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PEEFACE BY THE EDITORS.

THE Historian of Greece, when closing his great

narrative in the year 1856, promised to follow out in

a separate work that speculative movement of the

fourth century B.C. which upheld the supremacy of

the Hellenic intellect long after the decline of Hellenic

liberty. He had traced the beginnings of the move

ment in the famous chapter on Sokrates, but to do

justice to its chief heroes Plato and Aristotle proved

to be impossible within the limits of the History.

When, however, the promised work appeared, after

nine laborious years, it was found to compass only

Plato and the other immediate companions of Sokrates,

leaving a full half of the appointed task unperformed.

Mr. Grote had already passed his 70th year, but saw

in this only a reason for turning, without a moment s

pause, to the arduous labour still before him. Thence

forth, in spite of failing strength and the increasing

distraction of public business, he held steadily on till

death overtook him in the middle of the course. What

he was able to accomplish, though not what study he

had gone through towards the remainder of his design,

these volumes will show. The office of preparing and

superintending their publication was entrusted to the
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present editors by Mrs. G-rote, in the exercise of her

discretion as sole executrix under his last Will.

As now printed, the work has its form determined

by the author himself up to the end of Chapter XI.

The first two chapters, containing a biography of

Aristotle and a general account of his works, are fol

lowed by a critical analysis, in eight chapters, of all

the treatises included under the title Organon ; and in

the remaining chapter of the eleven the handling of the

Physica and Metaphysica (taken together for the reasons

given) is begun. What now stand as Chapters III.,

IV., &c., were marked, however, as Chapters VI., VII.,

&c., by the author
;
his design evidently being to inter

polate before publication three other chapters of an

introductory cast. Unfortunately no positive indication

remains as to the subject of these
; although there is

reason to believe that, for one thing, he intended to

prefix to the detailed consideration of the works a key
to Aristotle s perplexing terminology. Possibly also

he designed to enter upon a more particular discussion

of the Canon, after having viewed it externally in

Chapter II. ; citations and references bearing on such

a discussion being found among his loose notes.

What might have been the course of the work from

the point where it is broken off, is altogether matter of

inference, beyond an indication of the subject of the

chapter next to follow ; but the remarks at the begin

ning of Chapter III. point to some likely conclusions.

After the metaphysical discussions, which must have

been prolonged through several chapters, there would
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probably have been taken in order the treatises De Coelo,

De Generatione et Corruptione, the Meteorologica, and

next the various Biological works ; though with what

detail in each case it is impossible to guess. Then

must have followed the De Anima with the minor

Psychological treatises summed up as Parva Naturalia,

and next, without doubt, the Ethica and Politica; last

of all, the Khetorica and Poetica. That Mr. Grote had

carefully mastered all these works is evident from his

marginal annotations in the various copies which he

read. With the Ethica and Politica in particular

he had early been familiar, and most there is reason

to regret that he has left nothing worked out upon
this field so specially his own. Fortunately it happens
that on the psychological field next adjoining there is

something considerable to show.

In the autumn of 1867 Mr. Grote undertook to

write a short account of Aristotle s striking recognition

of the physical aspect of mental phenomena, to be

appended to the third edition of the senior editor s

work, The Senses and the Intellect
; but, on following

out the indications relative to that point, he was gra

dually led by his interest in the subject to elaborate a

full abstract of the De Anima and the other psycho

logical treatises. Several months were spent on this

task, and at the end he declared that it had greatly

deepened his insight into Aristotle s philosophy as a

whole. He also expressed his satisfaction at having

thus completed an exposition of the Psychology, fitted

to stand as his contribution to that part of Aristotle,
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in case he should never reach the subject in the

regular course of his general work. The exposition

was printed in full at the time (1868), and drew

the attention of students. It is now reprinted, with

the prominence due to its literary finish and intrinsic

value, as a chapter the last in the body of the

present work.

The long Appendix coming after is composed of

elements somewhat heterogeneous ; but the different

sections were all written in the period since 1865, and

all, not excepting the last two (treating briefly of

Epikurus and the Stoics), have a bearing upon the

author s general design.

The first section an historical account of ancient

theories of Universals has already seen the light.
a

It

brings together, as nowhere else, all the chief references

to the doctrine of Realism in Plato, and exhibits the

directly antagonistic position taken up by Aristotle

towards his master. This it does so impressively that

there could be no question of excluding it, even

although it reproduces in part some of the matter

of Chapter III., on the Categories. Being composed,
in 1867, later than this Chapter, it is on that account

written with all the firmer a grasp. On finishing it

as it stands, Mr. Grote, in a private letter, expressed

himself in terms that deserve to be quoted :

&quot; I never

saw before so clearly the extreme importance of Ari-

* In the Appendix to the senior editor s Manual of Mental and Moral

Science (1867).
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stotle s speculations as the guides and stimulants of

mediaeval philosophy. If I had time to carry the

account farther, I should have been able to show how

much the improved views of the question of Universals

depended on the fact that more and more of the works

of Aristotle, and better texts, became known to Albertus

Magnus, Thomas Aquinas, and their successors. During
the centuries immediately succeeding Boethius, nothing
of Aristotle except the Categories and the treatise

De Interpretatione was known, and these in a Latin

translation. Most fortunately the Categories was never

put out of sight ; and it is there that the doctrine of

Substantia Prima stands clearly proclaimed.&quot;

The second section, or, rather, the part therein treat

ing of Aristotle s doctrine of First Principles, is also a

reprint. It was composed (in 1867) at the same time as

the section on Universals, and was printed along with

that
; shorn, however, of the critical examination of Sir

William Hamilton s views on Aristotle, which is now

prefixed to the statement of the Aristotelian doctrine.

Hamilton having (in Note A, appended to his edition

of Reid s Works) claimed Aristotle as a supporter of

the Philosophy of Common Sense, basing upon a long

list of passages quoted, these were subjected by Mr.

Grote to a searching criticism, the pointed vigour of

which will be duly appreciated. The statement of his

own view of Aristotle s doctrine, though containing

little that may not be found at more places than one in

the body of the present work, is yet reprinted, because

iteration was his favourite art for impressing anything
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to which he attached as much importance as he did

attach to this conviction of his, regarding the very

heart of Aristotle s thought.

The long abstracts of six books of the Metaphysica

and two books of the De Ccelo, next following in the

Appendix, are sections of a character altogether dif

ferent from the foregoing. Evidently not intended

for publication, they have been included, partly as fur

nishing some indication of the labour the author under

went in seeking to lay hold of his subject, partly

because of their inherent value. From the first motive,

they are here reproduced as nearly as possible in the

guise they wore as preliminary drafts, bestrewed with

references. Their value consists in the fact that they

give Mr. Grote s interpretation of the text of treatises

at once exceedingly difficult and important : difficult, as

is proved by the great divergence among commentators

at many points ; important, not more for the deeper

aspects of Aristotle s own system, than for the specu

lations of the earlier Greek philosophers on which they

are the classical authority. What relation, in the case

of each treatise, the books abstracted (often translated)

hold to the other books left untouched, is specially

indicated at the beginning of the third section and

at the end of the fourth. Here let it suffice to men

tion that each abstract has a certain completeness

in itself, and at the same time a bond of connection

with the other. The abstract of the Metaphysica closes

where Aristotle descends to speak of the concrete

heavenly bodies, and just as much of the De Coelo i&amp;gt;
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given as treats specially of these. This connection,

whether or not it was present to the author s mind,

enhances the value of the abstracts as here presented.*

In the remaining sections of the Appendix, not

dealing with Aristotle, the short account of Epikurus

aims at setting in its true light a much-maligned

system of thought. On writing it, in 1867, Mr. Grote

remarked that the last word had not yet been said on

Epikurus. The ethical part of the sketch was printed

at the time :

b the whole is now given. More frag

mentary is the notice of the Stoics, as merely replacing

passages that he considered inadequate in a sketch

submitted to him. Since it formed part of his entire

design to add to the treatment of Aristotle a full

exposition both of Stoic and Epikurean doctrines, con

sidered as the outgrowth of the Cynic and Kyrenaio

theories already handled at the end of the Plato,

the two fragments may not unfitly close the present

work.

Taken altogether, the two volumes are undoubtedly

a most important contribution to the history of ancient

thought. As regards Aristotle, the author s design

must be gathered chiefly from the first eleven chapters,

begun as these were in 1865, and proceeded with in

their order, till he was overtaken, in the act of com-

* The author carried the abstract of De Co?lo a little farther, and then

abruptly broke it off; probably finding himself borne too far away from the

logical treatises with which he was at the time dealing.
b Also in the Manual of Mental and Moral Science, among Ethical

Systems.
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posing the last, by the insidious malady which, after

six months, finally carried him off. Perhaps the most

striking feature in the exposition of the Organon, is

the very full analysis given of the long treatise called

Topica. While the other treatises have all, more or

less, been drawn upon for the ordinary theory of

Logic, the Topica, with its mixed logical and rhe

torical bearings, has ceased to be embodied in modern

schemes of discipline or study. Mr. Grote s profound

interest in everything pertaining to Dialectic drew

him especially to this work, as the exhibition in detail

of that habit of methodized discussion so deeply rooted

in the Hellenic mind. And in the same connection

it may be noted how the natural course of his own

work brought him, in the last months of his intellectual

activity, to tread again old and familiar ground. A
plea this time against Aristotle for the decried

Sophists, and, once more, a picture of that dialectical

mission of Sokrates which for him had an imperishable

charm, were among the very last efforts of his pen.

Besides making up the Second Volume from the

end of Chapter XI., the editors have, throughout the

whole work bestowed much attention on the notes

and references set down by the author with his usual

copious minuteness. It was deemed advisable to sub

ject these everywhere to a detailed verification ; and,

though the editors speak on the matter with a diffi

dence best understood by those who may have under

gone a similar labour, it is hoped that a result not
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unworthy of the author has been attained. In different

places additional references have been supplied, either

where there was an obvious omission on the author s

part, or in farther confirmation of his views given in

the text : such references, mostly to the works of

Aristotle himself, it has not been thought necessary to

signalize. Where, as once or twice in the Appendix,

a longer note in explanation seemed called for, this

has been printed within square brackets.

From the text some passages, where the iterations

seemed excessive, have been withheld, but only such

as it was thought the author would himself have struck

out upon revision : wherever there was evidence that

revision had been made, the iterations, freely employed

for emphasis, have been allowed to stand. On rare

occasions, interpolations and verbal changes have been

made with the view of bringing out more clearly the

meaning sought to be conveyed. It is impossible to

be more deeply sensible than the editors are, of the

responsibility they have thus incurred
;

but they have

been guided by their very respect for the venerable

author, and they were fortunate in the many oppor

tunities they enjoyed of learning from his own lips

the cast of his views on Aristotle.
3

An index has been drawn up with some care
;

as

was needful, if meant to be of real service to the

readers of so elaborate a work.

It is but due to the younger editor to state that the heaviest part of .ill

the \vc rk hero indicated has been done by him. A. B.
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It only remains to add that in printing the Greek

of the notes, &c., the text of Waitz has been followed

for the Organon (everywhere short of the beginning) ;

the text of Bonitz, for the Metaphysica ;
and for

other works of Aristotle, generally the Berlin edition.

Regard was had, as far as the editors knowledge

went, to the author s own preferences in his reading.



ARISTOTLE.

CHAPTER I.

LIFE OF ARISTOTLE.

IN my preceding work,
* Plato and the Other Compa

nions of Sokrates, I described a band of philosophers

differing much from each other, but all emanating
from Sokrates as common intellectual progenitor ;

all

manifesting themselves wholly or principally in the

composition of dialogues ;
and all living in an atmos

phere of Hellenic freedom, as yet untroubled by any

overruling imperial ascendancy from without. From
that band, among whom Plato is facile princeps, I now

proceed to another, among whom the like pre-eminence

belongs to Aristotle. This second band knew the

Sokratic stimulus only as an historical tradition ; they

gradually passed, first from the Sokratic or Platonic

dialogue dramatic, colloquial, cross-examining to

the Aristotelian dialogue, semi-dramatic, rhetorical,

counter-expository ; and next to formal theorizing, in

genious solution and divination of special problems,
historical criticism and abundant collections of detailed

facts : moreover, they were witnesses of the extinction

of freedom in Hellas, and of the rise of the Macedonian

kingdom out of comparative nullity to the highest

pinnacle of supremacy and mastership. Under the

successors of Alexander, this extraneous supremacy,

intermeddling and dictatorial, not only overruled the

VOL. I. B
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political movements of the Greeks, but also influenced

powerfully the position and working of their philo

sophers ;
and would have become at once equally inter

meddling even earlier, under Alexander himself, had

not his whole time and personal energy been absorbed

by insatiable thirst for eastern conquest, ending with

an untimely death.

Aristotle was born at Stageira, an unimportant Hel

lenic colony in Thrace, which has obtained a lasting

name in history from the fact of being his birthplace.

It was situated in the Strymonic Gulf, a little north

of the isthmus which terminates in the mountainous

promontory of Athos
;

its founders were Greeks from

the island of Andros, reinforced afterwards by additional

immigrants from Chalkis in Eubcea. It was, like other

Grecian cities, autonomous a distinct, self-governing

community ; but it afterwards became incorporated in

the confederacy of free cities under the presidency of

Olynthus. The most material feature in its condition,

at the period of Aristotle s birth, was, that it lay near

the frontier of Macedonia, and not far even from Pella,

the residence of the Macedonian king Amyntas (father
of Philip). Aristotle was born, not earlier than 392 B.C.,

nor later than 385-384 B.C. His father, Nikomachus,
was a citizen of Stageira, distinguished as a physician,
author of some medical works, and boasting of being
descended from the heroic gens of the Asklepiads ;

his

mother, Phaestis, was also of good civic family, de

scended from one of the first Chalkidian colonists.
8

Moreover, Nikomachus was not merely learned in his

art, but was accepted as confidential physician and

*
Diog. L. v. 10. This was pro- his place of temporary retirement,

bably among the reasons which in- when he left Athens after the death

duced Aristotle to prefer Chalkis as
|

of Alexander.
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friend of Amyntas, with whom he passed much of his

time a circumstance of great moment to the future

career of his son. We are told that among the

Asklepiads the habit of physical observation, and even

manual training in dissection, were imparted tradi

tionally from father to son, from the earliest years,

thus serving as preparation for medical practice when
there were no written treatises to study.* The mind

of Aristotle may thus have acquired that appetite for

physiological study which so many of his treatises

indicate.

Respecting the character of his youth, there existed,

even in antiquity, different accounts. We learn that he

lost his father and mother while yet a youth, and that

he came under the guardianship of Proxenus, a native

of Atarneus who had settled at Stageira. According
to one account, adopted apparently by the earliest wit-

*
Galen, De Anatomicis Administr.

ii. 1. T. ii. pp. 280-281, cd. Kiilm.

jrapd TOIS yoveiKTiv K Trai8&amp;lt;ov dovcou-

p.(vois, uxrrffp dvayivtofTKav KOI ypdfaiv,

OVTU&amp;gt;S dvarffjivfiv (compare Plato

Protagoras, p. 328 A, p. 311 C).

Diog. L. v. 1. O 8e NiKo/xa^oj

TJV dno NtKo/^a^ov rov Ma^dovos TOV

A.(TK\riTriov, Ka6d (prjcriv &quot;EpfjUTTTTos
(V

TW Trepi Api&amp;lt;rroTf\ovs Kal &amp;lt;rvvff$iu)

Afivvrq TW MaK(8vva&amp;gt;i&amp;gt; /3acriAei larpov
Kal (pi\ov XP 6 ?-

We here learn that in the heroic

genealogy of the Asklepiads, the son

of Machaon himself bore the name
of Xikomachus. I do not think that

Will. v. Humboldt and Bernays are

warranted in calling Aristotle &quot;em

Halbgrieche,&quot;
&quot; kein vollbiirtiger Hel

lene
&quot;

(Die Dialoge des Aristoteles,

pp. 2-56-134). An Hellenic family
which migrated from Athens, Chalkis,

Corinth, etc., to establish a colony on

the coast of Thrace, or Asia Minor,
did not necessarily lose its Hellenism.

One cannot designate Demokritus,

Xenokrates, Anaxagoras, Empcdokles,
&c., half Greeks.

Diogenes here especially cites Her-

mippus (B.C. 220-210), from whom
several of his statements in this and
other biographies appear to have been

derived. The work of Hermippus
seems to have been entitled &quot; Lives

of the Philosophers&quot; (v. 2), among
which lives that of Aristotle was one.

Hermippus mentioned, among other

matters, communications made to

Aristotle by Stroebus (a person en

gaged in the service of Kallisthenes

as reader) respecting the condemna
tion and execution of Kallisthenes in

Baktria, by order of Alexander (Plu

tarch, Alex. c. 54). From what source

did Hermippus derive these state

ments made by Strcebus to Aristotle?

B 2
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nesses preserved to us,
6 he was at first an extravagant

youth, spent much of his paternal property, and then

engaged himself to military service
;
of which he soon

became weary, and went back to Stageira, turning to

account the surgical building, apparatus, and medicines

left by his father as a medical practitioner. After

some time, we know not how long, he retired from

this profession, shut up the building, and devoted him

self to rhetoric and philosophy. He then went to

Athens, and there entered himself in the school of

Plato, at the age of thirty .

b The philosophical life

was thus (if this account be believed) a second choice,

adopted comparatively late in life.
c The other account,

Epikurus and Timseus.

pos (v TJJ Trepl e
&amp;gt;

7JTTj]8eu/i.aTo&amp;gt;i

(Eusebius, Praep. Ev. xv. 5) Diogen.

L. x. 8 ;
^lian. V. H. v. 9.

b An author named Eumelus (cited

by Diogenes, v. 6, tv rfj rrffarrg T&amp;gt;V

foropteoi , but not otherwise known)
stated that Aristotle came to Plato at

the age of thirty, and that he lived

altogether to seventy years of age,

instead of sixty-three, as Hermippus
and Apollodorus affirmed. Eumelus
conceived Aristotle as born in 392 B.C.,

and coming to Plato in 362 B.C. His

chronological data are in harmony
with the statements of Epikurus and

Timams respecting the early life of

Aristotle. The Eios Avawftog given

by Manage recognises two distinct ac

counts as to the age at which Aristotle

died : one assigning to him 70 years,

the other only 63.
e See the Fragments of Timasus in

Didot, Fragmenta Historicorum Gra-

corum, Fr. 70-74 ; also Aristokles,

ap. Euscbium, Pragp. Evang. xv. 2
;

Diogenes, L. x. 8
; Athenaeus, viii. p.

354. Tinweus called Aristotle &amp;lt;ro-

^ i
fj.
a 8

rj
teal

TO TTO\VTlfJl.l]TOV laTptioV dpTlO&amp;gt;S
U7TO-

KfuXfiKora. The speaker in Athenseus

designates him as 6 (pap/^a/coTrcoXrjs.

The terms used by these writers are

illtempered and unbecoming in regard
to so great a man as Aristotle

;
but

this is irrelevant to the question,
whether they do not describe, in per
verted colouring, some real features in

his earlier life, or whether there was

not, at least, a chronological basis of

possibility for them. That no such

features were noticed by other enemies

of Aristotle, such as Eubulides and

Kephisodorus, is a reason as far as it

goes for not believing them to be real,

yet not at all a conclusive reason
;

nor is the speaker in Athenasus exact

when he says that Epikurus is the

only witness, for we find Timsus

making the same statements. The

larpfiov (see Antiphanes, apud Pol-

luc. iv. 183 Fragmenta Comic,

cxxv., Meineke) of a Greek physician

(more properly we should call the

torpor a general practitioner and

chemist) was the repository of his

materials and the scene of his im

portant operations ;
for many of whi^
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depending also upon good witnesses, represents him

as having come to Athens and enlisted as pupil of

Plato, at the early age of seventeen or eighteen : it

omits all mention of an antecedent period, occupied by

military service and a tentative of medical profession.*

In both the two narratives, Aristotle appears as resi

dent at Athens, and devoting himself to rhetoric and

philosophy, from some period before 360 B.C. down to

the death of Plato in 347 B.C. ; though, according to the

first of the two narratives, he begins his philosophical

career at a later age, while his whole life occupied

seventy years instead of sixty-two years.

During the interval, 367-3GO B.C., Plato was much

absent from Athens, having paid two separate visits

instructions are given in the curious

Hippokratic treatise entitled Kar

lr)Tptlov, vol. iii. pp. 262-337 of the

edition of M. Littre, who in his pre

face to the treatise, p. 265, remarks

alwut Aristotle :
&quot;

II parait qu Ari-

stote, qui 6tait de famille medicale,

avoit renonc6 a une officine de ce

genre, d une grande valeur.&quot; Stahr

speaks of this larpttov as if Aristotle

had set up one at Athens (Aristotelia,

p. 38), ]|

which the authorities do not

assert ; it was probably at Stageira.

Ideler (Comm. ad Aristot. Meteorol.

iv. 3, 16, p. 433) considers this story

about Aristotle s larptiov to have

been a fiction arising out of various

expressions in his writings about the

preparation of drugs TO.
&amp;lt;pdpp.aica

tydv, &c. I think this is far-fetched.

And when we find Aristokles rejec

ting the allegation about the ia-

rpt iov, by speaking of it as an a8oov

larpflov, we can admit neither the

justice of the epithet nor the ground
of rejection.

* This account rested originally (so

far as we know) upon the statement

of Hermippus (B.C. 220), and was

adopted by Apollodorus in his Chrono

logy (B.C. 150), both of them good au

thorities, yet neither of them so early

as Epikurus and Timajus. Diogenes

Laertius and Dionysius of Halikar-

nassus alike follow Hermippus. Both

the life of Aristotle ascribed to Am-
monius, and the Anonymous Life first

edited by Robbe (Leyden, 1861, p.

2), include the same strange chrono

logical blunder : they affirm Aristotle

to have come to Athens at the age of

seventeen, and to have frequented the

society of Sokrates (who had been

dead more than thirty years) for three

years ; then to have gone to Plato at

the age of twenty. Zcller imagines,

and I think it likely, that Aristotle

may have been for a short time pupil

with Isokrates, and that the story of

his having been pupil with Sokrates

has arisen from confusion of the two

names, which confusion has been seen

on several occasions (Zeller, Gesch.

der Philos. der Griechen, ii. 2, p. 15).
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to Dionysius the younger at Syracuse. The time
which he spent there at each visit is not explicitly

given ; but as far as we can conjecture from indirect

allusions, it cannot have been less than a year at each,
and may possibly have been longer. If, therefore,
Aristotle reached Athens in 367 B.C. (as Hermippus repre

sents) he cannot have enjoyed continuous instructions

from Plato for the three or four years next ensuing.
However the facts may stand as to Aristotle s early

life, there is no doubt that in or before the year 362 B.C.

he became resident at Athens, and that he remained

there, profiting by the society and lectures of Plato,
until the death of the latter in 347 B.C. Shortly after

the loss of his master, he quitted Athens, along with his

fellow-pupil Xenokrates, and went to Atarneus, which
was at that time ruled by the despot Hermeias. That

despot was a remarkable man, who being an eunuch

through bodily hurt when a child, and having become
slave of a prior despot named Eubulus, had contrived
to succeed him in the supreme power, and governed the
towns of Atarneus and Assos with firmness and energy.
Hermeias had been at Athens, had heard Plato s lec

tures, and had contracted friendship with Aristotle;
which friendship became farther cemented by the mar
riage of Aristotle, during his residence at Atarneus,
with Pythias the niece of Hermeias.* For three years

*

Strabo, xiii. 610; Diodor. xvi.

52. It appears that Aristotle incurred

censure, even from contemporary

had reigned between them until her
death. Aristotle thought it right to

reply to the censure in one of his. i. j r 7 VAAV VV,J.J.OLH

rivals, for this marriage with Pythias. I letters to Antipater.On what ground we cannot exactly Aristokles (ap. Euseb. Prjep. Ev
T&amp;gt;-0 IT-*- , . , , * /A ,,i._ 1-1 T71 -i * \ *make out (Aristokles ap. Eusebium
Praep. Ev. xv. 2), unless it be from
her relationship to Hermeias. She
died long before Aristotle, but he
mentions her in his will in terms

attesting the constant affection which

xv. 2) says that Aristotle did not

marry Pythias until after the death
of Hermeias, when she was compelled
to save herself by flight, and was in

distress and poverty.
Mr. Blakesley (Life of Aristotle, p.
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Aristotle and Xenokrates remained at Assos or Atar-

neus, whence they were then forced to escape by rea

son of the despot s death ;
for Mentor the Ehodian,

general of the Persians in those regions, decoyed Her-

meias out of the town under pretence of a diplomatic

negociation, then perfidiously seized him, and sent him

up as prisoner to the Persian king, by whose order he

was hanged. Mentor at the same time seized the two

towns and other possessions of Hermeias,
a while Aristotle

with his wife retired to Mitylene. His deep grief for the

fate of Hermeias was testified in a noble hymn or paean

which he composed, and which still remains, as well as by

an epigram inscribed on the statue of Hermeias at Delphi.

