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farily, and could not have been otherwife than as they are. 'The
remaining chapters contain many minute obfervations concerning
the equipollency of propofitions both pure and modal,

Gl AP, I1.

Remarks,

SECT. 1. On the Five Predicables.

HE writers on logic have borrowed their materials almoft en-
tirely from Ariftotle’s Organon, and Porphyry’s Introduéion,
The Organon however was not wrote by Ariftotle as one work.,
It comprehends various tra&s, wrote without the view of making
them parts of one whole, and afterwards thrown together by his
editors under one name on account of their affinity. Many of his
books that are loft would have made a part of the Organon, if
they had been faved.

The three treatifes of which we have given a brief account, are"
unconnected with each other, and with thofe that follow, And
although the firlt was undoubtedly compiled by Porphyry, and
the two laft probably by Ariftotle, yet I confider them as the
venerable remains of a philofophy more ancient than Ariftotle.
Archytas of ‘Tarentum, an eminent mathematician and philofo-
pher of the Pythagorean fchool, is faid to have wrote u pon the ten
categories. And the five predicables probably had their origin in
the fame fchool. Ariftotle, tho’ abundantly careful to do juftice
to himfelf, does not claim the invention of cither, And Porphyry,

without
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without: afcribing the latter to Ariftotle; profefles only to delivér
the doclrine of the ancients, and chiefly of the Peripatetics, con-
cerning them. :

The writers on logic having divided that fcience into three
parts ; the firlt treating of fimple apprehenfion, and of terms ; the
fecond, of judgement, and of propofitions ; and the third, of rea-
foning, and of {yllogifins. The materials of the firlt part are ta-
ken from Porphyry’s Introduélion, and the Categories ; and thofe
of the fecond from the book of Interpretation.

A predicable, according to the grammatical form of the word,
might feem to fignify, whatever may be predicated, that is, af-
firmed or denied, of fome fubje@. And in this fenfe every predi-
cate would be a predicable, But the logicians give a different
meaning to the word. They divide propofitions into certain claffes,
according to the relation which the predicate of the propofition
bears to the fubjeét.  The firft clafs is that wherein the predicate
is the genus of the fubjet; as when we fay, This s a triangle,
Fupiter is a planet, In the fecond clafs, the predicate is a /pecies of
the fubje@; as when we fay, This triangle s right-angled. A
third clafs is when the predicate is the fpecific difference of the
fubject ; as when we fay, Ewvery triangle bas three fides and three
angles. A fourth when the predicate is a property of the fubject;
as when we fay, The angles of every triangle are equal to trwo right
angles.  And a fifth clafs is when the predicate is fomething acci-
dental to the fubjett; as when we fay, This buangle s neatly
drawi.

Each of thefe clafles comprehends a great variety of propofitions,
having different fubjects, and different predicates ; but in each
clafs the relation between the predicate and che fubject is the fame.
Now it is to this relation that logicians have given the name of
a predicable, Hence it 1s, that altho’ the number of predicates
be infinite, yer the number of predicables can be no greater than

that
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that of the different relations which may be in propofitions be-
tween the predicate and the fubje&. And if all propofitions be-
long to one or other of the five claffes above mentioned, there can
be but five predicables, to wit, gemus, [pecies, differentia, proprium,
and accidens.  Thefe might, with more propriety perhaps, have
been called the five clgffes of predicates ; but ufe has determined
them to be called the jfive predicables.

It may alfo be obferved, that as fome obje@s of thought are
individuals, fuch as, Fulius Cefar, the city Rone ; fo others are
common to many individuals, as good, great, virtuous, vicious, OF
this laft kind are all things expreffed by adjecives. Things com-
mon to many individuals were by the ancients called univerfals,
All predicates arc univerfals, for they all have the nature of ad-
je€tives ; and, on the other hand, all univerfals may be predicates.
On this account univerfals may be divided into the fame clafles as
predicates ; and as the five clafles of predicates above mentioned
have been called the five predicables, fo by the fame kind of phra-
{eology they have been called the jfive wniverfals ; altho’ they may
more properly be called the five claffes of univerfals.

