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200 S . Grr BulNe €3 B 5, Book III,

them, and what figures and modes are adapted to each. Thus,
in fome fyllogi{fms feveral diftiné& conclufions may be drawn from
the fame premifes : in fome, true conclufions may be drawn from
falfe premifes: in fome, by afluming the conclufion and one
premife, you may prove the other; you may turn a direct {yllo-
gifm into one leading to an abfurdity.

We have likewife precepts given in this book, both to the affail-
ant in a fyllogiftical difpute, how to carry on his attack with art,
{o as to obtain the vi€tory ; and to the defendant, how to keep
the enemy at fuch a diftance as that he fhall never be obliged to
yield. From which we learn, that Ariftotle introduced in his own
fchool, the practice of difputing fyllogiftically, inftead of the rhe-
torical difputations which the fophifts were wont to ufe in more
ancient times.

S Bl e IV.

Remarks,

SecT. 1. Of the Converfion of Propofitions.

E have given a fummary view of the theory of pure fyllo-
gifms as delivered by Ariftotle, a theory of which he claims

.the fole invention. And I believe it will be difficult, in any fcience,
to find {o large a fyftem of truths of {o very abftra& and fo gene-
ral a nature, all fortified by demonftration, and all invented and
perfe@ed by one man, It fhows a force of genius, and labour of
inveftigation,
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inveftigation, equal to the moft arduous attempts. 1 fhall now
make fome remarks upon i,

As to the converfion of propofitions, the writers on logic com-
monly fatisfy themfelves with illuftrating each of the rules by an
example, conceiving them to be felf-evident when applied to par-
ticular cafes. But Ariftotle has given demonftrations of the rules
he mentions.  As a fpecimen, T fhall give his demonflration of
the firft rule, ““ Let A B be an univerfal negative propofition ; I
“ fay, thatif A is in no B, it will follow that B is in no A, I
you deny this confequence, let B be in fome A, for example,
in C; then the firft fuppofition will not be true; for C is of the
B's.” In this demonftration, if I underftand it, the third rule
of converfion is affumed, that if B is in fome A, then A muft be
in fome B, which indeed is contrary to the firt fuppofition, If
the third rule be affumed for proof of the firft, the proof of all
the three goes round in a circle; for the fecond and third rules
are proved by the firft. This is a fault in reafoning which Ari-
{totle condemns, and which I would be very unwilling to charge
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him with, if I could find any better meaning in his demonftra-
tion. But it is indeed a fault very difficult to be avoided, when
men attempt to prove things that are {elf-evident.

The rules of converfion cannot be applied to all propofitions,
but only to thofe that are categorical ; and we are left to the di-
rection of common fenfe in the converfion of other propofitions,
To give an example : Alexander was the fon of Philip; therefore
Philip was the father of Alexander: A is greater than B; there-
fore B'is lefs than A, Thefe are converfions which, as far as I
know, do not fall within any rule in logic ; nor do we find any
lofs for want of a rule in fuch cafes,

Even in the converfion of categorical propofitions, it is not e-
nough to tranfpofe the fubjed and predicate. Both muft undergo
fome change, in order to fit them for their new ftation : for in e-

Vou. II, Cc very
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