We do not hear of his going elsewhere, until, two or

three years afterwards (the exact date is diiferently

reported), he was invited by Philip into Macedonia, to

become preceptor to the young prince Alexander, then

thirteen or fourteen years old. The reputation, which

Aristotle himself had by this time established, doubtless

coincided with the recollection of his father Nikomachus

as physician and friend of Amyntas, in determining

Philip to such a choice. Aristotle performed the duties

required from him,
b

enjoying the confidence and favour

36) and Oncken (Die Staatslehrc des

Aristotclcs, p. 158) concur in thinking

that the departure of Aristotle from

Athens had nothing to do with the

death of Plato, but was determined by
the capture of Olynthus, and by the

fear and dislike of Philip which that

event engendered at Athens. But

the fact that Xenokrates left Athens

along with Aristotle disproves this

supposition, and proves that the death

of Plato was the real cause.
*
Diog. Laert. v. 7-8. Diodorus as

cribes this proceeding to Mentor the

Khodian : Strabo, to his brother Mcm-

non. I think Diodorus is right. A
remarkable passage in the Magna
Moralia (genuine or spurious) of Ari

stotle, seems to me to identify the

proceeding with Mentor (Aristot.

Magn. Mor. i. 35, p. 1197, b. 21
;
as

also the spurious second book of the

(Ekonomica, p. 1351, a. 33).
b

It was probably during this period

that Aristotle introduced to Alexander

his friend the rhetor Theodektes of

Phaselis. Alexander took delight in

the society of Theodektes, and testified

this feeling, when he conquered Pha

selis, by demonstrations of affection
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both of Philip and Alexander, until the assassination of

the former and the accession of the latter in 336 B.C.

His principal residence during this period was in

Macedonia, but he paid occasional visits to Athens, and

allusion is made to certain diplomatic services which he

rendered to the Athenians at the court of Philip ;
more

over, he must have spent some time at his native city

Stageira,
a which had been among the many Greek

cities captured and ruined by Philip during the Olyn-
thian war of 349-347 B.C. Having obtained the consent

and authority of Philip, Aristotle repaired to Stageira

for the purpose of directing the re-establishment of the

city. Recalling such of its dispersed inhabitants as could

be collected, either out of the neighbouring villages or

from more distant parts, he is said to have drawn up
laws, or framed regulations for the returned citizens and

new comers. He had reason to complain of various

rivals who intrigued against him, gave him much

trouble, and obstructed the complete renovation of the

city ; but, notwithstanding, his services were such that

an annual festival was instituted to commemorate them.b

It is farther stated, that at some time during this period

he had a school (analogous to the Academy at Athens)
in the Nymphseum of the place called Mieza ; where

and respect towards the statue of the

rhetor, who had died during the inter

vening years dn-oSiSouj n^v rf)

ytvopfirr) 81 AptoroTeArji/ KOI (piAotro-

(piav ofuAui irpos rov avopa (Plutarch,

Alex. c. 17).

It is to this period of Aristotle s

life that the passage extracted from

his letters in Demetrius (so-called

Trepl Epp/may) refers. a&amp;gt;s Aptoro-

T(\r)s (prjaiv eya) fK fitv A.dr)v&amp;gt;v ds

&quot;S,raytipa rj\Bov 8ta rov /3ao-iAea rov

fityav, (K 8( 2rayei pa&amp;gt;&amp;gt;

fls Adfjvas Sia

TOV xaiitova TOV \ityav s. 29.

We shall hardly consider this

double employment of the epithet

neyav as an instance of that success

in epistolary style, which Demetrius

ascribes to Aristotle (s. 239) ;
but the

passage proves Aristotle s visits both

to Stageira and to Athens. The very
cold winters of the Chalkidic penin
sula were severely felt by the Greeks

(Plato Symposion, p. 220), and may
well have served as motive to Aristotle

for going from Stageira to Athens.
b
Ammonius, Vit. Aristot. See

the curious statements given by Dion
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stone seats and shady walks, ennobled by the name
of Aristotle, were still shown even in the days of

Plutarch.&quot;

In 336 B.C. Alexander became king of Macedonia,
and his vast projects for conquest, first of Persia, next

of other peoples known and unknown, left him no

leisure for anything but military and imperial occupa
tions. It was in the ensuing year (335 B.C.) when the

preparations for the Persian expedition were being

completed, ready for its execution in the following

spring, that Aristotle transferred his residence to

Athens. The Platonic philosophical school in which

he had studied was now conducted by Xenokrates as

Scholarch, having passed at the death of Plato, in 347

B.C., to his nephew Speusippus, and from the latter to

Xenokrates in 339 B.C. Aristotle established for him
self a new and rival school on the eastern side of Athens,
in the gymnasium attached to the temple of Apollo

Lykeius, and deriving from thence the name by which

it was commonly known the Lykeium. In that school,

Chrysostom, out of the epistles of

Aristotle
; Orat. ii. p. 100, xlvii. p.

225, Reiske.

Respecting the allusions made in

these statements to various persons
who were reluctant to return out of

the separate villages into the restored

city, compare what Xenophon says
about the dtouuo-i;, and subsequent

restitution, of Mantineia
; llellenica,

v. 2, 1-8, vi. 5, 3-6.
*

Plutarch, Alexander, c. 7. What
Plutarch calls the Nymphceum, is

considered by Stahr (Aristotelia, i.

p. 93, n.) to be probably the same as

what Pliny denominates the Museum
at Stageira (N. H. xvi. c. 23) ;

but

Zeller (p. 23, n.), after Geier, holds

that Mieza lay S. W. of Pella, in

Emathia, far from Stageira. Plutarch

seems to imply that Aristotle was

established along with Alexander at

Mieza by Philip.

Compare, for these facts of tho

biography of Aristotle, Stahr, Ari

stotelia, Part I., pp. 86-94, 103-106.

I conceive that it was during this

residence in Macedonia and at Pella,

that Aristotle erected the cenotaph in

honour of Hermeias, which is so con

temptuously derided by the Chian

poet Theokritus in his epigram, Diog.

L. v. 11. The epigram is very severe

on Aristotle, for preferring Pella to

the Academy as a residence ; ascrib

ing such preference to the exigencies

of an ungovernable stomach.
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and in the garden adjoining, lie continued to lecture or

teach, during the succeeding twelve years, comprising
the life and the brilliant conquests of Alexander. Much
of his instruction is said to have been given while walk

ing in the garden, from whence the students and the

sect derived the title of Peripatetics. In the business

of his school and the composition of his works all his

time was occupied; and his scholars soon became so

numerous that he found it convenient to desire them

to elect from themselves every ten days a rector to

maintain order, as Xenokrates had already done at the

Academy.* Aristotle farther maintained correspondence,
not merely with Alexander and Antipater but also with

Themison, one of the princes of Cyprus, as Isokrates

had corresponded with Nikokles, and Plato with Diony-
sius of Syracuse.

5

In June, 323 B.C., occurred the premature and unex-

*
Diog. L. v. 4. Brandis notes it

as a feature in Aristotle s character

(p. 65), that he abstained from med

dling with public affairs at Athens.

But we must remember, that, not

being a citizen of Athens, Aristotle

was not competent to meddle per

sonally. His great and respected

philosophical competitor, Xenokrates

(a non-citizen or metic as well as he),
was so far from being in a condition

to meddle with public affairs, that he

was once even arrested for not having

paid in due season his /lerotVtoi/, or

capitation-tax imposed upon metics.

He was liberated, according to one

story, by Lykurgus (Plutarch, Vit. x.

Oratt. p. 842) ; according to another

story (seemingly more probable), by
Demetrius Phalereus (Diog. La. iv.

14). The anonymous life of Aristotle

published by Robbe (Leyden, 1861,

p. 3), takes due notice of Aristotle s

position at Athens as a metic.
b

Aristotle addressed to Themison

a composition now lost, but well

known in antiquity, called Tiporpe-

TTTIKOS. It was probably a dialogue ;

and was intended as an encourage
ment to the study of philosophy. See

Rose, Aristot. Pseud, pp. 69-72, who
gives a very interesting fragment of

it out of Stobaeus.

We have the titles of two lost works

of Aristotle litpi Bao-iXmr,and A\t-

gav&pos, fj inrtp iiTTOLKtav (or cmoiKiSiv).

Both seem to have been dialogues.
In one, or in both, he gave advice to

Alexander respecting the manner of

ruling his newly acquired empire in

Asia; and respecting the relations

proper to be established between Hel

lenes and native Asiatics (see Rose,
Arist. Pseud, pp. 92-96

; Bernays, Die

Dialoge des Aristot. pp. 51-57).
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pected decease of the great Macedonian conqueror,

aged 32 years and 8 months, by a violent fever at

Babylon. So vast was his power, and so unmeasured

his ambition, that the sudden removal of such a man

operated as a shock to the hopes and fears of almost

every one, both in Greece and Asia. It produced an

entire change in the position of Aristotle at Athens.

To understand what that position really was, we
must look at it in connection with his Macedonian

sympathies, and with the contemporaneous political

sentiment at Athens. It was in the middle of the

year 335 B.C., that Alexander put down by force the

revolt of the Thebans, took their city by assault, de

molished it altogether (leaving nothing but the citadel

called Kadmeia, occupied by a Macedonian garrison),
and divided its territory between two other Boeotian

towns. Immediately after that terror-striking act, he

demanded from the Athenians (who had sympathized

warmly with Thebes, though without overt acts of

assistance) the surrender of their principal anti-Mace

donian politicians. That demand having been refused,

he at first prepared to extort compliance at the point of

the sword, but was persuaded, not without difficulty,

to renounce such intention, and to be content with the

voluntary exile of Ephialtes and Charidemus from

Athens. Though the unanimous vote of the Grecian

Synod at Corinth constituted him Imperator, there can

be no doubt that the prevalent sentiment in Greece

towards him was that of fear and dislike
; especially

among the Athenians, whose dignity was most deeply

mortified, and to whom the restriction of free speech
was the most painful.*

Now it was just at this moment (in 335 B.C.) that

* Sue History of Greece, chap. xci. pp. 18, 41, 64.
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Aristotle came to Athens and opened his school. We
cannot doubt that he was already known and esteemed

as the author of various published writings. But the

prominent mark by which every one now distinguished

him, was, that he had been for several years con

fidential preceptor of Alexander, and was still more

or less consulted by that prince, as well as sustained

by the friendship of Antipater, viceroy of Macedonia

during the king s absence. Aristotle was regarded as

philo-Macedonian, and to a certain extent, anti-Hel

lenic the sentiment expressed towards him in the

unfriendly epigram of the contemporary Chian poet
Theokritus.a His new school, originally opened under

the protection and patronage of Alexander and Anti-

pater, continued to be associated with their names, by
that large proportion of Athenian citizens who held

anti-Macedonian sentiments. Alexander caused the

statue of Aristotle to be erected in Athens,
b and sent to

him continual presents of money, usefully employed by
the philosopher in the prosecution of his physical and

zoological researches,
6
as well as in the purchase of

books. Moreover Aristotle remained in constant and

friendly correspondence with Antipater, the resident

viceroy at Pella,
d
during the absence of Alexander in

Diog. L. v. 11.

ov fvvovxov JjS Evftov\ov fi/xo

$oi&amp;gt;\ov

Srj^a Kfvbv
Kfv6&amp;lt;pptav Ttvfcv Api-

(TTOTeATJS-

*Or Sia T^V a.Kpa.T fj yaffrpbs fyviriv

fl\fro vaitLV

Ai/T
1

&quot;AKaSTjjteiaj ftopfiupov Iv irpo-

Xoais.

Cf. Plutarch, De Exilio, p. G03.
b

Stahr, Aristotelia, vol. ii. p. 290.
1

Athenacus, ix. 398
; Pliny, H. N.

viii. c. 16. Athenseus alludes to 800
talents as having been given by Alex

ander to Aristotle for this purpose.

Pliny tells us that Alexander put
thousands of men at his service for

enquiry and investigation. The general
fact is all that we can state with con

fidence, without pretending to verify

amounts.
d

Vit. Aristotelis, Leyden, 1861,

Robbe, pp. 4-6
;
Aristokles ap. Euse-

bium Prsep. Evang. xv. 2. Respect

ing the Epistles of Aristotle, and the

collection thereof by Artemon, see

Rose, Aristoteles Pseudepigr. pp. 594-

598.
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Asia. Letters of recommendation from Aristotle to

the Macedonian rulers were often given and found

useful : several of them were preserved and published
afterwards. There is even reason to believe that the

son of Antipater Kassander, afterwards viceroy or

king of Macedonia, was among his
pupils.&quot;

I have recounted elsewhere how the character of

Alexander became gradually corrupted by unexampled
success and Asiatic influences

;

b how he thus came to

feel less affection and esteem for Aristotle, to whom he

well knew that his newly acquired imperial and semi-

divine pretensions were not likely to be acceptable ;

how, on occasion of the cruel sentence passed on

Kallisthenes, he threatened even to punish Aristotle

himself, as having recommended Kallisthenes, and as

sympathizing with the same free spirit ; lastly, how
Alexander became more or less alienated, not only
from the society of Hellenic citizens, but even from

his faithful viceroy, the Macedonian Antipater. But

these changed relations between Aristotle and Alex

ander did not come before the notice of the Athenians,
nor alter the point of view in which they regarded the

philosopher ;
the rather, since the relations of Ari

stotle with Antipater continued as intimate as ever.

It will thus appear, that though all the preserved

We may infer this fact from the :

upon which Alexander silenced him

insulting reply made by Alexander, by the remark that he was giving a

not long before his death, to Kas- : specimen of sophistical duplicity learnt

sander, who had just then joined him from Aristotle. Tavra (Ktlva
&amp;lt;ro0t

&amp;lt;r-

for the first time at Babylon, having [wra ruv ApifrroreXovs ds (Karepov
been sent by Antipater at the head of ! TWV Xoyaw, olfiafcofjuvtov, av xal fjutcpbv

a reinforcement. Some recent comers
j

aSucoCiTts TOVS dvdpiirrrovs (pavrJTt

from Greece complained to Alexander
j
(Plutarch, Alex. 74).

of having been ill-used by Antipater. j

b
Histor. of Greece, ch. xciv. pp.

Kassander being present at the com

plaint, endeavoured to justi iy his father

and to invalidate their testimony,

291, 301, 341
; Plutarch, Alexand. c.

Iv.
;

Dion Chrysostom. Orat. 64, p.

338, Reiske.
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writings of Aristotle are imbued with a thoroughly

independent spirit of theorizing contemplation and let

tered industry, uncorrupted by any servility or political

bias yet his position during the twelve years between

335-323 B.C. inevitably presented him to the Athenians

as the macedonizing philosopher, parallel with Phokion

as the macedonizing politician, and in pointed antithesis

to Xenokrates at the Academy, who was attached to

the democratical constitution, and refused kingly pre
sents. Besides that enmity which he was sure to incur,

as an acute and self-thinking philosopher, from theology
and the other anti-philosophical veins in the minds

of ordinary men, Aristotle thus became the object of

unfriendly sentiment from many Athenian patriots,
8

who considered the school of Plato generally as hostile

to popular liberty, and who had before their eyes ex

amples of individual Platonists, ruling their respective

cities with a sceptre forcibly usurped .

b

Such sentiment was probably aggravated by the un

paralleled and offensive Macedonian demonstration at

the Olympic festival of 324 B.C. It was on that occa-

* The statement of Aristokles (ap. i same metaphorical sense in which it

Eusebium. Pra-;p. Ev. xv. 2.) is doubt- 1 is true of Phokion. Aristotle was
less just (pavtpw ovv, on KaOdnep i semi-Macedonian in his sympathies.
TroXXoIy KOL oXXoty, ovr&amp;lt;a KOI A/noro- j

He had no attachment to Hellas as

7,
8id Tf ras irpbs TOVS j3a- j

an organized system autonomous, sclf-

(piXias (cat 8ia TTJI/ ev rots Xoyoi? ! acting, with an Hellenic city as pre
sident : which attachment would have

been considered, by Perikles, Archi-

damus, and Epameinondas, as one

VTTO ra&amp;gt;v Tore

The like is said by the rhetor

Aristeides Or. xii. p. 144, Dindorf.

I have already observed that the
! among the constituents indispensable

phrase of
&quot;

Halbgrieche
&quot;

applied by |

to Hellenic patriotism.

Bernays and W. v. Humboldt to Aris-
j

b
Quintilian Declamat.268. &quot;Quis

totle (Bernays, Die Dialoge des Aristo- :

ignorat, ex ipsa Socratis (quo velut

teles, p. 2, p. 134) is not accurate fonte omnis philosophia manasse cre-

literally, unless we choose to treat all ditur) schola evasisse tyrannos et

the Hellenic colonies as half-Greek, i hostes patriaj sue ?&quot; Compare Athen-
His ancestry was on both sides fully ams, xi. 508-509.
Hellenic. But it is? true of him, in the
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sion that Alexander, about one year prior to his decease,

sent down a formal rescript, which was read publicly

to the assembled crowd by a herald with loud voice ;

ordering every Grecian city to recall all exiles who had

been banished by judicial sentence, and intimating,

that if the rescript were not obeyed spontaneously,

Antipater would be instructed to compel the execu

tion of it by force. A large number of the exiles whose

restitution was thus ordered, were present on the plain
of Olympia, and heard the order proclaimed, doubtless

with undisguised triumph and exultation. So much
the keener must have been the disgust and humilia

tion among the other Grecian hearers, who saw the

autonomy of each separate city violently trampled
down, without even the pretence of enquiry, by this

high-handed sentence of the Macedonian conqueror.

Among the Athenians especially, the resentment felt

was profound ;
and a vote was passed appointing

deputies to visit Alexander in person, for the purpose
of remonstrating against it. The orator Demosthenes,
who happened to be named Archi-Theorus of Athens

(chief of the solemn legation sent to represent Athens)
at this Olympic festival, incurred severe reproach
from his accuser Deinarchus, for having even been

seen in personal conversation with the Macedonian

officer who had arrived from Asia as bearer of this

odious rescript.*

See the description of this event
;

Nikanor. SeeIIarpokrationv.NiKaj&amp;gt;/j.

in History of Greece, ch. xcv. p. 410. I The exordium prefixed to the

There is reason for supposing that Pseud-Aristotelian Rhetorica ad Alex-

Hypereides also (as well as Deinar- andrum, announces that discourse to

chus) inveighed against Demosthenes have been composed pursuant to the

for having publicly sought the com- desire of Alexander
;

and notices

pany of Nikanor at this Olympic especially one message transmitted

festival. At least we know that by him to Aristotle through Nikanor

Hypereides, in his oration against De-
j

(p. 1420 a. 6, 1421 a. 26-38,

mosthcnes, made express allusion to ] fjpiv e^Xoxre N(*a/a&amp;gt;p, &c.).
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Now it happened that this officer, the bearer of the

rescript, was Nikanor of Stageira;
a son of Proxenus

who had been Aristotle s early guardian, and himself

the cherished friend or ward, ultimately the son-in-

law, of the philosopher. We may be certain that

Aristotle would gladly embrace the opportunity of see

ing again this attached friend, returning after a long
absence on service in Asia ; that he would be present
with him at the Olympic festival, perhaps receive a

visit from him at Athens also. And the unpopularity
of Aristotle at Athens, as identified with Macedonian

imperial authority, would thus be aggravated by his

notorious personal alliance with his fellow-citizen Ni-

kanor, the bearer of that rescript in which such autho

rity had been most odiously manifested.

During the twelve or thirteen years
b of Aristotle s

* Diodor. xviii. 8. Siorrep V7royva&amp;gt;v

ovrutv ra&amp;gt;v O\vp.Tria&amp;gt;v ffn(p.ijrtv(Alex

ander) fls TTJV EXXa&a NiKavopa TOV

i
,

8oi&amp;gt;s fTTicrToXfjv irfpi TTJS

Antipater, when re-distributing the

satrapies of the Macedonian empire,

after the death both of Alexander

and of Perdikkas, appointed Nikanor

prefect or satrap of Kappadokia

(Arrian, To pera AXfav8pov, apud
Photium, cod. 92, s. 37, Didot).

Ammonius, in the life of Aristotle,

mentions Nikanor as son of Proxenus

ofAtarneus. Sextus Empiricus alludes

to Nikanor as son-in-law of Aristotle

(adv. Mathematicos, sect. 258, p. 271,

Fabr.). See Menage ad Diogen. Laert.

v. 12. Robbe s Life of Aristotle also

(Leyden, 1861, p. 2) mentions Ni

kanor as son of Proxenus.

Nikanor was appointed afterwards

(in 318 B.C., five years later than the

death of Aristotle) by Kassander, son

of Antipater, to be commander of the

Macedonian garrison which occupied

Munychia, as a controlling force over

Athens (Diodor. xviii. 64). It will

be seen in my History of Greece

(ch. xcvi. p. 458) that Kassander was
at that moment playing a difficult

game, his father Antipater being just
dead

;
that he could only get pos

session of Munychia by artifice, and
that it was important for him to

entrust the mission to an officer who

already had connections at Athens ;

that Nikanor, as adopted son of

Aristotle, possessed probably before

hand acquaintance with Phokion and

the other macedonizing leaders at

Athens
;

so that the ready way in

which Phokion now fell into co-ope
ration with him is the more easily

explained.

Nikanor, however, was put to death

by Kassander himself, some months

afterwards.
b There remain small fragments

of an oiation of Demades in defence
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teaching and Alexander s reign, Athens was adminis

tered by macedonizing citizens, with Phokion and De-

rnades at their head. Under such circumstances, the

enmity of those who hated the imperial philosopher
could not pass into act; nor was it within the con

templation of any one, that only one year after that

rescript which insulted the great Pan-Hellenic festival,

the illustrious conqueror who issued it would die of

fever, in the vigour of his age and at the height of his

power (June, 323 B.C.). But as soon as the news of

his decease, coming by surprise both on friends and

enemies, became confirmed, the suppressed anti-Mace

donian sentiment burst forth in powerful tide, not

merely at Athens, but also throughout other parts of

Greece. There resulted that struggle against Anti-

pater, known as the Lamian war :

a a gallant struggle,

at first promising well, but too soon put down by
superior force, and ending in the occupation of Athens

by Antipater with a Macedonian garrison in September,
322 B.C., as well as in the extinction of free speech and

free citizenship by the suicide of Demosthenes and the

execution of Hypereides.

During the year immediately succeeding the death

of Alexander, the anti-Macedonian sentiment continued

so vehemently preponderant at Athens, that several of

the leading citizens, friends of Phokion, left the city to

join Antipater, though Phokion himself remained, op

posing ineffectually the movement. It was during this

period that the enemies of Aristotle found a favourable

of his administration, or political acti

vity, for twelve years vntp rijs 8u&amp;gt;-

SficaeTias (Demad. Fragm. 179, 32).

The twelve years of Demades, how-

Fast. Hellen. B.C. 326.
* For the account of the Lamian

war, see History of Greece, ch. xcv.

pp. 420-440. As to the anti-Mace-

ever, seem to be counted from the
I

donian sentiment prevalent at Athens,
battle of Clwroneia in 338 B.C.; so ! see Diodorus, xviii. 10.

that they end in B.C. 320. Sec Clinton,

VOL. I.
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opportunity for assailing him. An indictment on the

score of impiety was preferred against him by Eury-

medon the Hierophant (chief priest of the Eleusinian

Demeter), aided by Demophilus, son of the historian

Ephorus. The Hymn or Paean (still existing), which

Aristotle had composed in commemoration of the death,

and in praise of the character, of the eunuch Hermeias,
a

was arraigned as a mark of impiety ; besides which,

Aristotle had erected at Delphi a statue of Hermeias

with an honorific inscription, and was even alleged to

have offered sacrifices to him as to a god. In the

published writings of Aristotle, too, the accusers found

various heretical doctrines, suitable for sustaining their

indictment ; as, for example, the declaration that prayer
and sacrifices to the gods were of no avail.

b But there

can be little doubt that the Hymn, Ode, or Paean, in

honour of Hermeias, would be more offensive to the.

m
Diogen. L. v. 5

; Athenreus, xv.

696. The name of Demophilus was

mentioned by Favorinus as also sub

scribed to the indictment : this Demo

philus was probably son of the his

torian Ephorus. See Val. Eose,

Aristoteles Pseudepigraphus, p. 582.

He took part afterwards in the in

dictment against Phokion. As an

historian, he completed the narrative

of the Sacred War, which his father

Ephorus had left unfinished (Diodor.

xvi. 14). The words of Athena?us,
as far as I can understand them, seem
to imply that he composed a speech
for the Hierophant Eurymedon.

&quot; See the passages from Origen
advers. Celsum, cited in Stahr s Ari-

stotelia, vol. i. p. 146.

Among the titles of the lost works

of Aristotle (No. 14 in the Catalogue
of Diogenes Laertius, No. 9 in that of

the Anonymus ; see Piose, Aristoteles

Pseudepigraphus, pp. 12-18), one is

From its position in the

Catalogue, it seems plainly to have

been a dialogue ;
and the dialogues

were the most popular and best-

known writings of Aristotle. Now
we know from the Nikomach. Ethica

(x. 8, 1178, b. 6-32) that Aristotle de

clared all constructive effort, and all

action with a view to external ends,

to be inconsistent with the Divine

Nature, which was blest exclusively
in theorizing and contemplation. If

he advocated the same doctrine in the

dialogue Ilepl Ei/x^s, he must have

contended that persons praying could

have no additional chance of obtain

ing the benefits which they prayed
for

; and this would have placed him
in conflict with the received opinions.