The docltrine of the five univerfals or predicables makes an ef-
fential part of every fyftem of logic, and has been handed down
without any change to this day. The very name of pred-cables
fhews, that the author of this divifion, whoever he was, intended
1t as a complete enumeration of all the kinds of things that can be
affirmed of any fubject; and fo it has always been underflood.
So that it is implied in this divifion, that all that can be affirmed
of any thing whatfoever, is either the geans of the thing, or its
Jpecies, or its fpecific difference, or fome property or accident belong-
ng to it.

Burgerfdick, a very acute writer in logic, feems to have been
aware, that ftrong objections might be made to the five predi-
les, confidered as a complete enumeration ; but unwilling to al-

Vor, 11, . low
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Tow any imperfection in this ancient divifion, he endeavours to
reftrain the meaning of the word predicable, fo as to obviate ob-
jections. Thofe things only, fays he, are to be accounted predi-
cables, which may be affirmed of many individuals, truly, properly,
and immediately., The confequence of putting fuch limitations up-
on the word predicable 1s, that in many propofitions, perhaps in
moft, the predicate is not a predicable. But admitting all his li~
mitations, the enumeration will flill be very incomplete: for of
many things we may affirm truly, properly, and immediately,
their exiftence, their end, their caufe, their efe@, and various re=-
lations which they bear to other things. Thefe, and perhaps
many more, are predicables in the {trict fenfe of the word, no lefs
than the five which have been {fo long famous.

Altho’ Porphyry, and all fubfequent writers, make the predi-
cables to be, in number, five; yet Ariftotle himfelf, in the begin-
ning of the Topics, reduces them to four ; and demonitrates, that
they can be no more. We fhall give his demonftration when we
come to the Topics ; and fhall only here obferve, that as Burgerf~
dick juftifies the fivefold divifion, by reftraining the meaning of
the word predicable 3 {o Ariftotle juftifies the fourfold divifion, by
enlarging the meaning of the words property and accident,

After all, I apprehend, that this ancient divifion of predicables,
with all its 1mperfe&ions, will bear a comparifon with thofe
which have been fubftituted in its ftead by the moft celebrated mo-
dern philofophers,

Locke, in his Effay on the Human Underftanding, having laid
it down as a principle, That all our knowledge confifts in percei-
ving certain agreements and difagreements between our ideas, re-
duces thefe agreements and difagreements to four heads: to wit,
1. Identity and Diverfity ; 2. Relation; 3. Coexiftence; 4. Real
Exiftence (a). Here are four predicables given as a complete e-

{a) Book 4, chap, 1.
numeration,,
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pumeration, and yet not one of the ancient predicables is included
in the number,

The author of the Treatife of Human Nature, proceeding upon
the fame principle, That all our knowledge is only a perception
of the relations of our ideas, obferves, *“ That it may perhaps be
¢ efteemed an endlefs tafk, to enumerate all thofe qualities which
¢ admit of comparifon, and by which the ideas of philofophical
“ relation are produced : but if we diligently confider them, we
¢ fhall find, that without difficulty they may be comprifed under
“ feven general heads: 1. Refemblance; 2. Identity; 3. Rela-
* tions of Space and Time; 4. Relations of Quantity and Num-
¢ ber; 5. Degrees of Quality; 6. Contrariety ; 7. Caufation (a).”
Here again are {even predicables given as a complete enumeration,
wherein all the predicables of the ancients, as well as two of
Locke’s, are left out.

The ancients in their divifion attended only to categorical pro-
pofitions which have one fubje¢t and one predicate ; and of thefe,
only to fuch” as have a general term for their fubje®. The mo-
derns, by their definition of knowledge, have been led to attend
only to relative propofitions, which exprefs a relation between two
fubjects, and thofe fubjects they fuppofe to be always ideas.

SECT. 2. On the Ten Categories, and on Divifions in general,
The intention of the categories or predicaments is, to mufter
every object of human apprehenfion under ten heads: for the

categories are given as a complete enumeration of every thing
which can be exprefled without compafition and Sructure ; that is,

{#) Vol. r p. 33 and 125
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of every thing which can be ecither the fubject or the predicate of
a propofition. So that as every foldier belongs to fome company,
and every company to fome regiment ; in like manner every thing
that can be the obje& of human thought, has its place in one or
other of the ten categories; and by dividing and {ubdividing pro-
perly the feveral categories, all the notions that enter into the hu-
man mind may be muftered in rank and file, like an army in the
day of battle.

