say:

Virgil was a great Poet.

The name of Pirgil is not a general notion, contain-
ing several beings in itself; it is the proper name of
2 real individual, who lived a great many years ago.
This proposition is called singular ; and ‘when it is
introduced into a syllogism, it is of Importance to
determine, whether we are to .consider it ag helding
the rank of an univérsal, or particular proposition,

- VIL Certain authors insist, that a singular propo-
sition must be ranked in the class of particulars; it
being considered, that a particular preposition speaks
in the notion,

say these authors, when we speak of only a singular

‘being, this is still fess than when we speak of some ;
and’ consequently, a singular proposition must be
considered as very particular,

-~ VIII. However well founded this reasoning may

:appear, it cannot be admitted. The essence of 2 par-
ticular proposition consists in this, that it does not

speak of all the beings comprehended in the notion
of the subject, whereas an universal proposition

speaks of all without exception. Thus, when it is

said :

some, if we speak only of some in one of the pre-
mises, it is impossible to speak generally in ihe con-,
clusion; it must be restrieted to some, This 1:111(:,1
likewise, is confirmed by all the laws of syllogism,’
whose justness is indubitable.

Some citizens gf Berlin ave rich,

-the subject of this proposition is the notion of all the
citizens of Berlin ; but this subject is not taken in all
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its extent—its signification is expressly restricted t
some ; and by this, particular propositions are essen
tially distinguished from universal, as they turn only
on a part of the beings comprehended in their subjec

IX. It is clearly evident, from this remark, #hat o
singular proposition must be considered as universul;
as, in speaking of an individual, say Virgil, it in nc
respect restricts the notion of the subject, which iF
Virgil himself, but rather admits it in all its extent];
and for this reason, the same rules which take place
in universal propositions, apply likewise to singular
propositions. The following is accordingly a verj
good syllogism : ‘

VOLTAIRE IS A PHILOSOPHER;
But vOLTAIRE 18 4 PORT:

Therefore sOME POETS ARE PHILOSOPHERS.
And it would be faunlty, if the two premises werg
particular propositions; but being considered as uni.
-versal, this syllogism belongs to Egure third, and th
first mode of the form A, A, Y. 'The individual ide
of Voltaire is the mean term, which is the subject o
both major and minor; and this is the character o
figure third. ‘

X. Finally, I must remark, that hitherto I hav
spoken only of simple propositions, which contain only
two notions, the one of which is affirmed or denied,
|

universally or particnlarly, With respect to comr

f

pound propositions, logic prescribes peculiar rules, ' -

8d March 1761, |

r |

E
Lerrer CVIIL—HyrorueTicar PROPOSITIONS,

AND SYLLOGISMS CONSTRUCTED OF THEM.

We have hitherto considered simple propositionF

only, or such as contain bnt two notions, the one of

which is the subject, the other the predicate, These

Let. 108, HYPOTHETICAL PR(J:POSITmNs. 835

Propositions can form no other s Hlogismsg
those which I have laid before ).(O{II, agliilln:riliiiczz
contained in the fonr figures above explained. Bug
we hkew-lse, frequently employ compound proposi-
tzmzs,_ which contain more than two notions, and re-
specting which other rules are to he obsr;rved in
order to deduce fair conclusjons from them, ’

Of these compound propositions, the most com.
mon are those which are called hypothetical, or con-
ditional, which contain two complete prop,ositions
with ;u;f aﬂ?rma:]ifn,f tlllmt if the one is true, . the other

35 50 akewise : the following is <
ditional proposition : § 1 an example of a con-

If the Gazette spea](ils‘ fruth, peace is not very

1stant,

Here are two propositions, the first,
speaks'tmtiz, ar, ﬂzf.? Guzette £s true ; énflk:hf stz]fgf
peace s not very distant, or peace is approaching. ’

Now, these two propositions must be connected
together in such a manner, that if the first is trye
the second is so likewise; or it ig maintained thaI’:
the second proposition is a necessary con.seqtieu’ce of
the ﬁl:st,‘so that the former cannot he true, without
establishing the truth of the other alsq, Slipposin
then, that the Gazettes announce the approach gi
Peace, we are warranted in saying, that, 5f the Ga-
ReLes are lrue, peace must be af hand,

_ Wlth_out this condition, such a proposition leads
to nothing ; but if this condition is complied with
then, with the addition of some other prop05ition’
there are two ways of drawing a conclusion from iI:3
1st. When some person assures us, that the Gazem;

. Speaks truth ; for, henee we conclude, hat peace i

near : 2d. When we are told, that Beace is stll very
dzstrfﬂt ; then we make no hesitation in thence con-
cluding, that the Gazette does not Speak truth.
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| |
lusions arve general,
ee that these two conc L ‘ neral,
wzlzogﬁe two forms of hypothetical or f(.'{afld.n:u:):na]13 __
s Llogisms, which may be thus represented :
e First Form.
If A1s B, Cwis 8g D;
But A 15 ]]__3) :
erefore C 1s D.
™ Second Form.
A1 B, Cwirr 32 D;
But C 15 o ]]3 :
refore A 18 NoT . -
Tllfélsz two are the only just conclusions; ari_duye;ul
must be carefully on your guard against the falla 3;'1
’ o following forms:
of the tw Fir?t erroneous Form.
IfA1s B, Cwmwse D
But A 18 wot ]]§ :
herefore C 15 noT D,
h Second erroneons Form.
IfA s B, Cwitres D;
But C1s D:
Therefore A 15 B. a1
These are both fallacious. ‘In the' ejj{[amgli :gdi];cihisi
should reason inconclusively, if I arg |
|
e If THE GAZETTE SPEAKS TRUTH, PEACE IS!
APPROACHING H |
But THE GAZET'TE DOES NOT SPEAK TRUTH !
ROACHING. |
efore PrRacE 15 NoT APPRO |
I r:i[;heindoubtedly true, that the Gazette _Lnizyt]ﬁg:
Spea]’{ truth ; nevertheless, it is very possi 7
eace may be appa‘gachmg_. ‘ .
P The oiislrler form i3 equally erronecus; .
If THE GAZRTTE 78 TRUE, PEACE
PROACHES }
But PEACE APPROACHES:
Therefore TUF GAZETTE 1S TRUR,

T —
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Let us suppose that this consolatory tratl,

Peace ap-
Proaches, were revealed to 115 50 as to be put beyond
" the Bossibility of doubt, it would by no ‘means fo].

low that Gazeties are trae, or that'they never cop.
tain untruths, T hope at least that peace is at hand,
though I am very far from putting confidence in the
truth of Gazettes,
hese two last forms of syllogisms, therefore, are
fallacious; but the two preceding are certainly good,
and never lead into Crrol, provided that the Arst
conditional Proposition is true, or thyt the last part
he 5 nhecessary consequence of the first,
_ Of this conditional Proposition:
: IFAis B, C will be D, :

The first part, A 7 B, is called the @ntecedent, and

- Logic pre.-

Yhoever admits the antecedent, must tkewise ad-
mit the consequent,

IL Whoever denges Or rejects the conseguent, musf

- likenwise deny or reject the antecedent,

. But you inay very well deny the antecedent with-
oat denying the consequent, and likewiga admit the

aving this Proposition,—.
very substance is body or spirif,.
the conclusion wil] run in the followin manner ;
* I But Such 5 substance is not ho y
Therefore Itis spirit, .
1L But Such g substance iy body;
Therefore Tt is pot spirit.
But it is entirely Hunecessary to detain yon longer
on this subject,

Tth Mareh I'v61.
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