Respecting the dialogue Ilepi Evxijs,

see Bernays, Die Dialoge des Aristo

teles, pp. 120-122; and Rose, Arist.

Pseudepigr. pp. 67, 68.
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feelings of an ordinary Athenian than any philosophical

dogma extracted from the cautious prose compositions
of Aristotle. It is a hymn, of noble thought and dig
nified measure, addressed to Virtue ( A^eT&amp;gt;)

masculine

or military Virtue), in which are extolled the semi-

divine or heroic persons who had fought, endured, and

perished in her service. The name and exploits of Her-

meias are here introduced as the closing parallel and

example in a list beginning with Herakles, the Dios-

kuri, Achilles, and Ajax. Now the poet Kallistratus,

in his memorable Skolion, offers a like compliment to

Harmodius and Aristogeiton ;
and Pindar, to several

free Greeks of noble family, who paid highly for his

epinician Odes now remaining. But all the persons
thus complimented were such as had gained prizes at

the sacred festivals, or had distinguished themselves

in other ways which the public were predisposed to

honour
;
whereas Hermeias was a eunuch, who began

by being a slave, and ended by becoming despot over

a free Grecian community, without any exploit con

spicuous to the eye. To many of the Athenian public

it would seem insult, and even impiety, to couple Her

meias with the greatest personages of Hellenic mytho

logy, as a successful competitor for heroic honours.

We need only read the invective of Claudian against

Eutropius, to appreciate the incredible bitterness of

indignation and contempt, which was suggested by the

spectacle of a eunuch and a slave exercising high pub
lic functions.

1* And the character of a despot was, to

* &quot; Omnia cesserunt, eunucho con- eunuchs, Herodotus, viii. 106
; Xeno-

sule, monstra :&quot; this is among the t phon, Cyropaxl. viii. 3, 15.

hitter lines of Ciaudi.in, too numerous Apellikon thought it worth while

to cite
;
hut they well deserve to be to compose a special treatise, for the

read in the original. Compare also, purpose of vindicating Aristotle from

ahout the ancient sentiment towards the aspersions circulated in regard to

c 2
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the anti-macedonizing Athenians, hardly less odious

than either of the two others combined with it in

Hermeias.

Taking these particulars into account, we shall see

that a charge thus sustained, when preferred by a

venerable priest, during the prevalence of strong anti-

Macedonian feeling, against a notorious friend of Anti-

pater and Nikanor, was quite sufficient to alarm the

prudence of the accused. Aristotle bowed to the storm

(if indeed he had not already left Athens, along with

other philo-Macedonians) and retired to Chalkis, (in

Euboea),
a then under garrison by Antipater. An

accused person at Athens had always the option of

leaving the city, at any time before the day of trial ;

Sokrates might have retired, and obtained personal

security in the same manner, if he had chosen to do so.

Aristotle must have been served, of course, with due

notice : and according to Athenian custom, the indict

ment would be brought into court in his absence, as if he

had been present; various accusers, among them Demo-

chares,
1 the nephew of Demosthenes, would probably

his relations with Hermeias. Ari-

stokles speaks of the vindication as

successful (a p. Euseb. P. E. xv. 2).
* That Chalkis was among the

Grecian towns then occupied by a

Macedonian garrison is the state

ment of Brandis (Entwickelungen der

Griechischen Philosophic, i. p. 391,

1862). Though I find no direct au

thority for this statement, I adopt it

as probable in the highest degree.
b Aristokles (ap. Etisebium Prasp.

Ev. xv. 2) takes notice of the allega
tions of Demochares against Aristotle :

That letters of Aristotle had been de

tected or captured (dXoJj/ot), giving
information injurious to Athens : That
Aristotle had betrayed Stageira to

Philip : That when Philip, after the

capture of 01ynthus, was selling into

slavery the Olynthian prisoners, Ari

stotle was present at the auction (eVi

TOV
Xa&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;upo7ro&amp;gt;Aeiou), and pointed out

to him which among the prisoners

were men of the largest property.

We do not know upon what founda

tion of fact (if upon any) these al

legations were advanced by a contem

porary orator. But they are curious,

as illustrating the view taken of Ari

stotle by his enemies. They must

have been delivered as parts of one of

the accusatory speeches on Aristotle s

trial par contumace : for this was the

earliest occasion on which Aristotle s

enemies had the opportunity of pub-
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speak in support of it ; and Aristotle must have been

found guilty in his absence. But there is no ground
for believing that he intended to abandon Athens, and

live at Chalkis, permanently ; the rather, inasmuch as

he seems to have left not only his school, but his

library, at Athens under the charge of Theophrastus.
Aristotle knew that the Macedonian chiefs would not

forego supremacy over Greece without a struggle ; and,

being in personal correspondence with Antipater him

self, he would receive direct assurance of this resolution,

if assurance were needed. In a question of military

force, Aristotle probably felt satisfied that Mace
donian arms must prevail ;

after which the affairs of

Athens would be again administered, at least in the

same spirit, as they had been before Alexander s death,

if not with more complete servility. He would then

have returned thither to resume his school, in compe
tition with that of Plato under Xenokrates at the Aca

demy ; for he must have been well aware that the

reputation of Athens, as central hearth of Hellenic

letters and philosophy, could not be transferred to

Chalkis or to any other city.
a

licly proclaiming their antipathy

against him, and they would hardly
omit to avail themselves of it. The

Hierophaut, the principal accuser,

would be supported by other speakers

following him
; just as Meletus, the

accuser of Sokrates, was supported by
Anytus and Lykon. The icropuu of

Demochares were not composed until

seventeen years after this epoch cer

tainly not earlier than 306 B.C.

sixteen years after the death of Ari

stotle, when his character was not

prominently before the public. Never

theless Demochares may possibly have

included these accusatory allegations

against the philosopher in his iaro-

piai, as well as in his published speech
.His invectives against Antipater, and

the friends of Antipater, were nume
rous and bitter : Polybins, xii. 13, 9

;

Cicero, Brutus, 83 ; compare Demo-
charis Fragmenta, in Didot s Fragm.
Historicorum Grrccorum, vol. ii. p.

448. Philon, who indicted Sophokles

(under the ypa0r) wapavo^v) for the

law which the latter had
proj&amp;gt;osed

in

306 B.C. against the philosophers at

Athens, had been a friend of Aristotle,

ApioToreXouy -yvtopt/xor. Athemcus,
xiii. 610.

We may apply hero the samo

remark that Dionysius makes about

Deinarchus as a speech-maker : when
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This is what would probably have occurred, when

the Lamian war was finished and the Macedonian

garrison installed at Athens, in Sept. 322 B.C. had

Aristotle s life lasted longer. But in or about that

very period, a little before the death of Demosthenes, he

died at Chalkis of illness
; having for some time been

troubled with indigestion and weakness of stomach.*

The assertion of Eumelus and others that he took

poison, appears a mere fiction suggested by the analogy
of Sokrates. One of his latest compositions was a

defence of himself against the charge of impiety, and

against the allegations of his accusers (as reported to

him, or published) in support of it. A sentence of this

defence remains, wherein he points out the inconsist

ency of his accusers in affirming that he intended to

honour Hermeias as an immortal, while he had noto

riously erected a tomb, and had celebrated funeral

Deinarchus retired to Chalkis, no one

would send to Chalkis for a speech :

Ov yap els XaXfc/fia ay rives eVrXeoi/

Xdycoi/ %dpiv, *1 Suov, rj 8rnj.ocri.&amp;lt;i&amp;gt;v
ov

yap TtXfoi Tjnopovv OVTU&amp;gt; Xoyooi .

Dionys. Halic. Dinar, p. 639.
*

Censorinus, De Die Natali

Manage ad Diogen. Laert. v. 16.
b
Diogenes L. however (v. 8) gave

credit to this story, as we may see

by his Epigram.
c Athenams xv. p. 696, 697. Pro

bably this reply of Aristotle (though
Zdler, p. 33, declares it to be spurious,
in my judgment very gratuitously),

may have been suited to the words of

the speech (not preserved to us) which

it was intended to answer. But the

reply does not meet what I conceive

to have been the real feeling in the

minds of those who originated the

charge. The logical inconsistency
which he points out did not appear
an inconsistency to Greeks generally.

Aristotle had rendered to the deceased

Hermeias the same honours (though
less magnificent in degree) as Alex
ander to the deceased Hephsestion,
and the Amphipolitans to the deceased

Brasidas (Thucyd. v. 11
; Aristotel.

Ethic. Nikom. v. 7. 1). In both these

cases a tomb was erected to the de

ceased, implying mortality ;
and per

manent sacrifices were offered to him,

implying immortality : yet these two

proceedings did not appear to involve

any logical contradiction, in the eyes
of the worshippers. That which

offended the Athenians, really, in the

case of Aristotle, was the worthless-

ness of Hermeias, to whom he ren

dered these prodigious honours eu

nuch, slave, and despot ;
an assemblage

of what they considered mean attri

butes. The solemn measure and cha

racter of a Pasan was disgraced by
being applied to such a vile person.
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ceremonies to him as a mortal. And in a letter to

Antipater, he said (among other things) that Athens

was a desirable residence, but that the prevalence of

sycophancy or false accusation was a sad drawback to

its value
;
moreover that he had retired to Chalkis,

in order that the Athenians might not have the oppor

tunity of sinning a second time against philosophy, as

they had already done once, in the person of Sokrates.
a

In the same or another letter to Antipater, he ad

verted to an honorific tribute which had been voted

to him at Delphi before the death of Alexander, but

the vote for which had been since rescinded. He inti

mated that this disappointment was not indifferent to

him, yet at the same time no serious annoyance .

b

In regard to the person and habits of Aristotle, we
are informed that he had thin legs and small eves ;O %t *

that in speech he was somewhat lisping ;
that his attire

*
Ammonius,Vit. Aristotelis, p. 48,

in Buhle s Aristot. vol. i. ; Menage ad

Diog. Laert. v. 5, with the passage
from Origen (adv. Celsum) there cited

;

.Elian, V. H. iii. 36.

We learn from Diogenes that Theo-

phrastus was indicted for impiety by
Agnonides ; but such was the esteem

in which Theophrastus was held, that

the indictment utterly failed
; .and

Agnonides was very near incurring
the fine which every accuser had to

pay, if he did not obtain one-fifth of

the suffrages of the Dikasts (Diog. L.

v. 37). Now Agnonides comes for

ward principally as the vehement
accuser of Phokion four years after

the death of Aristotle, during the

few months of democratical reaction

brought about by the edicts and in

terference of Polysperchon (318 B.C.)

after the death of Antipater (His

tory of Greece, ch. xcvi. p. 477).

Agnonides must have felt himself
!

encouraged by what had happened
five years before with Aristotle, to

think that he would succeed in a

similar charge against Theophrastus.
But Theophrastus was personally
esteemed

;
he was not intimately

allied with Antipater, or directly

protected by him ; moreover, he had

composed no hymn to a person like

Hermeias. Accordingly, the indict

ment recoiled upon the accuser him
self.

b
/Elian, V. II. xiv. 1. Apurro-

Ti ArjS, (TTti TIS aVTOV d(f)fl\(TO TO.S

\l/r](f)i(rdfia a.s (V AeXc^otf rt/^ay, eVi-

trrf XXcdi Trpoj Airnrarpoi Trept TOVTMV,

(prjcriv Ynep ru&amp;gt;v tv

(rQtVTM fJ-oij
KCU it&amp;gt;v

OVTU&amp;gt;S
f)(&amp;lt;d

o&amp;gt;s M )
1

&quot;

6 M cr&amp;lt;&amp;gt;pa pttiv
auTo)i&amp;gt;, fJ.fjTe fj.oi nrj^fv p.t\(iv. The
statue of Aristotle at Athens was
before the eyes of Alexander of Aphro-
disias about A.D. 200. See Zumpt,
Scholarchen zu Athen, p. 74.
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was elegant and even showy ; that his table was well-

served according to his enemies, luxurious above the

measure of philosophy. His pleasing and persuasive

manners are especially attested by Antipater, in a letter,

apparently of marked sympathy and esteem, written

shortly after the philosopher s death.
a He was deeply

attached to his wife Pythias, by whom he had a daugh
ter who bore the same name. His wife having died

after some years, he then re-married with a woman of

Stageira, named Herpyllis, who bore him a son called

Nikomachus. Herpyllis lived with him until his

death; and the constant as well as reciprocal attach

ment between them is attested by his last will.
b At

the time of his death, his daughter Pythias had not yet
attained marriageable age ; Nikomachus was probably
a child.

The will or testament of the philosopher is preserved.

Plutarch Alkibiad. et Coriolan.

Comp. c. 3
;
Aristeid. cum Caton. maj.

Comp. c. 2. The accusation of luxury
and dainty feeding was urged against

him by his contemporary assailant

Kcphisodorus (Eusebius, Pr. Ev. xv.

2) ; according to some statements, by
Plato also, ^Elian, V. H. iii. 19. Con
trast the epigram of the contemporary

poet Theokritus of Chios, who cen

sures Aristotle 810. TTJV aKpaTrj yacrrpos

(frvcriv, with the satirical drama of

the poet Lykophron (ap. Athenseum,
ii. p. 55), in which he derided the

suppers of philosophers, for their

coarse and unattractive food : com

pare the verses of Antiphanes, ap.

Athena;, iii. p. 98 F.
;
and Diog. L.

vii. 27
;
Tinifeus ap. Athenajum, viii.

342. The lines of Antiphanes ap.

Athenaj. iv. 1346, seem to apply to

Aristotle, notwithstanding Meineke s

remarks, p. 59.
&quot;

Diog. L. v. 1, 13
; Aristokles ap.

Euseb. Pr. Ev. xv. 2.

c

Diog. L. v. 11. &quot;Eerrat p.fv tv-

fav fie TI crvfJiftaivT], rafie SitdfTO

ApioTOTfXrjs (irirpotnv p.ev fivai Trdv-

TU&amp;gt;V KOI fita iravrbs Avrivarpov, &c.

The testament of Aristotle was known
to Hermippus (Athenajus, xiii. p. 589)
about a century later than Aristotle,

and the most ancient known autho

rity respecting the facts of his life.

Stahr (Aristotelia, vol. i. 159), and

Brandis (Arist. p. 62) suppose that

what Diogenes gives is only an ex

tract from the will
;
since nothing is

said about the library, and Aristotle

would not omit to direct what should

be done with a library which he so

much valued. But to this I reply,

that there was no necessity for his

making any provision about the

library ;
he had left it at Athens

along with his school, in the care of

Theophrastus. He wished it to re

main there, and probably considered

it as an appendage to the school
; and

it naturally would remain there, if
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Its first words constitute Antipater his general executor

in the most comprehensive terms,
4 words well calculated

to ensure that his directions should be really carried

into effect
;

since not only was Antipater now the

supreme potentate, but Nikanor, the chief beneficiary

under the will, was in his service and dependent on his

orders. Aristotle then proceeds to declare that Nikanor

shall become his son-in-law, by marriage witli his

daughter Pythias as soon as she shall attain suitable

age ; also, his general heir, subject to certain particular

bequests and directions, and the guardian of his infant

son Nikomachus. Nikanor being at that time on ser

vice, and perhaps in Asia, Aristotle directs that four

friends (named Aristomenes, Timarchus, Hipparchus,

Dioteles) shall take provisional care of Herpyllis, his

two children, and his effects, until Nikanor can appear
and act : Theophrastus is to be conjoined with these

four if he chooses, and if circumstances permit him.b

he said nothing about it in his testa

ment. We must remember (as I

have already intimated) that when
Aristotle left Athens, ho only con

templated being absent for a time
;

and intended to come back and re

sume his school, when Macedonian

supremacy should be re-established.
*
Pausanias (vi. 4, 5) describes a

statue of Aristotle which he saw at

Olympia : the fact by which Aristotle

was best known both to him and to

the guides, seems to have been the

friendship first of Alexander, next of

Antipater.
b

Diog. L. v. 12. f f 8 &t&amp;gt; NiKaz/w

ov, AioreArp, Geo-

typaoTov, tav fiovXr/Tai Ka\ f

airra), T&amp;gt;I&amp;gt; Tf 7rai8/a&amp;gt;i KOI

Knl ru&amp;gt;v KaraXcXcifi/Mvw. The four

persons here named were probably

present at Chalkis, so that Aristotle

could count upon them
;
but at the

time when this will was made, Theo

phrastus was at Athens, conducting
the Aristotelian school; and in the

critical condition of Grecian
}&amp;gt;olitics,

there was room for doubt how far he

could securely or prudently act in

this matter.

The words of Diogenes W 8 av

NiKafcop KaraXdfii] are rendered in

the improved translation of the edi

tion by Firmin Didot,
&quot;

quoad vero

Nicanor adolescat,&quot; &c. I cannot

think this a correct understanding,
either of the words or of the fact,

is ikanor was not a minor under age,
but an officer on active service. The
translation given by Mdnage appears
to me more true

&quot;

tantisjter dum
redux sit Nicanor :&quot; (ad D. L. v. 12.)
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The daughter Pythias, when she attains suitable age,

is to become the- wife of Nikanor, who will take the

best care both of her and of Nikomachus, being in the

joint relation of father and brother to them.a
If Pythias

shall die, either before the marriage or after it, but

without leaving offspring, Nikanor shall have full

discretion to make such arrangements as may be

honourable both for himself and for the testator respect

ing Nikomachus and the estate generally. In case of

the death of Nikanor himself, either before the marriage
or without offspring, any directions given by him shall

be observed ; but Theophrastus shall be entitled, if he

chooses, to become the husband of Pythias, and if Theo

phrastus does not choose, then the executors along with

Antipater shall determine what they think best both for

her and for Nikomachus.b The will then proceeds as

follows :

&quot; The executors (here Antipater is not called

in to co-operate), with Nikanor, in faithful memory of

me and of the steady affection of Herpyllis towards me,
shall take good care of her in every way, but especially

if she desires to be married, in giving her away to one

not unworthy of me. They shall assign to her, besides

what she has already received, a talent of silver, and

three female slaves chosen by herself, out of the pro

perty, together with the young girl and the Pyrrha3an
slave now attached to her person. If she prefers to

reside at Chalkis, she may occupy the lodging near the

garden ;
if at Stageira, she may live at my paternal

house. Whichever of the two she may prefer, the

*
Diog. L. V. 12. s Kai Trarfjp &&amp;gt;v

i d8eX0oj.
&quot;

Diog. L. v. 13. In following the

bilities the death of Nikanor or of

Pythias, he annexes to them a de

precatory phrase : eav 8e ry TraiSt

phraseology of this testament, we
i 0-vp.pf) TI 6

/xij ytvotro ovde earai,
remark that when Aristotle makes &c.

allusion to these inauspicious possi-
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executors shall provide it with all such articles of

furniture as they deem sufficient for her comfort and

dignity.&quot;*

Aristotle proceeds to direct that Nikanor shall make
comfortable provision for several persons mentioned by
name, male and female, most of them slaves, but one

(Myrmex), seemingly, a free boarder or pupil, whose

property he had undertaken to manage. Two or three

of these slaves are ordered to be liberated, and to receive

presents, as soon as his daughter Pythias shall be

married. He strictly enjoins that not one of the

youthful slaves who attended him shall be sold. They
are to be brought up and kept in employment ;

when of

mature age, they are to be liberated according as they
shew themselves worthy .

b

Aristotle had in his lifetime ordered, from a sculptor
named Gryllion, busts of Nikanor and of the mother of

Nikanor ; he intended farther to order from the same

sculptor a bust of Proxenus, Nikanor s father. Nikanor

is instructed by the will to complete these orders, and

to dedicate the busts properly when brought in. A
bust of the mother of Aristotle is to be dedicated to

Demeter at Nernea, or in any other place which Nikanor

Koi. av fitv ev
*
Diog. L. v. 14.

XoX(ci Si ftov\r)T(ii oi

ruv Trpos TO) KTjrro)- eav df fv Srayeipoty,

TT)i&amp;gt; irarptoav oiniav. The &quot;

lodging
near the garden

&quot;

may probably have

been the residence occupied by Ari

stotle himself, during his temporary
residence at Chalkis. The mention

of his paternal house, which he still

possessed at Stageira, seems to imply
that Philip, when he destroyed that

town, respected the house therein

which had belonged to his father s

physician.
We find in the will of Theophrastus

(Diog. L. v. 52) mention made of a

property (^wptoz/) at tStageira belong

ing to Thcophrastus, which he be

queaths to Kalliuus. Probably this

is the same property which had once

belonged to Aristotle ;
for I do not

see how else Theophrastus (who was
a native of Eresus in Lesbos) could

have become possessed of property at

Stageira.
b
Diog. L. v. 15.

^117 TredXeif 6e

TOIV irai8(i&amp;gt;v p.r)8fva TUIV (fie dtpairevov-

rutv, aXXo
xpT)&amp;lt;rdai

ai/Tois orav 8 (V

rjKiKiq ytvuvrai, iXtvdtpovs dfptlvat

/car a^iav.
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may prefer ; another bust of Arimnestus (brother of

Aristotle) is to be dedicated as a memento of the same,

since he has died childless.*

During some past danger of Nikanor (we do not

know what) Aristotle had made a vow of four marble

animal figures, in case the danger were averted, to Zeus

the Preserver and Athene the Preserver. Nikanor is

directed to fulfil this vow and to dedicate the figures in

Stageira.
b

Lastly, wherever Aristotle is buried, the bones of his

deceased wife Pythias are to be collected and brought
to the same spot, as she had commanded during her

lifetime.

This testament is interesting, as it illustrates the

personal circumstances and sentiments of the philosopher,

evincing an affectionate forethought and solicitude for

those who were in domestic relations with him. As far

as we can judge, the establishment and property which

he left must have been an ample one.
d How the pro

visions of the will were executed, or what became of

most persons named in it, we do not know, except
that Pythias the daughter of Aristotle was married

three times: first, to Nikanor (according to the will);

secondly, to Prokles, descendant of Demaratus (the

Diog. L. v. 15.
b
Diog. L. V. 16. avadflvai KOI

NiKai/opa cru&amp;gt;6(iTa, r]v fi&amp;gt;xn
v v^ep av-

TOV rjv^dfirjv, fa&amp;gt;a
\i6iva TeTpanr])(r]

Au
2a&amp;gt;T7jpi

teat A-drjva Scoreipa ev 2ra-

yfipois.

Here is a vow, made by Aristotle

to the gods under some unknown pre

vious emergency, which he orders his

executor to fulfil. I presume that

the last words of direction given by
Sok rates before his death to Kriton

were of the same nature :
&quot; We owe

a cock to .ZKsculapius : pay the debt,

and do not fail.&quot; (See my preceding

work, Plato and the other Compa
nions of Sokrates, vol. ii. ch. 23, p. 195.)

c

Diog. L. v. 16.
d The elder Pliny (H. N. xxxv. 12,

46
; compare also Diogen. L. v. 1, 16)

mentions that in the sale of Aristotle s

effects by his heirs there were included

seventy dishes or pans (patinas,

earthenware). Pliny considered this

as a mark of luxurious living ;
since

(according to Fenestella)
&quot;

tripati-

nium appellabatur summa cccnarum

lautitia.&quot;
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king of Sparta formerly banished to Asia) by whom
she had two sons, Prokles and Demaratus, afterwards

pupils in the school of Theophrastus ; thirdly, to a phy
sician named Metrodorus, by whom she had a son

named Aristotle.*

There existed in antiquity several works, partly by

contemporaries like the Megaric Eubulides, partly by
subsequent Platonists, in which Aristotle was re

proached with ingratitude to Plato,
b

servility to the

Macedonian power, love of costly display and indul

gences, &c. What proportion of truth may lie at the

bottom of these charges we do not know enough to

determine confidently ; but we know that he had many
enemies, philosophical as well as political ; and con

troversy on those grounds (then as now) was rarely

kept free from personal slander and invective.

The accusation of ingratitude or unbecoming beha

viour to Plato is no way proved by any evidence

now remaining. It seems to have been suggested to

the Platonists mainly, if not wholly, by the direct

* Sextus Empiric, adv. Mathe-

maticus, i. p. 271 F. sect. 258. About

the banishment, or rather voluntary

exile, of Demaratus to Asia, in the

reign of Darius I. king of Persia, see

Herodot. vi. 70. Some towns and

lands were assigned to him in /Eolis,

where Xenophon found his descend

ant Prokles settled, after the conclu

sion of the Cyreian expedition (Xen.
Anab. vii. 8, 17).

Respecting this younger Aristotle

son of Metrodorus and grandson of

the great philosopher mention is

made in the testament of Theo

phrastus, and directions are given for

promoting his improvement in philo

sophy (Diog. La. v. 53). Nikomachus

was brought up chiefly by Theo

phrastus, but perished young in

battle (Aristokles ap. Euseb.
Pra&amp;gt;p.