The perfection of the divifion of categories into ten heads, has
been {trenuoufly defended by the followers of Ariftotle, as well as
that of the five predicables. They arc indeed of kin to each o-
ther. They breathe the fame fpirit, and probably had the fame
origin. By the one we are taught to marlhal every term that can
enter into a propofition, either as fubjeét or predicate; and by
the other, we are taught all the poflible relations which the fub-
je@ can have to the predicate. Thus, the whole furniture of the
lhuman mind is prefented to us at one view, and contracted, as it
were, into a nut-fhell. To attempt, in fo early a period, a me-
thodical delineation of the vaft region of human knowledge, ac-
rual and poflible, and to point out the limits of every diftrict, was
indeed magnanimous in'a high degree, and deferves our admira-
tion, while we lament that the human powers are unequal to fo
bold a flight.

A regular diftribution of things under proper clafles or heads,
is, without doubt, a great help both to -memory and judgement.
And as the philofopher’s province includes all things human and
divine that can be objeéts of enquiry, he is naturally led to at=
tempt fome general divifion, like that of the categories. And the
invention of a divifion of this kind, which the {peculative part of
mankind acquiefced in for two thoufand years, marks a fuperiori-
ty of genius in the inventer, whoever he was. Nor does it appear,
that the general divifions which, fince the decline of the Peripate-

fic
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ric philofophy, have been fubftituted in place of the ten categories,
are more perfect,

Locke has reduced all things to three categories; to wit, fub-
{tances, modes, and relations. In this divifion, time, fpace, and
number, three great objects of human thought, are omitted,

The author of the Treatife of Human Nature has reduced all
things to two categories; to wit, ideas, and impreffions : a divi-
fion which 1is very well adapted to his fyftem; and which puts
me in mind of another made by an excellent mathematician in a
printed thefis I have feen. In it the author, after a fevere cen-
fure of the ten categories of the Peripatetics, maintains, that there
neither are nor can be more than two categories of thin 85 ; to wit,
data, and gquefita.

There are two ends that may be propofed by fich divifions.
The firft 1s, to methodize or digeft in order what a man actually
knows. This is neither unimportant nor impra@icable; and in
proportion to the folidity and accuracy of a man’s judgement, his
divifions of things which he knows, will be elegant and ufeful.
The fame fubje¢t may admit, and even require, various divifions,
according to the different points of view from which we contem-
plate it : nor does it follow, that becaufe one divifion is good,
therefore another is naught. 'To be acquainted with the divifions
of the logicians and metaphyficians, without a f{uperflitions at-
tachment to them, may be of ufe in dividing the fame fubje@s,
or even thofe of a different nature. Thus, Quintilian borrows
from the ten categories his divifion of the topics of rhetorical ar-
gumentation, OFf all methods of arrangement, the moft anti phi-
lofophical feems to be the invention of this age; I mean, the ar-
ranging the arts and {ciences by the letters of the alphabet, in dic-
tionaries and encyclopedies. With thefe authors the categorics are,
Ay B, C, &e.

Another end commonly propofed by fuch divifions, but very

3
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rarely attained, is, to exhauft the fubject divided ; fo that nothing
that belongs to it fhall be omitted. It is one of the general rules
of divifion in all fyftems of logic, That the divifion {hould be ade-
quate to the fubje&t divided: a good rule, without doubt; but
very often beyond the reach of human power. To make a per-
fect divifion, a man muft have a perfect comprehenfion of the
whole fubje at one view. When our knowledge of the fubject is
imperfe@, any divifion we can make of it, muft be like the firft
fketch of a painter, to be extended, contracted, or mended, as
the fubje& {hall be found to require. Yet nothing 1s more com-
mon, not only among the ancient, but even among modern phi-
lofophers, than to draw, from their incomplete divifions, con~
clufions which fuppofe them to be perfect.

A divifion is a repofitory which the philofopher frames for hold-
ing his ware in convenient order. The philofopher maintains,
that fuch or fuch a thing is not good ware, becaufe there is no
place in his ware-room that fits it. We are apt to yield to this
argument in philofophy, but it would appear ridiculous in any o~
ther traflic, '

Peter Ramus, who had the fpirit of a reformer in philofophy,
and who had a force of genius fufficient to {hake the Ariftotelian
fabric in many parts, but infufficient to ere& any thing more fo-
lid in its place, tried to remedy the imperfection of philofophical
divifions, by introducing a new manner of dividing. His divi-
fions always confifted of two members, one of which was contra-
di@ory of the other; as if one fhould divide England into Middle-
fex and what is not Middlefex. It is evident that thefe two mem-
bers comprehend all England : for the logicians obferve, that a
term, along with its contradictory, comprehend all things. In
the fame manner, we may divide what is not Middlefex into Kent
and what is not Kent. Thus one may go on by divifions and
fubdivifions that are abfolutely complete. This example may

ferve
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ferve to give an idea of the {pirit of Ramean divifions, which were
in no {mall reputation about two hundred years ago.

Ariftotle was not ignorant of this kind of divifion. But he
ufed it only as a touchftone to prove by induction the perfe@ion
of fome other divifion, which indeed is the beft ufe that can be
made of it; when applied to the common purpofe of divifion, it
is both inelegant, and burdenfome to the memory; and, after it
has put one out of breath by endlefs fubdivifions, there is ftill a
niegative term left behind, which fhows that you are no nearer
the end of your journey than when you began.

Until fome more effetual remedy be found for the imperfec=
tion of divifions, I beg leave to propofe one more fimple than that
of Ramus, Itisthis: When you meet with a divifion of any
fubject 1mperfectly comprehended, add to the laft member an
et cetera. That this et cetera makes the divifion complete, is un-
deniable ; and therefore it ought to hold its place as a member,
and to be always underftood, whether exprefled or not, until clear
and pofitive proof be brought, that the divifion is complete with-
outit, And this fame ¢t cetera thall be the repofitory of all mem-
bers that {hall in any future time fhew a good and valid right to a
property 1n the fubjedt,

Sect. 3. On Diffinctions.

Having faid {fo much of logical divifions, we fhall next make
fome remarks upon diftinctions.

Since the philofophy of Ariftotle fell into difrepute, it has
been a common topic of wit and raillery, to enveigh again{t me-
taphyfical diftinctions. Indeed the abuie of them in the {chola-
ftic ages, feems to juflify a general prejudice againft them: and
fhallow thinkers and writers have good reafon to be jealous of dif-

tinctions,
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tinctions, becaufe they make fad work when applied to their flim-
{y compofitions. But every man of true judgement, while he
condemns diftin@ions that have no foundation in the nature of
things, muft perceive, that indifcriminately to decry diftinétions,
is, to renounce all pretenfions to juft reafoning : for as falfe rea-
foning commonly proceeds from confounding things that are dif-
erent, fo without diftinguithing fuch things, it is impoflible to
avoid error, or dete fophiftry., The authority of Aquinas, or
Suarez, or even of Ariftotle, can neither {tamp a real value upon
diftin@ions of bafe metal, nor ought it to hinder the currency of
thofe that have intrinfic value.

Some difin&ions are verbal, others are real. The firft kind
diftinguifh the various meanings of a word; fome of which may
be proper, others metaphorical, Diftinétions of this kind make
a part of the grammar of a langunage, and are often abfurd when
tranflated into another language. Real diftinctions are equally
good in all languages, and fuffer no hurt by tranflation. They
diftinguifh the different fpecies contained under fome general no-
tion, or the different parts contained in one whole.

Many of Ariftotle’s diftinctions are verbal merely ; and there-
fore more proper materials for a dictionary of the Greek language
than for a philofophical treatife. At leaft, they ought never to
have been tranflated into other languages, when the idiom of the
language will not juftify them: for this is to adulterate the lan-
guage, to introduce foreign idioms into it without neceflity or
ufe, and to make it ambiguous where it was not. The diflinc-
tions in the end of the Categories of the four words prius, fimul,
motus, and habere, are all verbal.

The modes or {pecies of prius, according to Ariftotle, are five.
One thing may be prior to another; firft, in point of time; fe-
condly, in point of dignity ; thirdly, in point of order; and fo
forth. The modes of fimul are only three, It feems this word was

not
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not ufed in the Greek with fo great latitude as the other, although
they are relative terms.

The modes or {pecies of motion he makes to be fix, to wit, ge-
neration, corruption, increafe, decreafe, alteration, and change
of place.