Ev. xv. 2).
b Euseb. Prep. Ev. xv. 2; Diog.

La. ii. 109.
c The remarkable passage of The-

mistius (Orat. xxiii. p. 346) attests

the number and vehemence of these

opponents. K^tcroScopous re Koi.

Ev/SouAiSa? KOI Tifiaiavs xal Aixat-

dpxovs, KOI (rrpdrov o\oi&amp;gt; rwv f-rridf-

fuvatv AptoToreXei rcf ^Tayfipirrj,

TTOT av ftaraXea{/u (VTrerfos, &&amp;gt;i&amp;gt; KU\

Aoyoi e^iKvovvrai fls TovSe rov j(p6vovt

rjv amf\6fiav K.OI
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rivalry of Aristotle in setting up a second philosophical

school at Athens, alongside of the Academy ; by his

independent, self-working, philosophical speculation ;

and by the often-repeated opposition which he made to

some capital doctrines of Plato, especially to the so-called

Platonic Ideas.
a Such opposition was indeed expressed,

as far as we can judge, in terms of respectful courtesy,

and sometimes even of affectionate regret ; examples of

which we shall have to notice in going through the

Aristotelian writings. Yet some Platonists seem to

have thought that direct attack on the master s doctrines

was undutiful and ungrateful in the pupil, however

unexceptionable the language might be. They also

thought, probably, that the critic misrepresented what
he sought to refute. Whether Aristotle really believed

that he had superior claims to be made Scholarch of the

Platonic school at the death of Plato in 347 B.C., or at

the death of Speusippus in 339 B.C., is a point which

we can neither affirm nor deny. But we can easily

understand that the act of setting up a new philo

sophical school at Athens, though perfectly fair and

admissible on his part, was an hostile competition sure

both to damage and offend the pre-established school,

and likely enough to be resented with unbecoming aspe-

&quot; This is what lies at the bottom

of the charges advanced by Eubulides,

probably derived from the Platonists,

was supposed to have mis-stated or

unfairly discredited them.

The frequently recurring protest of

KOI Ev^ov\i8rjs irpo&rjXcos tv r&amp;lt;a *car
|
Aristotle against the Platonic doctrine

avrov /3t/3Xiu tyfvdfTai, (f)aa-KO)i&amp;gt;,
I of Ideas may be read now in the

TfXfvTvvTi. TlXdrcovi
firf 7rapayevf(r0ai, ! Analytica, Topica, Metaphysica, and

TO. re /3//3Xio avrov
8ia&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;0eipai (Ari- Ethica Nikomachea, but was intro-

stokles ap. Euseb. Prajp. Ev. xv. 2).

There can be no possible basis for this

duced even in the lost Dialogues.
See Plutarch adv. Koloten, c. 14

;
and

last charge destroying or corrupting
j

Proklus adv. Joann. Philoponum ap.
the books of Plato except that Ari-

j
Bernays, Die Dialoge des Aristoteles,

stotlc had sharply criticized them, and not. 22, p. 151.
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rity. Ingratitude towards the great common master

Plato, with arrogant claims of superiority over fellow-

pupils, were the allegations which this resentment would

suggest, and which many Platonists in the Academy
would not scruple to advance against their macedonizing
riv^il at the Lykeium.

Such allegations moreover would find easy credence

from other men of letters, whose enmity Aristotle had

incurred, and to a certain extent even provoked
Isokrates and his numerous disciples.

This celebrated rhetor was an elderly man at the

zenith of his glory and influence, during those earlier

years which Aristotle passed at Athens before the

decease of Plato. The Isokratean school was then the

first in Greece, frequented by the most promising pupils
from cities near and far, perhaps even by Aristotle him
self. The political views and handling, as well as the

rhetorical style of which the master set the example,
found many imitators. Illustrious statesmen, speakers,
and writers traced their improvement to this teaching.
So many of the pupils, indeed, acquired celebrity among
them Theodektes, Theopompus, Ephorus, Naukrates,

Philiskus, Kephisodorus, and others that Hermippus
a

*
Athenaeus, x. p. 451; Dionys. principes exierunt : scd eorum par-

Hal., De Isaxj Juciic. pp. 588, 625. tim in pompa, partim in acie, illustres

ov8t yap 6 TOVS lo-oicpuTovs padrjTas cssc voluerunt. Atqui et illi Theo-

dvaypityas &quot;~Epp.nnros, dxpipfjs tv TO IS pompi, Ephori, Philiski, Naucratje,

oXXotf yfv6p.tvos, virtp TOVOC TOV multique alii inpeniis differunt,&quot; &c.

pfjTopos ov8tv ftprjKfv, a&amp;gt; 8voli&amp;gt; TOV- Compare also Cicero, Brutus, 8, 32
;

TOU/, OTI StijKovo-f p.iv lo-oKpuTovs, and Dionys. Hal., Do Isocrate Judi-

KadrjyfjcraTo 8e Arj/iocr0/fou?, &amp;lt;rvv(- cium, p. 536. iirKpavfcrraros 8f yevo-

ytvfro 8e Toly apicrrois TV&amp;gt;V
&amp;lt;pi\o(r6- p.evos TU&amp;gt;I&amp;gt; Kard TOV UVTOV uKp.a(rdvTu&amp;gt;v

(^toj/.
Sec Hermippi Fragmenta ed. xpwov, KO.\ TOVS KpaTitrrovs TVV tv

Lozinski, Bonn, 1832, pp. 42-43. Atfjjpijo-i T KOI eV TTJ ii\\r) EXXaSt

Cicero, De Oratore, ii. 22, 94. vtw TrmSfva-as- &&amp;gt;v ol ptv iv TOIS

&quot; Ecce tibi exortus est Isocrates, BiKaviKols tytvovTo apurroi \oyois, nl

magister istorum omnium, cujus fe iv TW TroXtTfOtcr^ai KOI TO. K.OIVO.

Indo, tanquam ex ecpio Trojano, meri npaTTfiv 8ir)vtyKav, KOI oXXoi Se ras
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thought it worth his while to draw up a catalogue

of them : many must have been persons of opulent

family, highly valuing the benefit received from Iso

krates, since each of them was required to pay to him

a fee of 1000 drachmae.* During the first sojourn of

Aristotle in Athens (362-347 B.C.), while he was still

attached to and receiving instruction from Plato, he

appears to have devoted himself more to rhetoric than

to philosophy, and even to have given public lessons or

lectures on rhetoric. He thus entered into rivalry with

Isokrates, for whom, as a teacher and author, he con

tracted dislike or contempt.
The composition of Isokrates was extremely elegant :

his structure of sentences was elaborate even to excess,

his arrangement of words rhythmical, his phrases nicely

balanced in antithetical equipoise, like those of his

master Gorgias ; the recital of his discourses proved

highly captivating to the ear.
b

Moreover, he had com-

Koivas ru&amp;gt;v

vfypafyav, &C.

See Demosthenes, adv. Lakritum,

pp. 928, 938. Lakritus was a citizen

of Phaselis peya Trpa-y/ia, laoKpa-
TOVS na0T)TT)s. To have gone through
a course of teaching from Isokrates,

was evidently considered as a dis

tinction of some importance.
b
Dionysius, while admiring Iso

krates, complains of him, and com

plains still more of his imitators, as

somewhat monotonous, wanting in

flexibility and variety (De Compos.

Verborum, p. 134). Yet he pro
nounces Isokrates and Lysias to be

more natural, shewing less of craft

and art than Isreus and Demosthenes

(De Isxo Judicium, p. 592). Iso

krates rov oyKov TTJS TTOITJTIKTIS KO.TCI-

tnl Xoyovs fjyayt &amp;lt;/&amp;gt;iAocro0ovr,

wo-aj TOVS Trtpl Topyiav. (Dionys.

Hal. ad Pompeium de Platoiie, p. 764 ;

also De Isreo Judicium, p. 592; be

sides the special chapter, p. 534, seq.,

which he has devoted to Isokrates.)

Cicero, De Oratore, iii. 44, 173:
&quot;

Idque princeps Isocrates instituisse

fertur, ut inconditam antiquorum
dicendi consuetudinem delectationis

atque aurium causa, quemadmodum
scribit disci pulus ejus Naucrates, nu-
meris adstringeret.&quot; Compare Cicero,

Orator. 52, 175-176.

The reference to Naucrates (whose
works have not been preserved, though
Dionysius commends his Aoyos ETU-

rd(pi.os, Ars. Rhet. p. 259) is inte

resting, as it shews what was said

of Isokrates by his own disciples.

Cicero says of the doctrines in his own
dialogue De Oratore (Epist. ad Famil.

i. 9, 23),
&quot; Abhorrent a communibus

praceptis, et omneni antiquorum, ct
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posed a book of rhetorical precepts known and esteemed

by Cicero and Quintilian. Besides such technical ex

cellence, Isokrates strove to attain, and to a certain

extent actually attained, a higher order of merit. He
familiarized his pupils with thoughts and arguments of

lofty bearing and comprehensive interest
;
not assisting

them to gain victory either in any real issue tried

before the Dikasts, or in any express motion about to

be voted on by the public assembly, but predisposing
their minds to prize above all things the great Pan-

hellenic aggregate its independence in regard to ex

ternal force, and internal harmony among its constituent

cities, with a reasonable recognition of presidential

authority, equitably divided between Athens and Sparta,
and exercised with moderation by both. He inculcated

sober habits and deference to legal authority 011 the

part of the democrats of Athens ; he impressed upon

princes, like Philip and Nikokles, the importance of

just and mild bearing towards subjects.
3 Such is the

general strain of the discourses which we now possess

from Isokrates ; though he appears to have adopted it

only in middle life, having begun at first in the more

usual track of the logographer composing speeches to

be delivered before the Dikastery by actual plaintiffs

or defendants,
13 and acquiring thus both reputation and

Aristoteleam et Isocrateam, rationem
; probably numbered Plato and Ari-

oratoriam complectuntur.&quot; About the

T/XI/T; of Isokrates, see Spengel,

ayuryi) Tf^vtov (Municb) pp. 155-170.
*

Dionysius Hal. dwells empha
tically on the lofty morality incul-

stotle.
b
Dionysius Hal. DC Isocrate Ju-

dicium, pp. 576, 577, Pieiske :
8(&amp;lt;rfias

tiavv TroAAaj 8iKaviKu&amp;gt;i&amp;gt; Aoya)! Icro-

w TTpi(p(pcr6ai (prjmv viro

cated in the discourses of Isokrates, /3ij3Ato7rAa&amp;gt;/ ApiororeAqs . It appears
and recommends them as most im- that Aphareus, the adopted son of

proving study to all politicians (De | Isokrates, denied that Isokrates had

Isocrate Judic. pp. 536, 544, 555, seq.) ever written any judicial orations
;

more improving than the writers while Kephisodorus, the disciple of

purely theoretical, among whom he ! Isokrates, in his reply to Aristotle s

VOL. I. D
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profit. His reputation as a teacher was not only main

tained but even increased when he altered his style ;

and he made himself peculiarly attractive to foreign

pupils who desired to acquire a command of graceful

expressions, without special reference to the Athenian

Assembly and Dikastery. But his new style being mid

way between Demosthenes and Plato between the

practical advocate and politician on one side, and the

generalizing or speculative philosopher on the other

he incurred as a semi-philosopher, professing to have

discovered the juste milieu, more or less of disparage
ment from both extremes

;

a and Aristotle, while yet a

young man in the Platonic school, raised an ardent

controversy against his works, on the ground both

of composition and teaching. Though the whole con

troversy is now lost, there is good ground for be

lieving that Aristotle must have displayed no small

acrimony. He appears to have impugned the Iso-

kratean discourses, partly as containing improper

dogmas, partly as specimens of mere unimpressive

elegance, intended for show, pomp, and immediate

admiration from the hearer ad implendas aures

accusations, admitted that Isokrates in Rhetoric, i. 9, 1368, a. 20, ontp
had composed a few, but only a few.

j la-oKpdrrjs eVotet dia TTJV crw^Sfiav TOV

Dionysius accepts the allegation of 8tKo\oyelv, where Bekker has altered

Kephisodorus, and discredits that of

Aristotle : 1, for my part, believe the

allegation of Aristotle, upon a matter

of fact which he had the means of

knowing. Cicero also affirms (Brutus,
xii. 46-48), on the authority of Ari

stotle, that Isokrates distinguished

himself at first as a composer of

speeches intended to be delivered by
actual pleaders in the Dikastery or

Ekklesia ;
and that he afterwards

17 dKrjdivf) (friXocrcxfria. De Isocrate Jud.
altered his style. And this is what pp. 543, 558.

Aristotle says (respecting Isokrates)

the substantive to TTJV d(rvvf}6fiav ;

in my judgment, not wisely. I do
not perceive the meaning or pertinence
of

d&amp;lt;rvvr)6fi.av
in that sentence.

a See Plato, Euthydemus, p. 305
;

also Plato and the Other Companions
of Sokrates, vol. i. ch. xix.pp. 557-563.

It is exactly this juste milieu which

Dionysius Hal. extols as the most

worthy of being followed, as being
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but destitute botli of comprehensive theory and of

applicability to any useful purpose.
8

Kephisodorus, an

Cicero, De Oratore, iii. 35, 141.
&quot;

Itaque ipse Aristoteles quum florcre

Isocratem nobilitate discipulorum vi-

deret, quod ipse suas disputationes a

causis forensibus et civilibus ad in-

anem sormonis elegantiam transtu-

lisset, mutavit repcnte totam formam

prope disciplinre sure, versumque quen-
dain Philoctetaj paulo secus dixit.

Ille enim turpe sibi ait esse tacere,

quum barbaros hie autem, quum
Isocratem pateretur dicere.

&quot;

See

Quintilian, Inst. Or. iv. 2, 196
;
and

Cicero, Orator. 19, 62 :
&quot;

Aristoteles

Isocratem ipsum lacessivit.&quot; Also, ib.

51, 172 :
&quot; Omitto Isocratem discipu-

losque ejus Ephorum et Naucratem
;

quanquam orationis facienda? et or-

nanda; auctores locupletissimi summi

ipsi oratores esse debebant. Sed quis
omnium doctior, quis acutior, quis in

rebus vel inveniendis vel judicandis
acrior Aristotele fuit ? Qnis porro
Isocrati adversatus est infensius?&quot;

That Aristotle was the first to assail

Isokrates, and that Kephisodorus
wrote only in reply, is expressly
stated by Numenius, ap. Euscb. Pr.

Kv. xiv. 6 : 6 K^io-oSwpor, eVfifi)]

vir ApicrroTfXovs (3a\\6p.(vov tairrw

TUV 8i8d(TKa\ov iffOKpdrrjv ecopa, &C.

Quintilian also says, Inst. Or. iii. 1,

p. 126 :

&quot; Nam et Isocratis pra?stan-
tissimi discipuli fuerunt in omni stu-

diorum genere ; eoque jam seniore

(octavum enim et nonagesimum im-

plevit annum) pomeridianis scholis

Aristoteles pra^cipere artem oratoriam

cocpit ;
noto quidem illo (ut traditur)

versa ex Philoctetfi frequenter usus :

i&amp;gt;i&amp;gt; (Ttanrqv p.(v, Acai icroKpdrrjv tqv

Diogenes La. (v. 3) maintains that

Aristotle turned the parody not

against Isokrotes, but against Xcno-

frrates :
\l&amp;lt;r\pbv

rrtowai , SevnKpdrrjtt

8 iav \f-yetv. 13ut the authority of

Cicero and Quintilian is decidedly

preferable. When we recollect that

the parody was employed by a

young man, as yet little known,

against a teacher advanced in age,

and greatly frequented as well as

admired by pupils, it will appear suf

ficiently offensive. Moreover, it does

not seem at all pertinent ;
for the de

fects of Isokrates, however great they

may have been, were not those of

analogy with ftdpftapm, but the direct

reverse. Dionysius must have been

forcibly struck with the bitter animus

displayed by Aristotle against Iso

krates, when he makes it a reason for

rejecting the explicit averment of

Aristotle as to a matter of fact : KOI

OVT ApicrroTeXfi neidopai pviraiveiv
rov tiv8pa /3ovAo/iej/o&amp;gt; (De Isocr.

Jud. p. f&amp;gt;77).

Mr. Cope, in his Introduction to

Aristotle s Rhetoric (p. 39, seq.), gives

a just representation of the probable
relations between Aristotle and Iso

krates ; though I do not concur in

the unfavourable opinion which he

expresses about &quot; the malignant in

fluence exercised by Isokrates upon
education in general&quot; (p. 40). Mr.

Cope at the same time remarks, that
&quot;

Aristotle in the Rhetorica draws a

greater number of illustrations of ex

cellences of style from Isokrates than

from any other author&quot; (p. 41); and

he adds, very truly, that the absence

of any evidence of ill feeling towards

Isokrates in Aristotle s later work,
and the existence of such ill feeling

as an actual fact at an earlier period,
are perfectly reconcileable in them
selves (p. 42).

That the Rhetorica of Aristotle

which we now
j&amp;gt;ossess

is a work of

his later age, certainly published, per-

D 2
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intimate friend and pupil of Isokrates, defended him in

an express reply, attacking both Aristotle the scholar

and Plato the master. This reply was in four books,

and Dionysius characterizes it by an epithet of the

highest praise.*

These polemics of Aristotle were begun during his

first residence at Athens, prior to 347 B.C., the year
of Plato s decease, and at the time when he was still

accounted a member of the Platonic school. They
exemplify the rivalry between that school and the

Isokratean, which were then the two competing places

of education at Athens : and we learn that Aristotle,

at that time only a half-fledged Platonist, opened on

his own account not a new philosophical school in

competition with Plato, as some state, but a new rhe

torical school in opposition to Isokrates.
b But the

case was different at the latter epoch, 335 B.C., when
Aristotle came to reside at Athens for the second

time. Isokrates was then dead, leaving no successor, so

that his rhetorical school expired with him. Aristotle

haps composed, during his second resi

dence at Athens, I hold with Mr. Cope
and other antecedent critics.

*
Athenseus, ii. 60, iii. 122

;
Euseb.

Pr. E. xiv. 6 ; Dionys. H. De Isocrate

Judic. p. 577 : iKavov f]yrjcrdp.fvos tivai

Ti]s aXrjdeias /Se/SaicorTjv TOV Adrjvaiov

K.t](picr68a&amp;gt;pov,
os Kal crvvffiioiMTfv icro-

Kpdrfi, Kal yvrjcrKoraros aKOuori}? eyf-

vero, Kal TTJV diroXoyiav TTJI&amp;gt;
Trait; 6av-

p.aoTT)v ev rals Trpos AptoToreA?; dvrt-

ypa(pals 7rotjo-aro,&c. Kephisodorus,
in this defence, contended that you
might pick out, even from the very
best poets and sophists, tv

jj
8uo TTO-

vrjpas (l[&amp;gt;r)p.eva.
This implies that

Aristotle, in attacking Isokrates, had
cited various extracts which he de

nounced as exceptionable.
b That Aristotle had a school at

Athens before -the death of Plato we

may see by what Strabo (xiii. 610)

says about Hermeias : yevo^evos &

A.0f)vr)(riv fiKpodaaro Kal IlAaTWWs
Kal A.pi(rroTf\ovs. Compare Cicero,

Orator. 46
;

also Michelet, Essai

sur la Mdtaphys. d Aristote, p. 227.

The statement, that Aristotle during
Plato s lifetime tried to set up a rival

school against him, is repeated by
all the biographers, who do not how
ever believe it to be true, though
they cite Aristoxenus as its warrant.

I conceive that they have mistaken

what Aristoxenus said
;
and that they

have confounded the school which

Aristotle first set up as a rhetor,

against isokrates, with that which he

afterwards set up as a philosopher,

against Xenokrates.
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preferred philosophy to rhetoric : he was no longer
trammelled by the living presence and authority of

Plato. The Platonic school at the Academy stood

at that time alone, under Xenokrates, who, though an
earnest and dignified philosopher, was deficient in grace
and in persuasiveness, and had been criticized for this

defect even by Plato himself. Aristotle possessed those

gifts in large measure, as we know from the testimony of

Antipater. By these circumstances, coupled with his own
established reputation and well-grounded self-esteem,

he was encouraged to commence a new philosophical
school ; a school, in which philosophy formed the ex

press subject of the morning lecture, while rhetoric

was included as one among the subjects of more varied

and popular instruction given in the afternoon .

a

During
the twelve ensuing years, Aristotle s rivalry was mainly

against the Platonists or Xenokrateans at the Academy ;

embittered on both sides by acrimonious feelings, which

these expressed by complaining of his ingratitude and

unfairness towards the common master, Plato.

There were thus, at Athens, three distinct parties

inspired with unfriendly sentiment towards Aristotle :

first, the Isokrateans
; afterwards, the Platonists ; along

with both, the anti-Macedonian politicians. Hence we
can account for what Themistius entitles the &quot;

army of

assailants&quot; (arpa-rov o\ov) that fastened upon him, for

the unfavourable colouring with which his domestic cir

cumstances are presented, and for the necessity under

which he lay of Macedonian protection ;
so that when

such protection was nullified, giving place to a re

actionary fervour, his residence at Athens became both

disagreeable and insecure.

* Aulus Gellius, N. A. xx. 5. Quin-

tilian (see note on p. 35) puts the rhe

torical
&quot;

pomeridianse scholar
&quot;

within

the lifetime of Isokrates ;
but Ari

stotle did not then lecture on philo

sophy in the morning.
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CHAPTER II.

ARISTOTELIAN CANON.

IN the fourth and fifth chapters of my work on * Plato

and the Other Companions of Sokrates, I investigated

the question of the Platonic Canon, and attempted

to determine, upon the best grounds open to us, the

question, What are the real works of Plato ? I now

propose to discuss the like question respecting Ari

stotle.

But the premisses for such a discussion are much less

simple in regard to Aristotle than in regard to Plato.

As far as the testimony of antiquity goes, we learn that

the Canon of Thrasyllus, dating at least from the time

of the Byzantine Aristophanes, and probably from an

earlier time, was believed by all readers to contain the

authentic works of Plato and none others ; an assem

blage of dialogues, some unfinished, but each undivided

and unbroken. The only exception to unanimity in

regard to the Platonic Canon, applies to ten dialogues,

which were received by some (we do not know by how

many, or by whom) as Platonic, but which, as Diogenes
informs us, were rejected by agreement of the most

known and competent critics. This is as near to

unanimity as can be expected. The doubts, now so

multiplied, respecting the authenticity of various dia

logues included in the Canon of Thrasyllus, have all

originated with modern scholars since the beginning
of the present century, or at least since the earlier

compositions of Wyttenbach. It was my task to ap-
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predate the value of those doubts; and, in declining
to be guided by them, I was at least able to consider

myself as adhering to the views of all known ancient

critics.

Yery different is the case when we attempt to frame

an Aristotelian Canon, comprising all the works of

Aristotle and none others. We find the problem far

more complicated, and the matters of evidence at once

more defective, more uncertain, and more contra

dictory.

The different works now remaining, and published in

the Berlin edition of Aristotle, are forty-six in number.

But, among these, several were disallowed or suspected
even by some ancient critics, while modern critics have

extended the like judgment yet farther. Of several

others again, the component sections (either the books,

in our present phraseology, or portions thereof) appear
to have existed once as detached rolls, to have become

disjointed or even to have parted company, and to have

been re-arranged or put together into aggregates,

according to the judgment of critics and librarians.

Examples of such doubtful aggregates, or doubtful ar

rangements, will appear when we review the separate
Aristotelian compositions (the Metaphysica, Politica,

&c.). It is, however, by one or more of these forty-six

titles that Aristotle is known to modern students, and

was known to mediaeval students.

But the case was very different with ancient literati,

such as Eratosthenes, Polybius, Cicero, Strabo, Plutarch,

&c., down to the time of Alexander of Aphrodisias,

Athenoeus, Diogenes Laertius, &c., towards the close of

the second century after the Christian era. It is certain

that these ancients perused many works of Aristotle,

or generally recognized as his, which we do not now

possess; and among those which we do now possess,
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there are many which it is not certain that they

perused, or even knew.