The modes or fpecies of having are eight. 1. Having a quali-
ty or habit, as having wifdom. 2. Having quantity or magni-
tude. 3. Having things adjacent, as having a fword, 4. Ha-
ving things as parts, as having hands or feet. §. Having in a
part or on a part, as having a ring on one’s finger. 6. Contain-
ing, asa caik is faid to have wine. 7. Poflefling, as having lands
or houfes, 8. Having a wife.

Another diflinction of this kind is Ariftotle’s diftin&ion of cau-
fes ; ‘'of which he makes four kinds, efficient, material, formal,
and final. Thefe diftinctions may deferve a place in a dicionary
of the Greek language; but in Englith or Latin they adulterate
the language. Yet fo fond were the fchoolmen of diftin@ions of
this kind, that they added to Ariftotle’s enumeration, an impul-
five caufe, an exemplary caufe, and T don’t know how marny more.
We {feem to have adopted inte Englifh a final caufe; but it is
‘merely a term of art, borrowed from the Peripatetic philofophy,
without neceflity or ufe: for the Englith word end is as good as
Jinal caufe, though not{o long nor fo learned,

SECT. 4. On Defnitions.

It remains that we make fome remarks on Ariftotle’s definitions,
which have expofed him to much cenfure and ridicule. Yet I
think it muft be allowed, that in things which need definition,
‘and admit of it, his definitions are commonly judicious and accu-
rate ; and had he attempted to define fuch things only, his ene-

VoL, 1L Aa mies




186 S G IgE: NG £ b, Book I11.

mies had wanted great matter of triumph, I believe it may like-
wife be faid in his favour, that until Locke’s eflay was wrote,
there was nothing of importance delivered by philofophers with
regard todefinition, beyond what Ariftotle has faid upon that fub-
ject.

He confiders a definition as a fpeech declaring what a thing is.
Every thing eflential to the thing defined, and nothing more, muft
be contained in the definition. Now the eflence of a thing con-
fifts of thefe two parts: Firft, What is common to it with other
things of the fame kind; and, fecondly, What diftinguifhes it
from other things of the fame kind. The firft is called the genus
of the thing, the fecond its fpecific difference. The definition there-
fore confifts of thefe two parts. And for finding them, we muft
have recourfe to the ten categories ; in one or other of which eve-
ry thing in nature is to be found. Each category 1s a genus;, and
is divided into fo inany fpecies, which are diftinguifhed by their
fpecific differences. FEach of thefe fpecies is again fubdivided in-
to fo many fpecies, with regard to which it is a genus, This di-
vifion and {fubdivifion continues until we come to the loweft {pe-
cies, which can only be divided into individuals, ‘diftinguithed
from omne another, not by any {pecific difference, but by acci-
dental differences of time, place, and other circumftances.

The category itfelf being the higheft genus, is in no refpect a
{pecies, and the lowelt fpecies is in no refpect a genus; but every
intermediate order is a genus compared with thofe that are below
it, and a fpecies comparéd with thofe above it. To find the de-
finition of any thing, therefore, you muit take the genus which
is immediately above its place in the category, and the fpecific
difcrence, by which it is diftinguifhed from other fpecies of the
{1!{1(,':*'1*5;;!.:, Thefe two make a perfeét definition.  This I take to
bhe the fubftance of Ariftotle’s fyftem ;. and probably the {v{tem
of the Pythagorean fchool before Ariftotle, concerning definition.

But
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But notwithftanding the fpecious appearance of this fyftem, it
has its defe@s. Not to repeat what was before faid, of the imper-
fedtion of the divifion of things into ten categories, the fubdivi-
fions of each category are no lefs imperfect. Ariftotle has given
(ome fubdivifions of a few of them ; and as far as he goes, his fol-
lowers pretty unanimoufly take the fame road. But when they
attempt to go farther, they take very different roads., Itis evi-
dent, that if the feries of each category could be completed, and
the divifion of things into categories could be made perfec, {hil
the higheft genus in each category could not be defined, becaufe
it is not a fpecies ; nor could individuals be defined, becaufe they
have no fpecific difference. There are alfo many fpecies of things,
whofe fpecific difference cannot be exprefled in language, even
when it is evident to fenfe, or to the underftanding. Thus, green,
red, and blue, are very diftinét fpecies of colour; but who can ex-
prefs in words wherein green differs from red or blue?

Without borrowing light from the ancient {ylftem, we may per-
ceive, that every definition muft confift of words that need no de-
finition; and that to definie the common words of a language that
have no ambiguity, is trifling, if it could be done; the only ufe
of a definition being to give a clear and adequate coneeption of the
meaning of a word.

The logicians indeed 'diftinguifh between the definition of a
word, and the definition of a thing ; confidering the former as
the mean office of a lexicographer, but the laft as the grand work
of a philofopher. But what they have faid about the definition
of a thing, if it has a meaning, 1s beyond my comprehenfion,
All the rules of definition agree to the definition of a word : and if
they mean by the definition of a thing, the giving an ad:quate
conception of the nature and eflence of any thing that exiits ; this
is impoflible, and is the vain boaft of men unconfcious of the
weaknefs of human underftanding.

Aaz The
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The works of God are all imperfeétly known by us, We fee
their outfide, or perhaps we difcover fome of their qualities and
relations, by obfervation and experiment, affifted by reafoning ;
but we can give no definition of the meaneft of them which com-
prehends its real effonce, It is Jjuitly obferved by Locke, that no-
minal effences only, which are the creatures of our own minds,
are perfeitly comprehended by us, or can be properly defined ;
and even of thefe there are many too fimple in their nature to ad-
mit of definition. When we cannot give precifion to our notions
by a definition, we muft endeavour to do it by attentive refletion
upon them, by obferving minutely their agreements and differ-
ences, and efpecially by a right underftanding of the powers of
our own minds by which fuch notions are formed.

The principles laid down by Locke with regard to definition,
and with regard to the abufe of words, carry convi@ion along
with them; and I take them to be one of the moft important im-
provements made in logic fince the days of Ariftotle ; not fo much
becaufe they enlarge our knowledge, as becaufe they make us fen-
fible of our ignorance, and fhew that a great part of what {pecu-
lative men have admired as profound philofophy, is only a dark-
ening of knowledge by words without underftanding,

If Ariftotle had underftood thofe principles, many of his defini-
tions, which furnifh matter of triumph to his enemies, had never
feen the light : let us impute them to the times rather than to the
man. The fublime Plato, it is faid, thought it neceffary to have
the definition of a man, and could find none better than Animal
amplume bipes 3 upon which Diogenes fent to his fchool a cock with
his feathers plucked off, defiring to know whether it was a man
or not,

SECT,
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SECT. 5. On the Strufture of Speech,

The few hints contained in the beginning of the book concern-~
ing Interpretation, relating to the firu@ure of {peech, have been
left out in treatifes of logic, as belonging rather to grammar ; yet
I apprechend this is a rich field of philofophical {peculation. Lan-
guage being the exprefs image of human thought, the analyfis of
the one muft correfpond to that of the other, Nouns adjective
and fubftantive, verbs a&ive and paflive, with their various
moods, tenfes, and perfons, muft be expreflive of a like variety in
the modes of thought. Things which are diftinguifhed in all lan-
guages, fuch as fubftance and quality, action and paflion, caufe
and effet, muft be diftinguifhed by the natural powers of the hu-
man mind. The philofophy of grammar, and that of the human
underftanding, are more nearly allied than is commonly ima-~
gined. :

The firucture of language was purfued to a confiderable extent,
by the ancient commentators upon this book of Ariftotle, Their
fpeculations upon this fubje, which are neither the leaft inge-
nious nor the leaft ufeful part of the P eripatetic philofophy, were
neglected for many ages, and lay buried in ancient manufcripts,
or in books little known, till they were lately brought to light by the
learned Mr Harris in his Hermes,

The definitions given by Ariftotle, of a noun, of a verb, and
of {peech, will hardly bear examination. It is eafy-in practice to
diftinguifh the various parts of fpeech; but very difficult, if at
all poflible, to give accurate definitions of them,

He obferves juftly, that befides that kind of fpeech called « pro=
Pofition, whicl, is always either true or falfe, there are other kinds
which are neither true nor falfe ; fuch as, a prayer, or with ; to

which
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which we may add, a queftion, a command, a promife, a con-
tra@, and many others, Thefe Ariftotle pronounces to have no-
thing to do with his fubject, and remits them to oratory, or po-
etry ; and fo they have remained banithed from the regions of
philofophy to this day : yet I apprehend, that an analyfis of fuch
{peeches, and of the operations of mind which they exprefs, would
be of real ufe, and perhaps would difcover how imperfect an e-
numeration the logicians have given of the powers of human un-
derftanding, when they reduce them to fimple apprehenfion,
judgement, and reafoning.