Diogenes Laertius, after affirming generally that

Aristotle had composed a prodigious number of books,

(7ran7r\ei&amp;lt;TTa /3//3\ta) proceeds to say, that, in consequence
of the excellence of the author in every variety of com

position, he thinks it proper to indicate them briefly.*

He then enumerates one hundred and forty-six distinct

titles of works, with the number of books or sections

contained in each work. The subjects are exceedingly

heterogeneous, and the form of composition likewise

very different ; those which come first in the list being

Dialogues,
1* while those which come last are Epistles,

Hexameters, and Elegies. At the close of the list we
read: &quot;All of them together are 445,270 lines, and

this is the number of books (works) composed by Ari

stotle.&quot;
c A little farther on, Diogenes adds, as an

evidence of the extraordinary diligence and inventive

force of Aristotle, that the books (works) enumerated

in the preceding list were nearly four hundred in

number, and that these were not contested by any
one

; but that there were many other writings, and

dicta besides, ascribed to Aristotle ascribed (we must

*
Diog. La. v. 21. Sweypcnj/e

/3i/3Xia, airtp

vnoypd^ai, 8ia TJJI

Trdvras \dyovs rdi&amp;gt;8pos dp(Tr)v.
b
Bernays has pointed out (in his

valuable treatise, Die Dialoge des

Aristoteles, p. 133) that the first in

order, nineteen in number, among
the titles enumerated by Diogenes,

designate Dialogues. The longest of

them, those which included more than
one book or section, are enumerated
first of all. Some of the dialogues

appear to have coincided, either in

title or in subject, with some of the

Platonic : Htpl ^iKaioa-vvrjs, in four

books (comparable with Plato s Ee-

public) ; IIoXmKou, in two books
;

Scx^tonjy, Mfvetvos, 2v/j.ir6&amp;lt;nov, each

in one book
;

all similar in title to

works of Plato
; perhaps also another,

Hepl prjTopiKTJs T) FpvXXoy, the ana

logue of Plato s Gorgias.
c

Diog. La. v. 27. yivovrcu at

Traaat p.vptd8(s ari^tav Tfrrapes KOI

TtTTapaKovra. rrpos rols

Kat Totravra

/3t/3Xta.
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understand him to mean) erroneously, or at least so

as to leave much doubt .

a

We have another distinct enumeration of the titles

of Aristotle s works, prepared by an anonymous bio

grapher cited in the notes of Menage to Diogenes
Laertius.

b This anonymous list contains only one hun

dred and twenty-seven titles, being nineteen less than

the list in Diogenes. The greater number of titles

are the same in both ;
but Anonymus has eight titles

which are not found in Diogenes, while Diogenes has

twenty-seven titles which are not given by Anonymus.
There are therefore thirty-five titles which rest on the

evidence of one alone out of the two lists. Anonymus
does not specify any total number of lines

;
nevertheless

he gives the total number of looks composed by Ari

stotle as being nearly four hundred the same as Dio

genes. This total number cannot be elicited out of the

items enumerated by Anonymus ; but it may be made
to coincide pretty nearly with the items in Diogenes,

6

1
Diog. La. v. 34. Hoitz (Die

Verloreuen Schriften des Aristoteles,

p. 17) notices, as a fact invalidating

the trustworthiness of the catalogue

given by Diogenes, that Diogenes, in

other places, alludes to Aristotelian

compositions which are not mentioned

in his own catalogue. For example,

though Diogenes, in the catalogue,

allows only five books to the Ethica,

yet he himself alludes (v. 21) to the

seventh book of the Ethica. But this

example can hardly be relied upon,
because tv T&amp;lt;U e

/38o/i&amp;lt;a
TU&amp;gt;V

r)6iK&amp;lt;av
is

only a conjecture of H. Stephens or

Menage. The only case which Ileitz

really finds to sustain his remark, is

the passage of the Procemium (i. 8),

where Diogenes cites Aristotle tv ro&amp;gt;

Mcryi&amp;lt;ca&amp;gt;,
that work not being named

in his catalogue. But there is another

case (not noticed by Ileitz) which

appears to me still stronger. Diogenes
cites at length the Hymn or Pa\m

composed by Aristotle in honour of

Hermeias. Now there is no general
head of his catalogue under which
this hymn could fall. Here Anony
mus (to be presently mentioned) has a

superiority over Diogenes ; for he in

troduces, towards the close of his

catalogue, one general head c
yKo&amp;gt;/xta

TI vp.vovs, which is not to be found

in Diogenes.
b
Menage ad Diog. torn. ii. p. 201.

See the very instructive treatise of

Professor Heitz, Die Verlorenen Schrif

ten des Aristoteles, p. 15 (Leipzig,

18(J5).

Heitz, Die Vcrl. Schrift. des Ari-
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provided we understand by books, sections or subdivi

sions of one and the same title or work.

The two catalogues just mentioned, agreeing as they
do in the total number of books and in the greater part

of the items, may probably be considered not as original

and copy, but as inaccurate transcripts from the same

original authority. Yet neither of the two transcribers

tells us what that original authority was. We may,

however, be certain that each of them considered his

catalogue to comprehend all that Aristotle could be af

firmed on good authority to have published ; Diogenes

plainly signifies thus much, when he gives not only the

total number of books, but the total number of lines.

Such being the case, we expect to find in it, of course,

the titles of the forty-six works composing the Berlin

edition of Aristotle now before us. But this expecta
tion is disappointed. The far greater number of the

Aristotelian works which we now peruse are not

specified either in the list of Diogenes, or in that of

Anonymus.
a

Moreover, the lists also fail to specify

the titles of various works which are not now extant,

but which we know from Aristotle himself that he

really composed.
b

The last-mentioned fact is in itself sufficiently strange
and difficult to explain, and our difficulty becomes

stot. p. 51. Such coincidence as

sumes that we reckon the IIoAtTetcu

and the Epistles each as one book.

I think it unnecessary to transcribe

these catalogues of the titles of works

mostly lost. The reader will find

them clearly printed in the learned

work of Val. Eose, Aristoteles Pseud-

epigraphus, pp. 12-20.
m
Heitz, Verl. Schr. Aristot. p. 18,

remarks that &quot; In diesem Verzeich-

nisse (that of Diogenes) die bei weitem

grbsste Zahl derjenigen Schriften fehlt,

welche wir heute noch besitzen, und
die wir als den eigentlichen Kern der

aristotelischen Lehre enthaltend zu

betrachten gewohnt sind.&quot; Cf. p. 32.

Brandis expresses himself substantially
to the same effect (Aristoteles, Berlin,

1853, pp. 77, 78, 96) ;
and Zeller also

(Gesch. der Phil. 2nd ed. Aristot.

Schriften, p. 43).
b

Heitz, Verl. Schr. des Aristoteles,

p. 56 seq.
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aggravated when we combine it with another fact

hardly less surprising. Both Cicero, and other writers

of the century subsequent to him, (Dionysius Hal.,

Quintilian, &c.) make reference to Aristotle, and es

pecially to his dialogues, of which none have been

preserved, though the titles of several are given in the

two catalogues mentioned above. These writers bestow

much encomium on the style of Aristotle ;
but what is

remarkable is, that they ascribe to it, attributes which

even his warmest admirers will hardly find in the

Aristotelian works now remaining. Cicero extols the

sweetness, the abundance, the variety, the rhetorical

force which he discovered in Aristotle s writings : he

even goes so far as to employ the phrase &quot;flumen

orationis aureum
&quot;

(a golden stream of speech), in

characterizing the Aristotelian style.
a Such predicates

may have been correct, indeed were doubtless correct,

&quot;

Cicero, Acad. Prior, ii. 38, 119 :

&quot;Quum enim tuus isteStoicus sapiens

syllabatim tibi ista dixerit, veniet flu-

men orationis aureum fundens Ari-

stoteles, qui ilium desipere dicat.&quot;

Also Topica, i. 3. &quot;Quibus (i. e. those

who were ignorant of Aristotle) eo

minus iguoscendum est, quod non

modo rebus iis, qua? ab illo dictas ct

invents sunt, adlici debuerunt, sed

dicendi quoque incredibili quadam
quum copia, turn suavitate.&quot; Also

De Oratore, i. 11, 49 ; Brutus, 31, 121
;

De Nat. Deor. ii. 37
;
De Inventione,

ii. 2
;
De Finibus, i. 5, 14

; Epistol.

ad Atticum, ii. 1, where he speaks
of the &quot;Aristotelia pigmenta&quot; along
with the (jivpodqKiov of Isokrates.

Dionysius Hal. recommends the style

of Aristotle in equal terms of ad

miration: TrapdXrjnrfov 8f Kal Apt-

(Is

(prjvdas, (cat TOV f)8tos KOI

(De Veter. Script. Censura, p. 430, K.
;

De Verb. Copia, p. 187). Quintilian

extols the &quot;

eloquendi suavitas
&quot;

among Aristotle s excellences (Inst. Or.

X. i. p. 510). Demetrius Phalereus (or
the author who bears that title), De

Eloquentia, s. 128, commends at Api-
O-TOTCAOVJ xdpirff. David the Ar

menian, who speaks of him (having
reference to the dialogue) as Acppo-

8irrjs fvvopov yfpuv (the correction

of liernays, Dial, des Arist. p. 137)
Ka\ ^apircdi/ dvdfj.(crTos, probably copies
the judgment of predecessors (Scholia
ad Categor. p. 26, b. 36, Urandis).

Bernays (Die Dialogc des Aristo-

teles, pp. 3-5) points out how little

justice has been done by modern critics

to the literary merits, exhibited in the

dialogues and other works now lost,

of one whom we know only as a
&quot; dornichten und wortkargen Syste-
matiker.&quot;
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in regard to the dialogues, and perhaps to other lost

works of Aristotle ;
but they describe exactly the op-

posite
a of what we find in all the works preserved.

With most of these (except the History of Animals)
Cicero manifests no acquaintance; and some of the

best modern critics declare him to have been ignorant
of them.b Nor do other ancient authors, Plutarch,

Athenaeus, Diogenes Laertius, &c., give evidence of

having been acquainted with the principal works of

Aristotle known to us. They make reference only
to works enumerated in the Catalogue of Diogenes
Laertius.

Here then, we find several embarrassing facts in

regard to the Aristotelian Canon. Most of the works

now accepted and known as belonging to Aristotle, are

neither included in the full Aristotelian Catalogue

given by Diogenes, nor were they known to Cicero ;

This opinion is insisted on by

Ravaisson, Essai sur la Metaphysique
d Aristote, pp. 210, 211.

b Valentine Rose, Aristoteles Pseud-

epigraphus, p. 23 :
&quot; Cicero philoso-

phicis certe ipsius Aristotelis libris

nunquam usus est.&quot; Heitz, Die

Verier. Schrift. des Aristot. pp. 31,

158, 187 :
&quot;

Cicero, dessen Unbe-

kanntschaft mit beinahe siimmtlichen

heute vorhandenen Werken des Ari

stoteles eine unstreitige Thatsache

bildet, deren Bedeutung man sich

umsonst bemiiht hat abzuschwacben.&quot;

Madvig, Excursus VII. ad Ciceron.

De Finibus, p. 855 :
&quot; Non dubito

profiteri, Ciceronem mihi videri dia-

logos Aristotelis populariter scriptos,

et Rhetorica (quibus hie Topica ad-

numero) turn TroXireia? legisse ;
diffi-

ciliora vero, quibus omnis interior

philosophia continebatur, aut omnino
non attigisse, aut si aliquando atti-

gerit, non longe progressum esse, ut

ipse de subtilioribus Aristotelis sen-

tentiis aliquid habere possit ex-

plorati.&quot; The language here used by
Madvig is more precise than that of

the other two; for Cicero must be

allowed to have known, and even to

have had in his library, the Topica of

Aristotle.
c See this point enforced by Heitz,

pp. 29-31. Athenajus (xiv. 656) re

fers to a passage of Philochorus, in

which Philochorus alludes to Aristotle,

that is, as critics have hitherto sup
posed, to Aristot. Meteorol. iv. 3, 21.

Bussemaker (in his Pra?fat. ad Aristot.

Didot, voL iv. p. xix.) has shown that

this supposition is unfounded, and

that the passage more probably refers

to one of the Problemata Inedita

(iii. 43) which Bussemaker has first

published in Didot s edition of Ari

stotle.
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who, moreover, ascribes to Aristotle attributes of style

not only different, but opposite, to those which our

Aristotle presents. Besides, more than twenty of the

compositions entered in the Catalogue are dialogues,

of which form our Aristotle affords not a single speci

men : while others relate to matters of ancient exploit

or personal history ; collected proverbs ;
accounts of the

actual constitution of many Hellenic cities ;
lists of

the Pythian victors and of the scenic representations ;

erotic discourses ; legendary narratives, embodied in a

miscellaneous work called Peplus a title perhaps
borrowed from the Peplus or robe of Athene at the

Panathenaic festival, embroidered with various figures

by Athenian women ; a symposion or banquet-colloquy ;

and remarks on intoxication. All these subjects are

foreign in character to those which our Aristotle treats.*

The difficulty of harmonizing our Aristotle with the

Aristotle of the Catalogue is thus considerable. It has

been so strongly felt in recent years, that one of the

ablest modern critics altogether dissevers the two, and

pronounces the works enumerated in the Catalogue not

to belong to our Aristotle. I allude to Valentine. Rose,
who in his very learned and instructive volume, Ari-

stoteles PseudepiyraphusJ has collected and illustrated

the fragments which remain of these works. He con-

Brand! s and Zellcr, moreover, re

mark, that among the allusions made

by Aristotle in the works which we

jxxssess to other works of his own, the

majority relate to other works actually

extant, and very few to any of the lost

works enumerated in the Catalogue

(Brand. Aristoteles, pp. 97-101 ; Zeller,

Phil, der Griech. ii. 2. p. 79, ed. 2nd.)
This however is not always the case :

we find (e. &amp;lt;/.)

in Aristotle s notice of the

Pythagorean tenets (Metaphys. A. p.

986, a. 12) the remark, Stcopiorat 6e

TTfpi TOVTW fV fTfpOlS ^(J-
iV UKplj3f(T-

rtpov ;
where he probably means to

indicate his special treatises, n&amp;gt;pl
TO&amp;gt;I&amp;gt;

Ylvdayoptiutv and TIpos rovs Tlv&ayo-

piovs, enumerated by Diog. L. v. 25,

and mentioned by Alexander, Por

phyry, and Simplikius. See Alex

ander, Schol. ad Metaphys. p. 542, b.

5, 560, b. 25, Br.
;
and the note of

Schwegler on Metaphys. i. 5, p. 47.
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siders them all pseudoAristotelian, composed by various

unknown members of the Peripatetic school, during the

century or two immediately succeeding the death of

Aristotle, and inscribed with the illustrious name of the

master, partly through fraud of the sellers, partly

through carelessness of purchasers and librarians/

Emil Heitz, on the other hand, has argued more

recently, that upon the external evidence as it stands,

a more correct conclusion to draw would be (the op

posite of that drawn by Rose, viz.) : That the works

enumerated in the Catalogue are the true and genuine ;

and that those which we possess, or most of them,

are not really composed by Aristotle.
b Heitz thinks

this conclusion better sustained than that of Rose,

though he himself takes a different view, which I shall

presently mention.

It will be seen from the foregoing observations how
much more difficult it is to settle a genuine Canon for

Aristotle than for Plato. I do not assent to either of

the two conclusions just indicated
;
but I contend that,

if we applied to this question the same principles of

judgment as those which modern Platonic critics often

apply, when they allow or disallow dialogues of Plato,

we should be obliged to embrace one or other of them,
or at least something nearly approaching thereto. If

a critic, after attentively studying the principal com

positions now extant of our Aristotle, thinks himself

entitled, on the faith of his acquired
&quot;

Aristotelisches

Gefiihl&quot;
to declare that no works differing materially

from them (either in subject handled, or in manner of

handling, or in degree of excellence), can have been

*
Valent. I\osc, Aristoteles Pseud-

epigr. pp. 4-10. The same opinion is

declared also in the earlier work of

the same author, De Aristotelis Libro-

rum Ordine et Auctoritate.
b
Heitz, Die Verlor. Schrift. des

Ar. pp. 29-30.
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composed by Aristotle he will assuredly be forced to

include in such rejection a large proportion of those

indicated in the Catalogue of Diogenes. Especially

he will be forced to reject the Dialogues the very

compositions by which Aristotle was best known to

Cicero and his contemporaries. For the difference

between them and the known compositions of Ari

stotle, not merely in form but in style (the style being
known from the epithets applied to them by Cicero),

must have been more marked and decisive than that

between the Alkibiades, Hippias, Theages, Erastse,

Leges, &c. which most Platonic critics now set aside

as spurious and the Republic, Protagoras, G-orgias, Phi-

lebus, &c., which they treat as indisputably genuine.*
In discussing the Platonic Canon, I have already

declared that I consider these grounds of rejection to

be unsafe and misleading. Such judgment is farther

confirmed, when we observe the consequences to which

they would conduct in regard to the Aristotelian Canon.

In fact, we must learn to admit among genuine works,

* Thus (for example) in Bernays, pare ibid. p. 30).
who has displayed great acuteness If, as Bernays justly contends, we
and learning in investigating the are to admit these various writings,
Aristotelian Canon, and in collect- notwithstanding

&quot; the profound differ

ing what can be known respecting ence of form,&quot; as having emanated
the lost dialogues of Aristotle, we i from the same philosopher Aristotle,

read the following observations :
,

how are we to trust the Platonic

&quot;In der That mangelt es auch nicht critics when they reject about one-

an den bestimmtesten Nachrichten ! third of the preserved dialogues of

iiber die vormalige Existenz einer
j
Plato, though there is no difference

grossen aristotelischen Schriftenreihe,
j

of form to proceed upon, but only a

die von der jetzt erhaltenen durch difference of style, merit, and, to a
die tiefste formale Verschiedenheit ge- certain extent, doctrine V

trennt war. Das Verzeichniss ari-
j

Zeller (Die Phil, der Griechen, ii.

stotelischcr Werke fiihrt an seiner 2, pp. 45, 46, 2nd ed.), remarks that

Spitze sieben und zwanzig Bande jetzt |

the dialogues composed by Aristotle

verlorener Schriften auf, die alle in
|

are probably to be ascribed to the

der kiinstlerischen Gesprachsform earlier part of his literary life, when

abgefasst waren,&quot; &c. (Bernays, Die
;

he was still (or had recently been)

Dialoge des Aristoteles, p. 2
; com- Plato s scholar.
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both of Plato and Aristotle, great diversity in subject,

in style, and in excellence.

I see no ground for distrusting the Catalogue given

by Diogenes, as being in general an enumeration of

works really composed by Aristotle. These works

must have been lodged in some great library pro

bably the Alexandrine where they were seen and

counted, and the titles of them enrolled by some one

or more among the literati, with a specification of

the sum total obtained on adding together the lines

contained in each.&quot; I do not deny the probability,

that, in regard to some, the librarians may have been

imposed upon, and that pseudo-Aristotelian works may
have been admitted ;

but whether such was partially

the fact or not, the general goodness of the Catalogue
seems to me unimpeachable. As to the author of it,

the most admissible conjecture seems that of Brandis

and others, recently adopted and advocated by Heitz :

that the Catalogue owes its origin to one of the

Alexandrine literati ; probably to Hermippus of

Smyrna, a lettered man and a pupil of Kallimachus

at Alexandria, between 240-210 B.C. Diogenes does

not indeed tell us from whom he borrowed the Cata

logue ;
but in his life of Aristotle, he more than once

cites Hermippus, as having treated of Aristotle and his

biography in a work of some extent
; and we know

from other sources that Hermippus had devoted much
attention to Aristotle as well as to other philosophers.
If Hermippus be the author of this Catalogue, it must

*
Stahr, who in the first volume of

his work Aristotelia (p. 194), had ex

pressed an opinion that the Catalogue

given by Diogenes is the Catalogue
&quot; der eigcnen Schriften des Stageiriten,

wie sic sich in seinem Nachlasse befan-

den,&quot; retracts that opinion in the second

volume of the same work (pp. 68-70),
and declares the Catalogue to be an
enumeration of the Aristotelian works
in the library of Alexandria. Trende-

lenburg concurs in this later opinion

(Prooomium ad Commentar. in Aristot.

De Anima, p. 123).
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have been drawn up about the same time that the By
zantine Aristophanes arranged the dialogues of Plato.

Probably, indeed, Kallimachus the chief librarian, had

prepared the way for both of them. We know that he

had drawn up comprehensive tables, including, not only
the principal orators and dramatists, with an enumera

tion of their discourses and dramas, but also various

miscellaneous authors, with the titles of their works.

We know, farther, that he noticed Demokritus and

Eudoxus, and we may feel assured that, in a scheme

thus large, he would not omit Plato or Aristotle, the

two great founders of the first philosophical schools,

nor the specification of the works of each contained in

the Alexandrine library .

a Heitz supposes that Her-

mippus was the author of most of the catalogues (not

merely of Aristotle, but also of other philosophers)

given by Diogenes ;

b

yet that nevertheless Diogenes

* &quot;

Epfjumros 6 KaXXt/id^ftos tv TW

TrpiitTco ncpl ApiororcXovr, is cited by
Athenseus, xv. 696

;
also v. 213.

Among the Tables prepared by
Kallimachus, one was YiavTo^atratv

2vyypap.iJ.dTuv Hiva and in it were

included the TiXaKoviroTvouKa avy-

ypdp.p.UTa Aiyip.Lov, KU\ Hy^criTTTrou,

Kal Mqrpo/iJiou, eri fie &amp;lt;J&amp;gt;uiTou (Athen-

eus, xiv. 644). If Kallimachus carried

down his catalogue of the contents of

the library to wor is so unimportant
as these, we may surely believe that

he would not omit to catalogue such

works of Aristotle as were in it. He

appears to have made a list of the

works of Demokritus (t. e. such as

were in the library) with a glossary.

See Brandis (AristoU-les, Berlin, 1853,

p. 74) ;
also Suidas v. KoXXi/ia^oj,

Diogen. Laert. viii. 86
; Dionys. Hal.

De Dinarcho, pp. 630, 652 R.
;

Athenreus, viii. 336, xv. 669.

VOL. I.

b
Heitz, Die Verl. Schr. des Aristot.

pp. 45-48.

Patricius, in his Discuss. Peripa
tetic, (t. i. pp. 13-18), had previously
considered Hermippus as having pre

pared a Catalogue of the works of

Aristotle, partly on the authority of

the Scholion annexed to the conclu

sion of the Metaphysica of Theo-

phrastus. Hermippus recited the

testament of Aristotle (Athtuams,
xiii. 589).

Both Valentine Rose and Bernays

regard Andronikus as author of the

Catalogue of Aristotle in Diogenes.
But I think that very sufficient reasons

to refute this supposition have been

shown by Heitz, pp. 49-52.

The opinion given by Christ, re

specting the Catalogue which we find

in Diogenes Laertius &quot;ilium cata-

logum non Alexandrine bibliothecse,

sed exemplarium Aristotelis ab Apel-

E
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himself had no direct acquaintance with the works of

Hermippus, but copied these catalogues at second-hand

from some later author, probably Favorinus. This last

supposition is noway made out.

It seems thus probable that the Catalogue given by

Diogenes derives its origin from Hermippus or Kalli-

machus, enumerating the titles of such works of Ari

stotle as were contained in the Alexandrine library.

But the aggregate of works composing our Aristotle is

noway in harmony with that Catalogue. It proceeds
from a source independent and totally different, viz.,

the edition and classification first published by the

Ehodian Andronikus, in the generation between the

death of Cicero and the Christian era. To explain
the existence of these two distinct and independent
sources and channels, we must have recourse to the

remarkable narrative (already noticed in my chapter on

the Platonic Canon), delivered mainly by Strabo and

less fully by Plutarch, respecting the fate of the Ari

stotelian library after Aristotle s death.

At the decease of Aristotle, his library and MSS.
came to Theophrastus, who continued chief of the

Peripatetic school at Athens for thirty-five years, until

his death in 287 B.C. Both Aristotle and Theophrastus
not only composed many works of their own, but also

laid out much money in purchasing or copying the

works of others ;

a

especially we are told that Aristotle,

after the death of Speusippus, expended three talents

in purchasing his books. The entire library of Theo

phrastus, thus enriched from two sources, was be

queathed by his testament to a philosophical friend

liconte Athenas translatorum fuisse

equidem censeo&quot; is in substance the

same as that of Rose and Bernays. I

do not concur in it. (Christ, Studia

in Aristotelis Libros Metaphysicos,

Berlin, 1853, p. 105).
a

Diog. L. iv. 5
;
Aulus Gellius,

N. A. iii, 17.
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and pupil, Neleus;* who left Athens, and carried away
the library with him to his residence at the town of

Skepsis, in the Asiatic region known as ^Eolis, near

Troad. At Skepsis the library remained for the greater

part of two centuries, in possession of the descend

ants of Neleus, men of no accomplishments and no

taste for philosophy. It was about thirty or forty

years after the death of Theophrastus that the kings
of Pergamus began to occupy themselves in collecting

their royal library, which presently reached a mag
nitude second only to that of Alexandria. Now Skepsis
was under their dominion, and it would seem that the

kings seized the books belonging to their subjects for

the use of the royal library ;
for we are told that the

heirs of Neleus were forced to conceal their literary

treasures in a cellar, subject to great injury, partly
from damp, partly from worms. In this ruinous hiding-

place the manuscripts remained for nearly a century
and a half &quot; blattarum ac tinearum

epulce&quot;
until the

Attalid dynasty at Pergamus became extinct. The last

of these kings, Attains, died in 133 B.C., bequeathing
his kingdom to the Eomans. All fear of requisitions

for the royal library being thus at end, the manu

scripts were in course of time withdrawn by their pro

prietors from concealment, and sold for a large sum to

Apellikon, a native of Teos, a very rich resident at

Athens, and attached to the Peripatetic sect. Probably
this wealthy Peripatetic already possessed a library of

his own, with some Aristotelian works ; but the new

acquisitions from Skepsis, though not his whole stock,

formed the most rare and precious ingredients in it.