SecT. 6. On Propofitions.

Mathematicians ufe the word propofition in a larger fenfe than
logicians. A problem is called a propofition in mathematics, but
in logic it is not a propofition : it is one of thofe {peeches which
are not enunciative, and which Ariftotle remits to oratory or
poetry.

A propofition, according to Ariftotle, 15 a {peech wherein one
thing is affirmed or denied of another. Hence it is caly to diftin-
guifh the thing affirmed or denied, which is called the predicate, from
the thing of which it is affirmed or denied, which is called the
Jfubject 3 and thefe two are called the terms of the propofition. Hence
likewife it appears, that propofitions are either affirmative or ne-
gative ; and this is called their quality, All affirmative propofi-
tions have the fame quality, fo likewife have all the negative ; but
an affirmative and a negative are contrary in their quality.

When the fubje of a propofition is a general term, the predi-
cate is affirmed or denied, either of the whole, or of a part
Hence propofitions are diftinguifhed into univerfal and particular.
All men are mortal, is an univer(al propofition ; Some men are leart
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¢d, isa particular, and this is called the quantity of the propofition.
All univerfal propefitions agree in quantity, as alfo all particu-
lar : while anuniverfal and a particular are faid to differ in quan-
tity. A propofition is called indefinite, when there is no mark ei-
ther of univerfality or particularity annexed to the fubject: thus,
Mai is of few days, is an indefinite propofition ; but it muft be
underftood either as univerfal or as particular, and therefore is
not a third {pecies, but by interpretation is brought under one of
the other two,

There are alfo fingular propofitions, which have not a general
term but an individual for their fubjeét; as, Alexander awas a
great conqueror. ‘Thele are confidered by logicians as univerfal,
becaufe, the fubjet being indivifible, the predicate is affirmed or
denied of the whole, and not of a part only. Thus all propofitions,
with regard to quality, are either affirmative or negative; and with
regard to quantity, are univerfal or particular; and taking in both
quantity and quality, they are univerfal affirmatives, or univerfal
negatives,” or particular afhrmatives, or particular negatives.
Thefe four kinds, after the days of Ariftotle, came to be named
by the names of the four firft vowels, A, E, I, O, according to
the following diftich : |

Afferst A, negat E, fed umwverfaliter ambe ;
Afferst 1, megat O, fed particulariter ambo.

When the young logician is thus far inftructed in the nature of
propofitions, he is apt to think there is no difliculty in analyfing
any propofition, and fhewing its fubje& and predicate, its quan-
tity and quality ; and indeed, unlefs he can do this, he will be un~
able to apply the rules of logic to ufe. Yet he will find, there are
fome difficulties in this analyfis, which are overlooked by Ariftotle
altogether ; and altho’ they are fometimes touched, they are not

removed
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removed by his followers, For, 1. There are propofitions in
“which it is difficult to find a fubje@ and a predicate ; as in thefe,
dt rams, It favws. 2. In fome propofitions either term may be
made the fubje@ or the predicate as you like beft ; as in this,. Vir-
tue is the road to bappingfs. 3. The fame example may ferve to
fhew, that it is fometimes diflicult to fay, whether a propofition
be univerfal or particular. 4. The quality of fome propofitions is
fo dubious, that logicians have never been able to agree whether
they be afirmative or negative; as in this propofition, Whatever
is infentient 15 not an ammal, 5. As there is one clafs of propofitions
which have only two terms, to wit, one fubjeét and one predicate,
which are called categorical propofitions 5 {o there are many c¢lafles
that have more than two terms. What Ariftotle delivers in this
book is applicable only to categorical propofitions ; and to them
only the rules concerning the converfion of propofitions, and con-
cerning the figures and modes of {yllogifms, are accommodated,
The {ubfequent writers of logic have taken notice of {fome of the
many clafles of complex propofitions, and have given rules adapt-
ed to them ; but finding this work endlefs, they have left us to
manage the reft by the rules of common fenfe,
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