From a passage of Lucian (De
Parasite, c. xxxv.) we learn that

Aristoxenus spoke of himself as friend

TOVTOU Xeyft ; IIoXXol fiifv KOI aXXot,

Api(rrofi&amp;gt;of 8t 6 fjiowiKos, TroXXoG

\nyov agios Koi avros &f napdcriTOs

and miest of Neleus : *a\ ris TJ

E 2
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Here, then, the manuscripts and library both of Ari

stotle and Theophrastus became, for the first time since

287 B.C., open to the inspection of the Athenian Peri

patetics of the time (about 100 B.C.), as well as of other

learned men. Among the stock were contained many

compositions which the Scholarchs, successors of Theo

phrastus at Athens, had neither possessed nor known.

But the manuscripts were found imperfect, seriously

damaged, and in a state of disorder. Apellikon did his

best to remedy that mischief, by causing new copies to

be taken, correcting what had become worm-eaten, and

supplying what was defective or illegible. He appears
to have been an erudite man, and had published a

biography of Aristotle, refuting various calumnies ad

vanced by other biographers ;
but being (in the words

of Strabo) a lover of books rather than a philosopher,

he performed the work of correction so unskilfully, that

the copies which he published were found full of errors.
b

Strabo, xiii. 608, 609 ; Athenseus,

v. 214. The narrative of Strabo has

been often misunderstood and im

pugned, as if he had asserted that

none of the main works of Aristotle

had ever been published until they
were thus exhumed by Apellikon.
This is the supposed allegation which

Stahr, Zeller, and others, have taken

BO much pains to refute. But in

reality Strabo says no such thing.

His words affirm or imply the direct

contrary, viz., that many works of

Aristotle, not merely the exoteric

works but others besides, had been

published earlier than the purchase
made by Apellikon. What Strabo

says is, that few of these works were

in possession of the Peripatetic Scho

larchs at Athens before the time of

that purchase ;
and he explains thus

how it was that these Scholarchs, dur

ing the century intervening, had paid

little attention to the profound and

abstruse speculations of Aristotle
;

how it was that they had confined

themselves to dialectic and rhetorical

debate on special problems. I see no

ground for calling in question the fact

affirmed by Strabo the poverty of the

Peripatetic school-library at Athens
;

though he may perhaps have assigned
a greater importance to that fact than

it deserves, as a means of explaining
the intellectual working of the Peri

patetic Scholarchs from Lykon to

Kritolaus. The philosophical impulse
of that intervening century seems to

have turned chiefly towards ethics

and the Suinmum onum, with the

conflicting theories of Platonists,

Peripatetics, Stoics, and Epikureans

thereupon.
b

Strabo, xiii. 609. ty 8 6

p.a\\ov ^

(f&amp;gt;OS,
StO KOI
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In the year 86 B.C., Sylla besieged Athens, and cap
tured it by storm; not long after which he took to

himself as a perquisite the library of Apellikon, and

transported it to Rome.* It was there preserved under

custody of a librarian, and various literary Greeks

resident at Rome obtained access to it, especially Tyran-

nion, the friend of Cicero and a warm admirer of Ari

stotle, who took peculiar pains to gain the favour

of the librarian.
5

It was there also that the Rho-

dian Andronikus obtained access to the Aristotelian

works. He classified them to a great degree anew,

putting in juxta-position the treatises most analogous
in subject ;

d
moreover, he corrected the text, and pub-

nikus had done for the works of Ari

stotle and Theophrastus. &quot;ETm 5e

avros (Plotinus) TT]V diopduxriv Kal

TTfV 8larall&amp;gt; TU&amp;gt;V /3l/3XlCl)l&amp;gt; TTOletCT&U

TJfJ-lv (TTfTpftyfV, eyU&amp;gt;
8e KLVU&amp;gt; u&amp;gt;VTl

imT\op.r]v Kal TO IS oXXois tTaipois

f7rriyyfi\dp.T]v Troirjcrai TOVTO, Trp&TOv

fj.fi&amp;gt;
TO. /3//3\ta oil KUTU xpovovs fiia-ai

dTO)v, els dvriypa(f)a Kaiva pt-

TrjvfyKf TTJV ypa&amp;lt;prjv avan\r^pu&amp;gt;v
OVK

tv, Kal f(8uK(V ap.apTd8d)V TrXijpJj TCI

*
Strabo, xiii. 609 ; Plutarch, Sylla,

c. xxvi.
&quot;

Strabo, xiii. 609. Tvpawicav 6

ypafjLp.aTiK.6s 8i(^fipicraTO (piXupiaTO-

T(\i]s u&amp;gt;v, dfpanfvaas TOV fnl TTJS

ftip\iodT]KT]s. Tyrannion had been

the preceptor of Strabo (xii. 548) ;

and Boethus, who studied Aristotle

along with Strabo, was a disciple

of the Rhodian Andronikus. See

Ammonius ad L ategorias, f. 8 ;
and

Kavaisson, Essai sur la Metaphysique
d Aristote, Introduction, p. 10.

Plutarch, Sylla, c. xxvi.
d The testimony of Porphyry in

respect to Andronikus, and to the real

service performed by Andronikus, is

highly valuable. Porphyry was the

devoted disciple and friend, as well as

the literary executor, of Plotinus
;

whose writings were left in an incor

rect and disorderly condition. Por

phyry undertook to put them in order

and publish them; and he tells us

that, in fulfilling this promise, he

followed the example of what Andro

pfvos 8 A7roXXo6a)poi/ TOV

Kai AvSpowKoi/ rov
H(pi7raTT]TiK6i&amp;gt;, 2&amp;gt;v

6 p.fv ETTi^ap/Mov TOV
Ku&amp;gt;p.&amp;lt;f8i.oypd(j)ov

fly 8(Ka Tofj.ovs &amp;lt;f&amp;gt;fpa&amp;gt;v a~vvT)yay(i&amp;gt;,
6

8t TO. A.pio-roTf\ovs Kal Qfofppdcrrov
els npayp.aTfias SifiXf, ray niKfias

VTro6((T(is (Is TavTov (TWayayoiv, OVTU&amp;gt;

8f) Kal
tyu&amp;gt; TT(vrr]K.ovTa Teao-apa uvra

f^oiv Tit TOV nXconVou /3t/3Xta 8id\ov

fj-tv fls f (Wfd8as, TT) TfXfioTrjTt TOV

( dpidfiov Kal Ta is fwedatv
do-/j.(v&amp;lt;as

8f (VV(d8l Til OlKfla

, 8ovs Kal TIL^LV Trp&amp;lt;a-

TTfv rols f\a&amp;lt;ppoTfpois Trpoft\i]p.a(Tiv.

(Porphyry, VitaPlotini, p. 117,Didot.)

Porphyry here distinctly affirms that

Andronikus rendered this valuable

service not merely to the works of

Aristotle, but also to those of Thco-

phrastus. This is important, as con

necting him with the library conveyed
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lished a new edition of the manuscripts, with a tabu

lated list. This was all the more necessary, because

some booksellers at Rome, aiming only at sale and

profit, had employed bad writers, and circulated in

accurate copies, not collated with the originals.* These

originals, however, were so damaged, and the restitu

tions made by Apellikon were so injudicious, that the

more careful critics who now studied them were often

driven to proceed on mere probable evidence.

This interesting narrative delivered by Strabo, the

junior contemporary of Andronikus, and probably
derived by him either from Tyrannion his preceptor or

from the Sidonian Boethus b and other philosophical

companions jointly, with whom he had prosecuted the

study of Aristotle appears fully worthy of trust. The

proceedings both of Apellikon and of Sylla prove, what

indeed we might have presumed without proof, that

the recovery of these long-lost original manuscripts of

Aristotle and Theophrastus excited great sensation in

the philosophical world of Athens and of Rome. With
such newly-acquired materials, a new epoch began
for the study of these authors. The more abstruse

philosophical works of Aristotle now came into the fore

ground under the auspices of a new Scholarch
; whereas

Aristotle had hitherto been chiefly known by his more

popular and readable compositions. Of these last, pro

bably, copies may have been acquired to a certain

by Sylla to Rome ;
which library we nvts ypa^evan &amp;lt;f&amp;gt;av\ois x

know to have contained the manu- OVK dvrif3a\\ovTfs, &c.

scripts of both these philosophers.
b

Strabo, xvi. 757. Stahr, in his

And in the Scholion appended to the minor work, Aristoteles unter den

Metaphysica of Theophrastus (p. 323,
j

Romern, p. 32, considers that this

Brandis) we are told that Andronikus

and Hermippus had made a catalogue
of the works of Theophrastus, in which

the Metaphysica was not included.
*

Strabo, xiii. 609 : /3i/3Aio7ro&amp;gt;Xat

circumstance lessens the credibility

of Strabo. I think the contrary. No
one was so likely to have studied

the previous history of the MSS. as

the editors of a new edition.
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extent by the previous Peripatetic Scholarchs or School

at Athens; but the School had been irreparably im

poverished, so far as regarded the deeper speculations of

philosophy, by the loss of those original manuscripts
which had been transported from Athens to Skepsis.

What the Aristotelian Scholarchs, prior to Andronikus,

chiefly possessed and studied, of the productions of their

illustrious founder, were chiefly the exoteric or extra-

philosophical and comparatively popular : such as the

dialogues ;
the legendary and historical collections

; the

facts respecting constitutional history of various Hellenic

cities ;
the variety of miscellaneous problems respecting

Homer and a number of diverse matters
;
the treatises

on animals and on anatomy, c.
a In the Alexandrine

library (as we see by the Catalogue of Diogenes) there

existed all these and several philosophical works also
;

but that library was not easily available for the use of

the Scholarchs at Athens, who worked upon their own

stock, confining themselves mainly to smooth and elegant

*
Strabo, xiii. 609 :

tK TU&amp;gt;V
ir(pi7rd.T&amp;lt;i3v

rois

p.tra Q(6(ppa(TToi&amp;gt;,

vvtfir] 8e roiy

fv iraXai rots

OVK. e^oucrt ra

.d\t(TTa ratv

7rpayp.ari.K03S, dXXa Sfarfis \T)Kv6ifiv

TOIS ft vfTTfpov, d(f) ov TO. /3i)3Xta ravra

irpofi\6(v, ap.(tvov p.(t&amp;gt;
fKfivav (piXocro-

&amp;lt;pdv
teal dpi(rroT(\ifiv, dvayK.dT6ai

P.(VTOI TO. TToXXo fluorra. \tyfiv 8ia TO

n\f)dos TOIV
ap,apTi&amp;gt;v.

Also Plutarch,

Sylla, c. xxvi.

The passage of Strabo is so perspi

cuous and detailed, that it has all the

air of having been derived from the

best critics who frequented the library

at Rome, where Strabo was when he

wrote (cai tvOa&t KOI iv AXfai&amp;gt;-

8p( ia, xiii. 609). The Peripatetic An
dronikus, whom he names among the

celebrated Rhodians (xiv. G55), may

have been among his informants. His

statements about the bad state of the

manuscripts ;
the unskilful emenda

tions of Apellikon ; the contrast be

tween the vein of Peripatetic study,
as it had stood before the reve

lation of the manuscripts, and as it

came to stand afterwards ; the un
certain evidences upon which careful

students, even with the manuscripts
before them, were compelled to pro

ceed; the tone of depreciation in

which he speaks of the carelessness

of booksellers who sought only for

profit, all these points of information

appear to me to indicate that Strabo s

informants were acute and diligent

critics, familiar with the library, and

anxious both for the real understand

ing of these documents, and for philo

sophy as an end.
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discourses on particular questions, and especially to dis

cussions, with the Platonists, Stoics, and Epikureans, on

the principia of Ethics, without any attempt either to

follow up or to elucidate the more profound speculations

(logical, physical, metaphysical, cosmical) of Aristotle

himself. A material change took place when the

library of Apellikon came to be laid open and studied,

not merely by lecturers in the professorial chair at

Athens, but also by critics like Tyrannion and An-
dronikus at Rome. These critics found therein the

most profound and difficult philosophical works of Ari

stotle in the handwriting of the philosopher himself;

some probably, of which copies may have already

existed in the Alexandrine library, but some also as

yet unpublished. The purpose of Andronikus, who is

described as Peripatetic Scholarch, eleventh in succes

sion from Aristotle, was not simply to make a Catalogue

(as Hermippus had made at Alexandria), but to render a

much greater service, which no critic could render with

out having access to original MSS., namely, to obtain

a correct text of the books actually before him, to

arrange these books in proper order, and then to publish
and explain them,

a but to take no account of other

Aristotelian works in the Alexandrine library or else-

Plutarch, Sylla, c. xxvi. Spengel und deren Wegfuhrung nach Eom
(&quot;UeberdieReihenfolgeder naturwis-

;

dutch Sulla wird ein regeres Studium

senschaftlichen Schriften des Aristo-
\

fur die Schriften des Philosopheii

teles,&quot; Miinchen. philol. Abhandl.
j

bemerkbar und zwar jetzt eigentlich

1848,) remarks justly that the critical i der Schriften, weniger der Lehre und

arrangement of Aristotle s writings, Philosophic im Allgtmeinen, welche

for collective publication, begins from fruher allein beachtel warden ist.

the library of Apellikon at Home, not Wir mbchten sagen, von jetzt an

from that of Alexandria. See p. 146 : beginne das philologische Studium
&quot;Mehr als zweihundert Jahre mit den Werken des Aristoteles, die

fehlt uns alle nahere Kunde liber die
j

kritische und exegetische Behandlun^
peripatetische Schule. Erst mit der dieser durch Tyrannion, Andronikus,
viel besprochenen Auffindung der

j

Adrastus und viele andre nachlol-

P&amp;gt;ibliothek des Aristoteles in Athcn gende,&quot; &c.
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where. The Aristotelian philosophy thus passed into a

new phase. Our editions of Aristotle may be con

sidered as taking their date from this critical effort of

Andronikus, with or without subsequent modifications

by others, as the case may be.

The explanation just given, coinciding on many points
with Brandis and Heitz, affords the most probable
elucidation of that obscurity which arises about the

Aristotelian Canon, when we compare our Aristotle with

the Catalogue of Diogenes the partial likeness, but still

greater discrepancy, between the two. It is certain

that neither Cicero&quot; nor the great Alexandrine literati,

anterior to and contemporary with him, knew Aristotle

from most of the works which we now possess. They
knew him chiefly from the dialogues, the matters of

history and legend, some zoological books, and the

problems ;
the dialogues, and the historical collections

respecting the constitutions of Hellenic cities,
b
being

This is certain, from the remarks

addressed by Cicero to Trebatius at

the beginning of the Ciceronian To-

pica, that in his time Aristotle was

little known and little studied at

Rome, even by philosophical students.

Trebatius knew nothing of the Topica,

until he saw the work by chance in

Cicero s library, and asked informa

tion about the contents. The reply
of Cicero illustrates the little notice

taken of Aristotle by Roman readers.
&quot; Cum autem ego te, non tarn

vitandi laboris mei causa, quam quia
tua id interesse arbitrarer, vel ut eos

per te ipse legeres, vel ut totam ra-

tionem a doctissimo quodam rhetore

acciperes, hortatus essem, utrumque
ut ex te audiebam, es expertus. Sed

a libris te obscuritas rejecit : rhetor

autem ille magnus, ut opinor, Arinto-

ttlia se iyiiorare respond it. Quod

quidem minime sum admiratus, eum

philosophum rhetori non esse cogni-

tum, qui ab ipsis pliilosophis, pntttr
admodum paucosy ignoraretur.&quot; Com
pare also Cicero, Academ. Post. i.

3, 10.
b Even the philosophical commen

tators on Aristotle, such as David the

Armenian, seem to have known the

lost work of Aristotle called IloXirelat

(the history of the constitutions of

250 Hellenic cities), better than tho

theoretical work which we possess,

called thePolitica; though they doubt

less knew both. (See Scholia ad Cate-

gorias, Brandis, p. 16, b. 20
; p. 24, a.

25
; p. 25, b. 5.) We read in Schnei

der s Preface to the Aristotelian Po-

litica (p. x.) :
&quot; Altum et mirabile

silentium est apud antiquitatem Grze-

cam et Romanam de nova Aristotelis

Republics, cum onmes fere scriptores
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more popular and better known than any other works.

While the Republic of Plato is familiar to them, they
exhibit no knowledge of our Aristotelian Politica,

in which treatise the criticism upon the Platonic Re

public is among the most interesting parts. When we
look through the contents of our editions of Aristotle

the style and manner of handling is indeed pretty much
the same throughout, but the subjects will appear

extremely diverse and multifarious; and the encyclo

pedical character of the author, as to science and its

applications, will strike us forcibly. The entire and

real Aristotle, however, was not only more encyclo

pedical as to subjects handled, but also more variable as

to style and manner of handling; passing from the

smooth, sweet, and flowing style which Cicero extols

as characterizing the Aristotelian dialogues to the

elliptical brevity and obscurity which we now find so

puzzling in the De Anima and the Metaphysical

Graaci et Romaui, mentioneReipublica?
Platonicse pleni, vel laudibus vel vitu-

periis ejus abundant.&quot; There is no

clear reference to the Aristotelian Po
litica earlier than Alexander of Aphro-
disias. Both Hildenbrand (Geschichte
der Staats- und Rechts-Philosophen, t.

i. pp. 358-361), and Oncken (Staats-
lehre des Aristot. pp. 65-66), think

that the Aristotelian Politica was not

published until after the purchase of

the library by Apellikon.
11 What Strabo asserts about the

Peripatetic Scholarchs succeeding

Theophrastus (viz., p.r)8ev ex ell/
&amp;lt;/Xo-

a-o(j)f1if irpayfjMTiKtas, aXXa tita-fis Xr;-

Kv6ieiv : that they could not handle

philosophy in a businesslike way
with those high generalities and that

subtle analysis which was supposed
to belong to philosophy but gave
smooth and ornate discourses on set

problems or theses) is fully borne out

by what we read in Cicero about

these same Peripatetics. The Stoics

(immediate successors and rivals)

accused their Peripatetic contempo
raries even of being ignorant of Dia

lectic
; which their founder, Aristotle,

in his works that we now possess, had
been the first to raise into something
like a science. Cicero says (De Fin-

ibus, iii. 12, 41):
&quot; His igitur ita positis

(inquit Cato) sequitur magna con-

tentio : quam tractatam a Peripate-
ticis mollius (es enim eorum consue-

tudo dicendi non satis acuta, propter

ignorationem Dialecticce&quot;), Carneades

tuus, egregia quadam exercitatione in

dialecticis summaque eloquentia, rem
in summum discrimen adduxit.&quot; Also

Cicero, in Tuscul. Disput. iv. 5, 9 :

&quot;

Quia Chrysippus et Stoici, quum
de animi pcrturbationibus disputant,
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I shall assume this variety, both of subject and of

handling, as a feature to be admitted and allowed for in

Aristotle, when I come to discuss the objections of some

critics against the authenticity of certain treatises

among the forty-six which now pass under his name.

But in canvassing the Aristotelian Canon I am unable

to take the same ground as I took in my former work,
when reviewing the Platonic Canon. In regard to

Plato, I pointed out a strong antecedent presumption in

favour of the Canon of Thrasyllus a canon derived

originally from the Alexandrine librarians, and sus

tained by the unanimous adhesion of antiquity. In

regard to Aristotle, there are no similar grounds of pre

sumption to stand upon. We have good reason for

believing that the works both of Plato and Aristotle

if not all the works, at least many of them, and those

the most generally interesting were copied and trans

mitted early to the Alexandrine library. Now our Plato

represents that which was possessed and accredited as

Platonic by the Byzantine Aristophanes and the other

Alexandrine librarians ; but our Aristotle does not, in

my judgment, represent what these librarians possessed

and accredited as Aristotelian. That which they thus

accredited stands recorded in the Catalogue given by

magnam partem in iis partiendis et : for he abounds in classification and

definiendis occupati sunt, ilia eoruni subdivision (spinas partiendi et divi-

I&amp;gt;erexigua oratio est, qua medeantur
j
dendi), and is even derided on this

animis nee cos turbulentos esse pa-

tiantur. Peripatetici autem a^ pln-
candos animos multa afferunt, spi

nas partiendi et deftniendi prater-
mittunt.&quot; This last sentence is al

most an exact equivalent of the words

of Strabo :

very ground by opponents (see Atticus

a p. Euseb. Prajp. Ev. xy. 4) ; but he

has nothing of the polished amplifica

tion ascribed to the Inter Peripatetics

by Strabo and Cicero. Compare, about

the Peripatetics from Lykon to Kri-

tolaus, Cicero, De Finibus, v. 5 :

dXX&amp;lt;i 6(&amp;lt;Tfis \ijKvditiv.
l

&quot;

Lyco, oratione locuj)les, rebus ipsis

Aristotle himself, in the works which
j

jejunior.&quot; Plutarch (Sylla, c. xxvi.)
we possess, might pass as father of the

j

calls these later Peripatetics

Stoics rather than of the Peripatetics ; j

KCU (ptXoAoyoi, &c.
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Diogenes, probably the work of Hermippus, as I have

already stated ;
while our Aristotle is traceable to the

collection at Athens, including that of Apellikon, with

that which he bought from the heirs of Neleus, and to

the sifting, correction, and classification, applied there

to by able critics of the first century B.C. and sub

sequently ; among whom Andronikus is best known.

We may easily believe that the library of Apellikon
contained various compositions of Aristotle, which had

never been copied for the Alexandrine library perhaps
never prepared for publication at all, so that the

task of arranging detached sections or morsels into

a whole, with one separate title, still remained to be

performed. This was most likely to be the case with

abstruser speculations, like the component books of the

Metaphysica, which Theophrastus may not have been

forward to tender, and which the library might not be

very eager to acquire, having already near four hundred

other volumes by the same author. These reserved

works would therefore remain in the library of Theo

phrastus, not copied and circulated (or at least circulated

only to a few private philosophical brethren, such as

Eudernus), so that they never became fully published
until the days of Apellikon.

a

The two Peripatetic Scholarchs theory somewhat analogous but bolder,

at Athens, Straton and Lykon, who
i respecting the relation between the

succeeded (alter the death of Theo

phrastus and the transferor his library

to Skepsis) in the conduct of the

Catalogue given by Diogenes, and the

works contained in our Aristotle.

Comm. p. 2.
&quot; Id solum addam, hoc

school, left at their decease collections
I
Aristotelis opus (the Nikomachean

of books, of which each disposes by
his will (Diogen. L. v. 62

; v. 73).

The library of Apellikon, when sent

by Sylla to Eome, contained pro-

Ethica), ut reliqua omnia, ex breviori-

bus commentationibus consarcinatum

fuisse, qua? quidem vivo Aristotele in

lucem prodierint, cum unaqurcque

bably many other Aristotelian MSS.,
j
disciplina, e qua excerpta fuerint, in

besides those purchased from Skepsis. ;
admirabilem ilium quern habemus

Michelet, in his Commentary on ordinem jam ab ipso Aristotele sive

the Nikomachean Ethica, advances a quodam ejus discipulo redacta, in
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But though the edition published by Andronikus

would thus contain many genuine works of Aristotle

not previously known or edited, we cannot be sure that

it would not also include some which were spurious.

Reflect what the library of Apellikon, transported to

Rome by Sylla, realty was. There was in it the entire

library of Theophrastus ; probably, also, that of Neleus,

who must have had some books of his own, besides what

he inherited from Theophrastus. It included all the

numerous manuscript works composed by Aristotle and

Theophrastus, and many other manuscript works pur
chased or acquired by them, but composed by others

the whole in very bad order and condition
; and, more

over, the books which Apellikon possessed before, doubt

less as many Aristotelian books as he could purchase. To

distinguish, among this heterogeneous mass of manu

scripts, which of them were the manuscripts composed

by Aristotle
;
to separate these from the writings of

Theophrastus, Eudemus, or other authors, who composed
various works of their own upon the same subjects and

with the same titles as those of Aristotle required
extreme critical discernment and caution

; the rather,

since there was no living companion of Aristotle or

Theophrastus to guide or advise, more than a century

libris Aristotelis manu scriptis latita- rurnque enim non Integra volumina,

verit, qui hereditate ad Nelei prolem, sed singulos libros vel singula volu-

nt notum est, transmissi, in cella ilia mina diversarum disciplinarum, Dio-

subterranea Scepsia absconditi fuc-
, genes in elencho suo enumeravit.&quot;

runt, donee A pellicon Teiii^ et Rhodius ! In his other work (Essai sur la

Andronicus eos ediderint: Leguntur i

Me&quot;taphysique d Aristote, pp. 202, 205,
autem commentationum illarum do 225) Michelet has carried this theory
Moribus tituli in elencho librorum

Aristotelis apud Diogenem (v. 22-2G) :

irtpl dp(TG&amp;gt;t&amp;gt; (Lib. ii., iii. c. 6-fin. iv.

nostrorum Ethicorum) ; irtpi (novcriov

(Lib. iii. c. 1-5); Trept

(Lib. v.) ; TTtpl 0iXiar (Lib. viii.-ix.) ; not convincing.

ntp\ TjSoi/ij? (Lib. x. c. 1-5), &c. Pie-

still farther, and has endeavoured to

identify separate fragments of the

Aristotelian works now extant, with

various titles in the Catalogue given

by Diogenes. The identification is
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and a half having elapsed since the death of Theo-

phrastus, and two centuries since that of Aristotle.

Such were the difficulties amidst which Apellikon,

Tyrannion, and Andronikus had to decide, when they

singled out the manuscripts of Aristotle to be published.

I will not say that they decided wrongly ; yet neither

can I contend (as I argued in the case of the Platonic

dialogues) that the presumption is very powerful in

favour of that Canon which their decision made legal.

The case is much more open to argument, if any grounds

against the decision can be urged.
Andronikus put in, arranged, and published the

treatises of Aristotle (or those which he regarded as

composed by Aristotle) included in the library con

veyed by Sylla to Eome. I have already observed,

that among these treatises there were some, of which

copies existed in the Alexandrine library (as repre
sented by the Catalogue of Diogenes), but a still greater
number which cannot be identified with the titles re

maining of works there preserved. As to the works

common to both libraries, we must remember that

Andronikus introduced a classification of his own,

analogous to the Enneads applied by Porphyry to the

works of Plotinus, and to the Tetralogies adopted by
Thrasyllus in regard to the Dialogues of Plato

; so

that even these works might not be distributed in the

same partitions under each of the two arrangements.
And this is what we actually see when we compare the

Catalogue of Diogenes with our Aristotle. Rhetoric,

Ethics, Physics, Problems, &c., appear in both as titles

or subjects, but distributed into a different number
of books or sections in one and in the other

; perhaps,

indeed, the compositions are not always the same.

Before I proceed to deal with the preserved works of

Aristotle those by which alone he is known to us, and
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was known to mediaeval readers, I shall say a few
words respecting the import of a distinction which has
been much canvassed, conveyed in the word exoteric

and its opposite. This term, used on various occasions

by Aristotle himself, has been also employed by many
ancient critics, from Cicero downwards ; while, by
mediaeval and modern critics, it has not merely been

employed, but also analysed and elucidated. According
to Cicero (the earliest writer subsequent to Aristotle in
whom we find the term), it designates one among two
classes of works composed by Aristotle : exoteric works
were those composed in a popular style and intended
for a large, indiscriminate circle of readers

; being con
trasted with other works of elaborated philosophical
reasoning, which were not prepared for the public taste,
but left in the condition of memorials for the instruction
of a more select class of studious men. Two points are
to be observed respecting Cicero s declaration. First, he

applies it to the writings not of Aristotle exclusively,
but also to those of Theophrastus, and even of suc

ceeding Peripatetics; secondly, he applies it directly
to such of their writings only as related to the dis

cussion of the Summum Bonum* Furthermore, Cicero

m

Cicero, De Finibus, v. 5, 12.
&quot; De

summo antem bono, quia duo genera
libroram sunt, unum populariter

scriptum, quod tfartpiKov appella-

bant, altenim limatius, quod in com-
mentariis reliquerunt, non semper
idem dicere videntur : nee in summa
tamen ipsa aut varietas est ulla, apud
hos quidem quos nominavi, aut inter

ipsos dissensio.&quot;

The word limatius here cannot

allude to high polish and ornament of

style (nitor orationis), but must be

equivalent to aKpiftfartpov, doctius,

subtilius, &c. (as Ruhle and others

have already remarked, Buhle, De
Libris Aristot. Exoter. et Acroam. p.
115

; Madvig, ad Cicero de Finib. v.

12; Heitz, p. 134), applied to pro
found reasoning, with distinctions
of unusual precision, which it re

quired a careful preparatory training
to apprehend. This employment of
the word limatius appears to me
singular, but it cannot mean any
thing else here. The cammentarii
are the general heads plain un
adorned statements of facts or reason

ing which the orator or historian is

to employ his genius in setting forth
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describes the works which Aristotle called exoteric, as

having proems or introductory prefaces.*

In the main, the distinction here drawn by Cicero,

understood in a very general sense, has been accepted

by most following critics as intended by the term exo

teric : something addressed to a wide, indiscriminate

circle of general readers or hearers, and intelligible or

interesting to them without any special study or train

ing as contrasted with that which is reserved for a

smaller circle of students assumed to be specially quali

fied. But among those who agree in this general

admission, many differences have prevailed. Some have

thought that the term was not used by Aristotle to

designate any writings either of his own or of others,

but only in allusion to informal oral dialogues or

debates. Others again, feeling assured that Aristotle

intended by the term to signify some writings of his

own, have searched among the works preserved, as

well as among the titles of the works lost, to discrimi

nate such as the author considered to be exoteric : though
this search has certainly not ended in unanimity ;

nor

do I think it has been successful. Again, there have

not been wanting critics (among them, Thomas Aquinas
and Sepulveda), who assign to the term a meaning still

more vague and undefined
; contending that when Ari

stotle alludes to &quot;

exoteric discourses,&quot; he indicates

simply some other treatise of his own, distinct from

and decorating, so that it may be

heard or read with pleasure and ad

miration by a general audience.

Cicero, in that remarkable letter

wherein he entreats Lucceius to nar

rate his (Cicero s) consulship in an

historical work, undertakes to com

pose
&quot; commentaries rerum omnium &quot;

as materials for the use of Lucceius

(Ep. ad Famil. v. 12. 10). His ex

pression,
&quot; in commentariis relique-

runt,&quot; shows that he considered the

exoteric books to have been prepared

by working up some naked preli

minary materials into an ornate and

interesting form.

Cicero, Ep. ad Att. iv. 16.
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that in which the allusion occurs, without meaning to

imply anything respecting its character.
8

To me it appears that this last explanation is un

tenable, and that the term exoteric designates matter
of a certain character, assignable to some extent by
positive marks, but still more by negative ; matter, in

part, analogous to that denned by Cicero and other

critics. But to conceive clearly or fully what its cha

racter is, we must turn to Aristotle himself, who is of

course the final authority, wherever he can be found
to speak in a decisive manner. His preserved works
afford altogether eight passages (two of them indeed in

the Eudemian Ethics, which, for the present at least,

I shall assume to be his work), wherein the phrase
&quot; exoteric discourses

&quot;

(QarreptKol \6yoi) occurs. Out of

these eight passages, there are seven which present the

phrase as designating some unknown matter, not farther

specified, but distinct from the work in which the

phrase occurs :

&quot;

Enough has been said (or is said,

Aristotle intimates), about this subject, even in the

exoteric discourses.&quot; To what it is that he here alludes

whether to other writings of his own, or oral dis

cussions of his own, or writing and speech of a par
ticular sort by others we are left to interpret as we

*

Sepulveda, p. 125 (cited by Ber- rischen Rcden nicht eine cigene Klasse

nays, Dialoge des Aristoteles, p. 41): popular geschriebener Biicher, sondern
Externos sermones sive exotericos nur iiberhaupt solche Erorterun&amp;lt;ren

.-istoteles libros eos appellarc, verstanden werden, welche nicht in

quicunque sunt extra id opus in quo ! den Bereich der vorliegenden Unter-
tunc versatur, ut jure pontificio periti

|
suchung gehoren.&quot;) He discusses the

point at some length ; but the very
passages which he cites, especially

Physica, iv. 10, appear to me less

favourable to his view than to that

which I have stated in the text, ac-

consueverunt : non enim exoteric!

sermones seu libri certo aliqtio genere

continentur, ut est publicus error.&quot;

Zeller lends his high authority to

an explanation of exoteric very similar

to the above. (Gesch. der Philos. ii. ! cording to which the word means
2, p. 100, seq. :

&quot; dass unter exote-
:
dialectic as contrasted with didactic.

VOL. I. F
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best may, by probable reason or conjecture. But there

is one among the eight passages, in which Aristotle

uses the term exoteric as describing, not what is to be

looked for elsewhere, but what he is himself about to

give in the treatise in hand. In the fourth book of the

Physica, he discusses the three high abstractions, Place,

Vacuum, Time. After making an end of the first two,

he enters upon the third, beginning with the following

words :

&quot; It follows naturally on what has been said,

that we should treat respecting Time. But first it is

convenient to advert to the difficulties involved in it,

by exoteric discourse also whether Time be included

among entities or among non-entities ; then afterwards,

what is its nature. Now a man might suspect, from

the following reasons, that Time either absolutely does

not exist, or exists scarcely and
dimly,&quot;

&c. Aristotle

then gives a string of dialectic reasons, lasting through
one of the columns of the Berlin edition, for doubting
whether Time really exists. He afterwards proceeds

thus, through two farther columns :

&quot; Let these be

enumerated as the difficulties accompanying the attri

butes of Time. What Time is, and what is its nature,

is obscure, as well from what has been handed down
to us by others, as from what we ourselves have just

gone through;&quot;
8 and this question also he first dis

cusses dialectically, and then brings to a solution.

Aristot. Physic, iv. 10, p. 217, b.
i
is not, he goes on, p. 218, a. 31 :

29. E^d/ifvov 8e TUIV (lpr)p.fv(av eor}j&amp;gt; i Tlepi p.ev ovv r&amp;gt;v VTrap^ovrov avrio

(irf\6flv Trepl \povov Trpcarov 8e ! ro(ravT
&amp;gt;

eorco ftir)7ropr)p.fva. ri 8

KaXSis fxei 8uMropJ}(mi Trepi avrov Kai fcrrlv 6 xpovos, KOI ris avTOv
rj &amp;lt;f&amp;gt;v&amp;lt;ns,

8 1 a TU&amp;gt;V e^eorepiKcoj/ Xdycoi/, Trdre- i 6/Wcoj e/c re T)V 7rapa8e8o/j.ev&amp;lt;av a8r}-

pov ru&amp;gt;v &amp;lt;JVTO&amp;gt;V f(mv
7;

TU&amp;gt;V
p,jj ovruv, Xdv eoTt, Kai Trept u&amp;gt;v Tvy\dfOfjLfv 8tf-

dra TIS rj (fiiiais airov. on pw ovv Xi/Xv^oTer irporepov thus taking up
7) 6Xcos OVK ((mv, T) p,dXiy *cal d/ivSpaiy, j

the questions, What Time is? What
tK Twj/8e TIS &v vTroTTTfixrfifv. Then, is the nature of Time ? Upon this

after a column of text urging various
i

he goes through another column of

airopias as to whether Time is or dnopim, difficulties and counter-diffi-
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Now what is it that Aristotle here means by
&quot; exoteric

discourse ?&quot; We may discover by reading the matter

comprised between the two foregoing citations. We
find a string of perplexing difficulties connected with

the supposition that Time exists : such as,
&quot; That all

Time is either past or future, of which the former no

longer exists, and the latter does not yet exist
;
that the

Now is no part of Time, for every Whole is composed
of its Parts, and Time is not composed of Nows,&quot; &c.

I do not go farther here into these subtle suggestions,
because my present purpose is only to illustrate what

Aristotle calls
&quot;

exoteric discourse,&quot; by exhibiting what
he himself announces to be a specimen thereof. It is the

process of noticing and tracing out all the doubts and

difficulties (cnropla^) which beset the enquiry in hand,

along with the different opinions entertained about it

either by the vulgar, or by individual philosophers, and

the various reasons whereby such opinions may be

sustained or impugned. It is in fact the same process
as that which, when performed (as it was habitually and

actively in his age) between two disputants, he calls

dialectic debate ; and which he seeks to encourage as

well as to regulate in his treatise entitled Topica. He
contrasts it with philosophy, or with the strictly didactic

cultics, until p. 219, a. 1, when he

approaches to a positive determina

tion, as the sequel of various negatives
on [IIV OVV OVTf

KitT)&amp;lt;TtS
OUT UVfV

Kivr)(re(t&amp;gt;s
6 xpovos ort, (pavfpav.

\T)TTTtOV 8t, (TTt\ r)TOVp.(V Ti (TTIV

o xpovos, fVTtvdtv
np^o(j.fi&amp;gt;ois,

TI

Tt)s Kivr)(rt)s f(mv. He pursues this

positive determination throughout
two farther columns (see viTOKficrdw,

a. 30), until at length he arrives at

his final definition of Time dpidp.bs

KU&amp;gt;T)(TI&amp;gt;S
Kara TO Trportpov KOI vortpov,

K.ai
(rvi&amp;gt;(\Tjs (^crvvf^ovs yap) which

he declares to be (puvfpov, p. 220,
a. 25.

It is plain that the phrase e
o&amp;gt;Tept-

KO\ \6yoi here designates the pre

liminary dialectic tentative process,

before the final affirmative is directly

attempted, as we read in De Gener.

et Corr. i. 3, p. 317, b. 13 : ntpl p.tv

ovv TovTdiV (V oXXoiv re BITJTTO pr/rai
Kal 8 iu&amp;gt; p KTT at TOLS \6yois (irl

n\(lov first, TO bianopdv, next,
TO

F 2
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and demonstrative procedure : wherein the teacher lays

down principles which he requires the learner to admit,

and then deduces from them, by syllogisms constructed

in regular form, consequences indisputably binding on

all who have admitted the principles. But though
Aristotle thus distinguishes Dialectic from Philosophy,
he at the same time declares it to be valuable as an

auxiliary towards the purpose of philosophy, and as

an introductory exercise before the didactic stage begins.

The philosopher ought to show his competence as a

dialectician, by indicating and handling those various

difficulties and controversies bearing on his subject,

which have already been made known, either in

writings or in oral debate.
8

We thus learn, from the example furnished by Ari-

* See Aristot. Topic, i. p. 100, b. 21,

p. 101, a. 25, 34-36, b. 2. IIp6s Se ras

Kara (piXoorxpiaz/ eVtorrrj/ias (^p^crt^oy

r) Trpa-y/xareia), ori dvva.fj.fvoi Trpos dp.-

(porepa 8ia7ropr)crat paov (V (KO.&amp;lt;TTOLS

KaTO^Ofifda. TaXridfs re Kai TO ^sfvoos,

p. 105, b. 30. Ilpos fifv ovv (ptXo-

cro(f)iav K.CIT dXrjdfiav TTfpi dvrtov Trpay-

[MTfVTfOV, 8 ld\( KT I K&amp;gt; S 8 f TTpOS
8 6 a v.

Compare also the commencement
of book B. in the Metaphysica, p.

995, a. 28 seq., and, indeed, the

whole of book B., which contains a

dialectic discussion of numerous aTro-

piat. Aristotle himself refers to it

afterwards (r. p. 1004, a. 32) in the

words oTTtp fv rals drropiais e\f^6r].

The Scholia of Alexander on the

beginning of the Topica (pp. 251-252,

Brandis) are instructive
; also his

Scholia on p. 105, b. 30, p. 260, a.

24. 8 taX f KT i KM s 8 e rr p b s

8 o a
i&amp;gt;,

u&amp;gt;s (V rainy rfj Trpay/jareta

(i. e. the Topica) KOI fv rols prjropiKols,

KOI t V TO If f fOitT ( p I KO I S- K(li

yap tv fKfivois TrXfTrTTO KOI Trepi rS&amp;gt;v

TjdlKUIV KCll TTpl TUIV
(j)V(TiKci&amp;gt;V

f V-

86a&amp;gt;s Xeyerat.
We see here that Alexander under

stands by the exoteric the dialectic

handling of opinions on physics and

ethics.

In the Eudemian Ethica also (i. 8,

p. 1217, b. 16) we find eVfWeTrrai

8 TToXXot? Trept aurov rpoirois, Kal ev

rols fa&amp;gt;TfpiKols Xoyotf Kai eV rols Kara

&amp;lt;piXoa-o(pi ai/,
where we have the same

antithesis in other words Exoteric

or Dialectic versus Philosophical or

Didactic. Compare a clear statement

in Simplikius (Schol. ad Physic, p.

364, b. 19). npcoroi p.fv

l, TOVTO~Ti TVidVOlS KO. (V-

86&amp;lt;i)S, KO.I fTl KOlVOTtpOV 17O&amp;gt;S KO.I

8ia\(KTiKU&amp;gt;Tfpov. if yap diaXeKTiKT) f)

Apia-TOTfXovs KOivf) fcrri p.e6o8os Trept

iravTos TOV irpoTtdevros e eVSo^wf

o-v\\oyio/j,fvr) TO yap \oyiKov a&amp;gt;s

KOIVOV f ttodtV aVTlO ia&amp;lt;TTt\\tlV TO

oiKfLa&amp;gt; KOI KaTa. (pvaiv TOV irpdypMTos
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stotle himself, what he means by
&quot; exoteric discourses.&quot;

The epithet means literally, extraneous to, lying on the

outside of; in the present case, on the outside of phi

losophy, considered in its special didactic and demon
strative march. a Yet what thus lies outside philosophy,
is nevertheless useful as an accompaniment and prepar
ation for philosophy. We shall find Aristotle insisting

upon this in his Topica and Analytica ;
and we shall

also find him introducing the exoteric treatment into

his most abstruse philosophical treatises (the Physica
is one of the most abstruse) as an accompaniment and

auxiliary a dialectic survey of opinions, puzzles,

and controverted points, before he begins to lay
down and follow out affirmative principles of his own.

He does this not only throughout the Physica (in

several other passages besides that which I have just

cited),
b but also in the Metaphysica, the treatises De

Anima, De Generatione et Corruptione, &c.

* We find the epithet e

used once by Aristotle, not in con

junction with Xoyot but, with Trpu^eis,

designating those acts which arc prr-

formed with a view to some ulterior

and extraneous end (ru&amp;gt;v aTro^aivovraiv

X llPtv
&amp;gt;

as contrasted with
7rpaet&amp;lt;r

av-

roTfXeij otKflai) : Polit. vii. p. 1325,
b. 22-29. (r\o\ij yap uv 6 dfos fxoi

KdXcaS KOI 7TU? 6 KOCTfJiOS, OlS OVK

tl&amp;lt;r\v
a&amp;gt;TfpiKai rrpu^fis napa ras

oiKtias rtis avruiv. In the Eudemian
Ethics the phrase roly aXXo-

rpiois Xoyoir (ro&amp;lt;piovrai
is used

much in the same sense as T o I $

t COT f p i Kol s Xoyotj : i. e. opposed
to TO!? oiKfiois to that which belongs

specially to the scientific determina

tion of the problem (Ethic. Eudem.
i. p. 1218, b. 18).

The phrase 8ta TO&amp;gt;J&amp;gt; t^rtpiKuiv

Xoywi/, in Aristot. Physic, iv. 10, p.

217, b. 31, and the different phrase e

TUSV flaidoTuv \6ya)v \fyecrdai, in Phys.
vi. 2, p. 233, a. 13, appear to have the

same meaning and reierence. Com
pare Prantl not. ad Arist. Phys. p.

501.
h

If we turn to the beginning of

book iv. of the Physica, where Ari

stotle undertakes to examine Torror,

Place, we shall see that he begins

by a dialectic handling of anupiai,

exactly analogous to that whicli he

himself calls f^rtpiKol Xoyot, when he

proceeds to examine Xpwos, Time :

see Physica, iv. pp. 208, a. 32-35
;

209, a. 30
; 210, a. 12, b. 31. He does

the like also about Kf vov, Vacuum, p.

213. a. 20, b. 28, and about &quot;\ntipov,

Infinitum, iii. p. 204, b. 4 (with the

Scholia of Simplikins, p. 3G4, b.

20, Br.).

Compare the Scholion of Sim-

plikius ad Physica (i. p. 329, b. 1,

Ilr.) IO-KS 8( (Simplikius uses this
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Having thus learnt to understand, from one distinct

passage of Aristotle himself, what he means by
&quot; exo

teric discourses,&quot; we must interpret by the light of

this analogy the other indistinct passages in which the

phrase occurs. We see clearly that in using the phrase,

he does not of necessity intend to refer to any other

writings of his own nor even to any other writings
at all. He may possibly mean this ; but we cannot be

sure of it. He means by the phrase, a dialectic process

of turning over and criticizing diverse opinions and

probabilities : whether in his own writings, or in those

of others, or in no writings at all, but simply in those

oral debates which his treatise called Topica presup

poses this is a point which the phrase itself does not de

termine. He may mean to allude, in some cases where he

uses the phrase, to his own lost dialogues ;
but he may

also allude to Platonic and other dialogues, or to collo

quies carried on orally by himself with his pupils, or to

oral debates on intellectual topics between other active-

minded men. When Bernays refers &quot; exoteric dis

course
&quot;

to the lost Aristotelian Dialogues ; when

Madvig, Zeller, Torstrick, Forchhammer, and others,

refer it to the contemporary oral dialectic
a

I think

indecisive word
i&amp;lt;ra&amp;gt;s)

on
17 f&amp;lt;$&amp;gt;

tKa-

rtpa dnopia TOV \6yov e^corf/at/cr; TIS

TJV, u&amp;gt;s ~Ev8rjp)s (fir](n, 8id\fKTLKTj p.a\-

Xoi/ ovcra, with this last Scholion,
on p. 364, b. 20, which describes the

same dialectic handling, though with

out directly calling it exoteric.
*
Ueberweg (Geschichte der Philos.

des Alterthums, vol. i. 46, p, 127,
2nd ed.) gives a just and accurate

view of
eo&amp;gt;TfpiKot Xdyoi, as conceived

maticis, pp. 107-152 which discusses

this subject copiously, and gives a

collection both of the passages and
comments which bear upon it. It is

instructive, though his opinion leans

too much towards the supposition of

a double doctrine. Bernays, in his

dissertation, Die Dialoge des Ari-

stoteles, maintains that by exoteric

books are always meant the lost dia

logues of Aristotle
; and he employs

by Aristotle. See also the disserta- much reasoning to refute the supposi
tion of Buhle, prefixed to his un- tion of Madvig (Excurs. VII. ad Cicero,
finished edition of Aristotle, l)e Ari-

j

de Fin. p. 861), of Torstrick (ad
stotelis Libris Exotericis et Acroa- Aristotel. de Anima, p. 123), and also
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that neither of these explanations is in itself inad

missible. The context of each particular passage must

decide which of the two is the more probable. We cannot

go farther, in explaining the seven doubtful passages
where Aristotle alludes to the &quot; exoteric discourses,&quot;

than to understand the general character and scope of

the reasonings which he thus designates. Extra-philo

sophical, double-sided, dialectic, is in general (he holds)
insufficient by itself, and valuable only as a preparation
and auxiliary to the didactic process. But there are

some particular points on which such dialectic leaves

a result sufficient and satisfactory, which can be safely

accepted as the basis of future deduction. These points

of Zellcr, that by exoteric discourses

are not meant any writings at all, but

simply the colloquies and debates of

cultivated men, apart from the philo

sophical schools. On the other hand,
Forchhaimner has espoused this last-

mentioned opinion, and has defended

it against the objections of Bernays

(Forchhammer, Aristuteles und die

exoterischen Reden, p. 16, seq.). The

question is thus fully argued on both

sides. To me it seems that each of

the two opinions is partially right,

and neither of them exclusively right.
&quot; Exoteric discourse,&quot; as I understand

it, might be found both in the Ari

stotelian dialogues, and in the debates

of cultivated men out of the schools,

and also in parts of the Aristotelian

akroamatic works. The argument of

Bernays (p. 36, seq.), that the points
which Aristotle alludes to as having
been debated and settled in exoteric

discourses, were too abstruse and
subtle to have been much handled by
cultivated men out of the schools, or

(as he expresses it) in the salons or

coffee-houses (or what corresponded

thereto) at Athens this argument

seems to me untenable. We know

well, from the Topica of Aristotle,

that the most abstruse subjects were

handled dialectically, in a manner
which he called extra-philosophical ;

and that this was a frequent occupa
tion of active-minded men at Athens.

To discuss these matters in the way
which he calls vrpoj 6av, was more

frequent than to discuss them irpbs

a\T)6eiai&amp;gt;.

Zell remarks (ad Ethica Nikoni. i.

13), after referring to the passage in

Aristotle s Fhysica, iv. 10 (to which

I have called attention in a previous

note),
&quot;

quo loco, a Buhlio neglecto,

fgo&amp;gt;T(piKol Adyot idem significant quod
alibi Kotvai 86ai, fluGorts Acxyoi, vel

TO. Aeyo/zei/a : qua? semper, priusquam
suas rationes in disputando proponat,

disquirere solet Aristoteies. Vide

supra, ad cap. viii. 1.&quot; I find also in

&quot;Weisse (Translation of and Comment
on the 1 hysica of Aristotle, p. 517) a

fair explanation of what Aristotle really

means by exoteric ; an explanation,

however, which Hitter sets aside, in

my judgment erroneously (Geschichte
der Philosophic, vol. iii. p. 23).
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he indicates in the passages above cited
;
without in

forming us more particularly whether the dialectic was

written or spoken, and whether by himself or by others.*

From the time of Cicero downward, a distinction has

been drawn between some books of Aristotle which

were exoteric, and others that were not so ; these last

being occasionally designated as akroamatic. Some
modern critics have farther tried to point out which,

among the preserved works of Aristotle, belonged to

each of these heads. Now there existed, doubtless,

in the days of Cicero, Strabo, Plutarch, and Grellius,

books of Aristotle properly called exoteric, i.e. consisting

almost entirely of exoteric discourse and debate ; though
whether Aristotle himself would have spoken of an

exoteric book, I have some doubt. Of such a character

were his Dialogues. But all the works designated as

akroamatic (or non-exoteric) must probably have con

tained a certain admixture of &quot; exoteric discourse
&quot;

; as

the Physica (4&amp;gt;ixm-)} Av/)oaat?) and the Metaphysica are

seen to contain now. The distinction indicated by
Cicero would thus be really between one class of works,
wherein &quot;

exoteric discourse
&quot;

was exclusive or para
mount, arid another, in which it was partially intro

duced, subordinate to some specified didactic purposed

*
Thus, for example, the passage in

,

satz kein absoluter von zwei durchaus
the Ethica Nikom. i. 13, p. 1102, a. 26.

8f TTfpi avraiv KOI tv rots e a&amp;gt;-

TtpiKois \6yois apKoui/rcoy tvia, Kal

XprffTTfov avrols, is explained in the

Paraphrase of the Pseudo-Andronikus
as referring to oral colloquy of Ari

stotle himself with pupils or inter-

getrennten Biicherclassen ist, sondern

dass ein und dasselbe Werk zugleich
exoterisch und esoterisch sein konnte

;

und zweitens, dass exoterisch iiber-

haupt dasjenige heisst, was nicht in

den positiv-dogmatischen Zusammen-

hang der Lehre des Philosophen un-
locutors

;
and this may possibly be a I mittelbar als Glied eintritt.&quot; But

correct explanation. Weisse goes on afterwards to give a
To this extent I go along with

|

different opinion (about the meaning
the opinion expressed by Weisse in

]

of exoteric books), conformable to
his translation of the Physica of Ari-

|

what I have cited in a previous note

stotle, p. 517 :
&quot; Dass dieser Gegen- from Sepulveda ;

and in that I do not
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To this last class belong all the works of Aristotle

that we possess at present. Cicero would have found

none of them corresponding to his notion of an exoteric

book.

To understand fully the extent comprehended by the

word exoteric, we must recollect that its direct and

immediate meaning is negative extraneous to philosophy,

and suitable to an audience not specially taught or pre

pared for philosophy. Now this negative characteristic

belongs not merely to dialectic (as we see it in the

example above cited from the Aristotelian Physica),
but also to rhetoric or rhetorical argument. We know

that, in Aristotle s mind, the rhetorical handling and

the dialectical handling, are placed both of them
under the same head, as dealing with opinions rather

than with truth.* Both the one and the other are

concur. However, he remarks that

the manner in which Aristotle handles

the Abstracta, Place and Infinite, is

just the same as that which he de

clares to be exoteric in the case

of Time. The distinction drawn by
Aulus Gellius (xx. 5) is not ac

curate :

&quot;

E|o)Tepi(ca dicebantur, qua;
ad rhetoricas meditationes, facultatem

argutiarum, civiliumque rerum noti-

tiam condncebant. A*poaTiKa autein

vocabantur, in quibus philosophia re-

motior subtiliorqac agitabatur ; qua&amp;gt;

quead natura:coiiteniplationes.discei&amp;gt;-

tationesque dialecticas pertinebant.&quot;

It appears to me that disceptationes

dialectical ought to be transferred to

the department t^corfpiKa, and that

ciuiliitm rerum notitia belongs as

much to aicpoaTiKa as to
t{-u&amp;gt;T(piKd.

!U. Ravaisson has discussed this ques
tion very ably and instructively,

Essai sur la M&aphysique d Aristote,

pp. 224-1244. He professes indeed to

defend the opinion which I have cited

from Sepulveda, and which I think

erroneous ;
but his reasonings go

really to the support of the opinion

given in my text. He remarks, justly,

;

that the dialogues of 1 lato (at least

! all the dialogues of Search) are speci

mens of exoteric handling ;
of which

attribute Forchhammer speaks as if

it were peculiar to the Charmides

(Aristot. Exot. Reden. p. 22). Brandis

(Aristoteles, p. 105) thinks that when
Aristotle says in the Politica, vii. 1,

p. 1323, a. 21 :
v(&amp;gt;p.i&amp;lt;TavTas

ovv ucava:

TroXXa \(yr6ai KOI r&v (v rols t core-

plK(HS \OyOlS 7Tpt TT]S apl(TTr)S &&amp;gt;r;j,

Acat vvv xprjaTtov at/roir, he intends

to designate the Kthica. It may be

so
; yet the Politica seems a continua

tion of the Ethica : moveover, even in

the Ethica, we find reference made to

previous discussions, tv rdis fo&amp;gt;re-

piKois Xoyotf (Eth. X. I. 13).
* Pee the first two chapters of Ari

stotle s Rhetorica, especially pp. 1355

a. 24-35, 1358 a. 5, 11, 25, also p. 1404
a. 1. : oXcor ovcrrjs irpos 86i-av rr/s

rrjs Tt(p&quot;i TIJV pTfropiKi]vt



74 ARISTOTELIAN CANON. CHAP. II.

parted off from the didactic or demonstrative march

which leads to philosophical truth; though dialectic

has a distant affinity with that march, and is indeed

available as an auxiliary skirmisher. The term exoteric

will thus comprehend both, rhetorical argument and

dialectical argument* Of the latter, we have just seen

a specimen extracted from the Physica ; of the former,

I know no specimen remaining, but there probably
were many of them in the Aristotelian dialogues now
lost that which was called Eudemus, and others.

With these dialogues Cicero was probably more familiar

than with any other composition of Aristotle. I think it

highly probable that Aristotle alludes to the dialogues
in some of the passages where he refers to &quot; exoteric

discourses.&quot; To that extent I agree with Bernays ;

but I see no reason to believe (as he does) that the

case is the same with all the passages, or that the

epithet is to be understood always as implying one of

these lost Aristotelian dialogues.
13

which is exactly what he says also

about Dialectic, in the commence

ment of the Topica.
a Octavianus Ferrarius observes, in

his treatise De Sermonibus Exotericis,

(Venet. 1575), p. 24 :
&quot;

Quod si Dia-

lecticus et Rhetor inter se mutant, ut

aiunt, ita ut Dialecticus Rhetorem et

Khetor Dialecticum vicissim induat

de his ipsis veteribus Dialecticis mi-

nime nobis dubitandum est, quin iidem

dialectice simul et rhetorice loqui in

utramque partem potuerint. Nee
valde mirum debet hoc videri

;
libros

enim exotericos prope solos habuerunt :

qui cum scripti essent (ut posterius

planum faciam) dialectico more, illo-

rum lectio cum libris pepcrit philo-

sophos congruentes.&quot; Ferrari adverts

well to the distinction between Ihe

philosopher and the dialectician (sensu

Aristotelico&quot;), handling often the same

subjects, but in a different way :

between the oiKtlai ap\ai, upon which
didactic method rested, and the Sdat,
or diverse opinions, each countenanced

by more or less authority, from which

dialectic took its departure (pp. 36,

86, 89).
b

I agree very much with the man
ner in which Bernays puts his case,

pp. 79, 80, 92, 93 : though there is a

contradiction between p. bO and p. 92,

in respect to the taste and aptitude of

the exterior public for dialectic debate ;

which is affirmed in the former page,
denied in the latter. But the doctrine

asserted in the pages just indicated

amounts only to this that the dia

logues were included in Aristotle s

phrase, e corepiKot Xd-yot ;
which ap

pears to me true.
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There grew up, in the minds of some commentators,
a supposition of &quot; exoteric doctrine

&quot;

as denoting what

Aristotle promulgated to the public, contrasted with

another secret or mystic doctrine reserved for a special

few, and denoted by the term esoteric; though this

term is not found in use before the days of Lucian.&quot;

I believe the supposition of a double doctrine to be

mistaken in regard to Aristotle
;
but it is true as to

the Pythagoreans, and is not without some colour

of truth even as to Plato. That Aristotle employed
one manner of explanation and illustration, when dis

cussing with advanced pupils, and another, more or

less different, when addressing an unprepared audience,

we may hold as certain and even unavoidable ;
but

this does not amount to a double positive doctrine.

Properly speaking, indeed, the term &quot; exoteric
&quot;

(as I

have just explained it out of Aristotle himself) does

not designate, or even imply, any positive doctrine

at all. It denotes a many-sided controversial debate,

in which numerous points are canvassed and few

settled ; the express purpose being to bring into full

daylight the perplexing aspects of each. There are

indeed a few exceptional cases, in which &quot; exoteric

discourse&quot; will itself have thrown up a tolerably trust

worthy result : these few (as I have above shown)
Aristotle occasionally singles out and appeals to. But

as a general rule, there is no doctrine which can pro

perly be called exoteric : the &quot; exoteric discourse
&quot;

sug

gests many new puzzles, but terminates without any
solution at all. The doctrine, whenever any such is

proved, emerges out of the didactic process which

follows.

Luc. Vit. Auct. 26.
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CHAPTEE III.

CATEGORIZE.

OF the prodigious total of works composed by Aristotle,

I have already mentioned that the larger number have

perished. But there still remain about forty treatises,

of authenticity not open to any reasonable suspicion,

which attest the grandeur of his intelligence, in respect

of speculative force, positive as well as negative, sys

tematizing patience, comprehensive curiosity as to

matters of fact, and diversified applications of detail.

In taking account of these treatises, we perceive
some in which the order of sequence is determined by

assignable reasons ;
as regards others, no similar

grounds of preference appear. The works called 1. De
Ccelo ;

2. De Generatione et Corruptione ; 3. Meteoro-

logica, are marked out as intended to be studied in

immediate succession, and the various Zoological treatises

after them. The cluster entitled Parva Naturalia is

complementary to the treatise De Anima. The Physica
Auscultatio is referred to in the Metaphysica, and dis

cusses many questions identical or analogous, standing
in the relation of prior to a posterior, as the titles

indicate
; though the title Metaphysica is not affixed

or recognized by Aristotle himself, and the treatise so

called includes much that goes beyond the reach of the

Physica. As to the treatises on Logic, Rhetoric, Ethics,

Politics, Poetics, Mechanics, &c., we are left to fix for

ourselves the most convenient order of study. Of no

one among them can we assign the date of com-
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position or publication. There are indeed in the Rhe-

torica, Politica, and Meteorologica, various allusions

which must have been written later than some given
events of known date

;
but these allusions may have

been later additions, and cannot be considered as

conclusively proving, though they certainly raise a

presumption, that the entire work was written sub

sequently to those events.

The proper order in which the works of Aristotle

ought to be studied, (like the order proper for studying
the Platonic dialogues),&quot;

was matter of debate from the

time of his earliest editors and commentators, in the

century immediately preceding the Christian era.

Scholia, p. 25, b. 37, seq. Br.
;

p. 321, b. 30; Diogen. L. iii. 62. The

order in which the forty-six Aristo

telian treatises stand printed, in the

Berlin edition, and in other preceding

editions, corresponds to the tripartite

division, set forth by Aristotle himself,

of sciences or cognitions generally :

1. Theoretical ; df^prjTiKai. 2. Prac

tical
; rrpaKTiKai. 3. Constructive or

Technical
; iroirfriKai.

Patricius, in his Discussiones Peri

patetics, published in 1581 (torn. i.

lib. xiii. p. 173), proclaims himself to

be the first author who will under

take to give an account of Aristotle s

philosophy./rom Aristotle himself (in

stead of taking it, as others before

him had done, from the Aristotelian

expositors, Andronikus, Alexander,

Porphyry, or Averroes); likewise, to

be the first author who will consult

all the works of Aristotle, instead of

confining himself, as his predecessors

had done, to a select few of the

works. Patricius then proceeds to

enumerate those works upon which

alone the professors
&quot;

in Italicis

scholis&quot; lectured, and to which the

attention of all readers was restricted.

1. The Predicabilia, or Eisagoge of

Porphyry. 2. The Categoria?. 3. The
Ue Interpretatione. 4. The Analytica
Priora

;
but only the four first chapters

of the first book. 5. The Analytica
Posteriora

;
but only a few chapters

of the first book
; nothing of the

second. 6. The Physica ;
books first

and second
;
then parts of the third

and fourth
; lastly, the eighth book.

7. The De Ccelo
;

books first and
second. 8. The De Generatione et

Cormptione ;
books first and second.

9. The De Auima
;

all the three

books. 10. The Metaphysics ; books

Alpha major, Alpha minor, third,

sixth, and eleventh. &quot;Idque, quadri-
ennio integro, quadruplicis ordinis

Philosophi perlegunt auditoribus. De

reliquis omnibus tot libris, mirum si-

lentium.

Patricius expressly remarks that

neither the Topica nor the De Sophis-
ticis Elenchis was touched in this full

course of four years. But he does not

remark what to a modern reader will

seem more surprising that neither

the Ethica, nor the Politica, nor the

Rhetorica, is included in the course.
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Boethus the Sidonian (Strabo s contemporary and fellow-

student) recommended that the works on natural

philosophy and physiology should be perused first
;

contending that these were the easiest, the most inter

esting, and, on the whole, the most successful among all

the Aristotelian productions. Some Platonists advised

that the ethical treatises should be put in the front rank,

on the ground of their superior importance for correct

ing bad habits and character
;
others assigned the first

place to the mathematics^ as exhibiting superior firmness

in the demonstrations. But Andronikus himself, the

earliest known editor of Aristotle s works, arranged
them in a different order, placing the logical treatises

at the commencement of his edition. He considered

these treatises, taken collectively, to be not so much a

part of philosophy as an Organon or instrument, the

use of which must be acquired by the reader before he

became competent to grasp or comprehend philosophy ;

as an exposition of method rather than of doctrine.*

*
Aristot. Topica, i. p. 104, b. 1,

with the Scholia of Alexander, p. 259,

a. 48 Br.
;
Scholia ad Analyt. Prior,

p. 140, a. 47, p. 141, a. 25 ;
also Schol.

ad Categor. p. 36, a., p. 40, a., 8. This

conception of the Organon is not

explicitly announced by Aristotle,

but seems quite in harmony with

his views. The contemptuous terms

in which Prantl speaks of it (Gesch.
der Logik, i. 136), as a silly innova

tion of the Stoics, are unwarranted.

Aristotle (Metaph. E. i. p. 1025, b.

26) classifies the sciences as
6ea&amp;gt;pr)-

rueat, TrpaKTiKcii, TTOUJTIKCU ;
next he

subdivides the first of the three into

(pvaiKT), na6r]p.aTiKr), Trpcoirj &amp;lt;pi)\.O(TO&amp;lt;pia.

Brentano, after remarking that no

place in this distribution is expressly

provided for Logic, explains the omis

sion as follows :
&quot; Diese auffallende

Erscheinung erklart sich daraus, dass

diese [the three above-named theore

tical sciences] allein das reelle Sein

betrachten, und nach den drei Graden

der Abstraktion in ihrer Betrach-

tungsweise verschieden, geschieden
werden

;
wahrend die Logik das bloss

rationelle Sein, das bv u&amp;gt;s a\r)6es,

behandelt.&quot; (Ueber die Bedeutung des

Seienden nach Aristoteles, p. 39.)

Investigations ntpl TTJS aXrjdftas, ov

rpoTvov 8fl djroBf^fcrdai are considered

by Aristotle as belonging to TO Ai/a-

XvrtKa
; enquiries into method in the

first instance, and into doctrine chiefly

with a view to method (Metaphys.
T. p. 1005, b. 2). In Metaphys. T. p.

1005, b. 7, he declares that these

enquiries into method, or analysis of

the principia of syllogistic reasoning,

belong to the Philosophia Prima (com-
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From the time of Andronikus downward, the logical

treatises have always stood first among the written or

printed works of Aristotle. They have been known
under the collective title of the *

Organon, and as

such it will be convenient still to regard them.a

These treatises are six in number : 1. Cate

goric ;

b
2. De Interpretation, or De Enunciatione ;

3. Analytica Priora
; 4. Analytica Posteriora ;

5. To-

pica ;
6. De Sophisticis Elenchis. This last short

treatise De Sophisticis Elenchis belongs naturally to

the Topica which precedes it, and of which it ought to

be ranked as the ninth or concluding book. Waitz has

printed it as such in his edition of the Organon ;
but

as it has been generally known with a separate place
and title, I shall not depart from the received under

standing.
Aristotle himself does not announce these six treatises

as forming a distinct aggregate, nor as belonging to

one and the same department, nor as bearing one com

prehensive name. We find indeed in the Topica
references to the Analytica, and in the Analytica
references to the Topica. In both of them, the ten

Categories are assumed and presupposed, though the

treatise describing them is not expressly mentioned:

pare Metaphys. Z. 12, p. 1037, b. 8). 1

b Some eminent critics, Prantl and

Schwegler in his Commentary (p. 161) I

Bonitz among them, consider the

remarks that this is one of the few

passages in which Aristotle indicates

the relation in which Logic stands to

Metaphysics, or First Philosophy.
The question has been started among
his ATropiat, Metaph. B. 2, p. 9 (

J9,

b. 30.

Respecting the title of Organon,
which was sometimes applied to the

Analytica Posteriora only, see Waitz

ad Organ, ii. p. 294.

treatise Categoria? not to be the

work of Aristotle. The arguments
on which this opinion rests are

not convincing to me ; and even if

tUey were, the treatise could not be

left out of consideration, since the

doctrine of the Ten Categories is in

disputably Aristotelian. See Zellcr,

Die Phil, der Griech. ii. 2, pp. 50, 51,
2nd ed.
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to both also, the contents of the treatise De Interpreta-

tione or Enunciatione, though it is not named, are

indispensable. The affinity and interdependence of

the six is evident, and justifies the practice of the com

mentators in treating them as belonging to one and the

same department. To that department there belonged

also several other treatises of Aristotle, not now pre

served, but specified in the catalogue of his lost works ;

and these his disciples Theophrastus, Eudemus, and

Phanias, had before them. As all these three disciples

composed treatises of their own on the same or similar

topics,* amplifying, elucidating, or controverting the

views of their master, the Peripatetics immediately

succeeding them must have possessed a copious logical

literature, in which the six treatises now constituting

the Organon appeared as portions, but not as a special

aggregate in themselves.

Of the two treatises which stand first in the Ari

stotelian Organon the Categoric and the De Inter-

pretatione each forms in a certain sense the comple
ment of the other. The treatise De Interpretatione

handles Propositions (combinations of terms in the way
of Subject and Predicate), with prominent reference

to the specific attribute of a Proposition the being
true or false, the object of belief or disbelief; the

treatise Categorise deals with these same Terms (to use

Aristotle s own phrase) pronounced without or apart
from such combination. In his definition of the simple

Term, the Proposition is at the same time assumed to

be foreknown as the correlate or antithesis to it.
b

m Ammonius ap. Scliol. p. 28, a.

41
; p. 33, b. 27, Br.

* Ta avev (rv/iTrXoKrjr Aryo/iei/a rS&amp;gt;v

Kara fj.rj8efj.lav crv/iTrXoKTjj/ \tyofj.(va&amp;gt;v

(Categ. p. 1, a. 16, b. 25). See Schol.

ad Aristot. Physica, p. 323, b. 25, Br.
;

and Bonitz ad Aristotel. Metaph. (A.

p. 987) p. 90.

The Categories of Aristotle appear
to have formed one of the most pro-
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The first distinction pointed out by Aristotle among

simple, uncombined Terms, or the things denoted

thereby, is the Homonymous, the Synonymous, and the

Paronyjnous. Homonymous are those which are called

by the same name, used in a different sense or with ai

different definition or rational explanation. Synonymous
are those called by the same name in the same sense.

Paronymous are those called by two names, of which

the one is derived from the other by varying the in

flexion or termination.&quot;

We can hardly doubt that it was Aristotle who first

gave this peculiar distinctive meaning to the two words

Homonymous and Synonymous, rendered in modern

phraseology (through the Latin) Equivocal and Univocol.

Before his time this important distinction between

different terms had no technical name to designate it.

The service rendered to Logic by introducing such a

technical term, and by calling attention to the lax

mode of speaking which it indicated, was great. In

every branch of his writings Aristotle perpetually
reverts to it, applying it to new cases, and especially to

those familiar universal words uttered most freely and

frequently, under the common persuasion that their

meaning is not only thoroughly known but constant

and uniform. As a general fact, students are now well

minent topics of the teaching of
;

classification of names made by Rpeu-
Themistius : rebutting the charge,

j

sippus, which must have been at least

advanced both against himself, and, in as early as that of Aristotle
; perhaps

earlier days, against Sokrates and the I earlier, since Speusippus died in 339

Sophists, of rendering his pupils pre- :
B.C. We do not hear enough of this

sumptuous and conceited, he asks, to understand clearly what it was.

T)Kov(raT( 8t av TIVOS TU&amp;gt;V
(p.&amp;gt;i&amp;gt; (irirrj- Boethus remarked that Aristotle had

^f io)i v^fr)\oyo\jfj.(vov na\
ftp(vdvop.(i&amp;gt;ov

omitted to notice some distinctions

cri TO IS o-vvuvvpois r; 6/icoi/v/xots drawn by Speusippus on this matter,

jj nap&amp;lt;i)vvp.ois , (Orat. xxiii. p. 351.) Schol. p. 43, a. -9. Compare a remark
Inference is made (in the Scholia in Aristot. De Coelo, i. p. 280, b. 2.

on the Categoria , p. 43, b. 19) to a
*

Aristot. Categor. p. 1, a. 1-15.

VOL. T. Q.
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acquainted with this source of error, though the stream

of particular errors flowing from it is still abundant,
ever renewed and diversified. But in the time of

Aristotle the source itself had never yet been pointed
out emphatically to notice, nor signalized by any cha

racteristic term as by a beacon. The natural bias which

leads us to suppose that one term always carries one

and the same meaning, was not counteracted by any

systematic warning or generalized expression. Sokrates

and Plato did indeed expose many particular examples
of undefined and equivocal phraseology. No part of

the Platonic writings is more valuable than the dialogues
in which this operation is performed, forcing the re

spondent to feel how imperfectly he understands the

phrases constantly in use. But it is rarely Plato s

practice to furnish generalized positive warnings or

systematic distinctions. He has no general term cor

responding to homonymous or equivocal ; and there are

even passages where (under the name of Prodikus) he

derides or disparages a careful distinctive analysis of

different significations of the same name. To recognize
a class of equivocal terms and assign thereto a special

class-name, was an important step in logical procedure ;

and that step, among so many others, was made by
Aristotle.*

In the instructive commentary of out understanding this distinction

Dexippus on the Categorise (contained j

between equivoca and univoca, the

in a supposed dialogue between Dexip- Categories themselves could not be

pus and his pupil Seleukus, of which properly appreciated ;
for Ens TO 6j

all that remains has been recently I is homonymous in reference to all

published by Spengel, Munich, 1859), !

the Categories, and not a Summum
that commentator defends Aristotle

j Genus, comprehending the Categories

against some critics who wondered
j

as distinct species under it
;
while

why he began with these Ante-pre- each Category is a Genus in reference

dicaments
(6p.a&amp;gt;vv^a, o-vvvvvpa, &c.), to its particulars. Moreover, Dexippus

instead of proceeding at once to the

Predicaments or Categories them
selves. Dexippus remarks that with-

observes that this distinction of homo

nyms and synonyms was altogether
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Though Aristotle has professed to distinguish between

terms implicated in predication, and terms not so im

plicated,* yet when he comes to explain the functions of

the latter class, he considers them in reference to their

functions as constituent members of propositions. He

immediately begins by distinguishing four sorts of

matters (Entia) : That which is affirmable of a Subject,
but is not in a Subject ;

That which is in a Subject,
but is not affirmable of a Subject ;

That which is

both in a Subject, and affirmable of a Subject; That

which is neither in a Subject, nor affirmable of a

Subject.*

This fundamental quadruple distinction of Entia,

which serves as an introduction to the ten Categories
or Predicaments, belongs to words altogether according
to their relative places or functions in the proposition ;

the meanings of the words being classified accordingly.

That the learner may understand it, he ought properly
to be master of the first part of the treatise De Inter-

pretatione, wherein the constituent elements of a pro

position are explained : so intimate is the connection

between that treatise and this.

the ordinary mind
(o&amp;lt;ro&amp;gt;i&amp;gt; yap evvoiav

OVK rj^Oftf I/, TOVTtoV 7Tp6\T)\lsiV OVK
X&quot;

fjitv, p. 20), and therefore required to

be brought out first of all at the be

ginning ; whereas the Post-predica
ments (to which we shall come
later on) were postponed to the end,

because they were cases of familiar

terms loosely employed. (See Spengel,

Dexipp. pp.&quot;l9, 20, 21.)

Aristot. Categor. p. 1, a. 16. TI
\(yop.fvci)v TO. p.(v Kara (rvfin\OKrjv Xe -

ycrai, TO. 8 tivtv crv/^TrXoKrjy TU
p.(i&amp;gt;

ovv

Kara
crvp.Tr\oKT]t&amp;gt;

olov
&quot;ivdpvTros rpf\fi,

&quot;ivdptoTTOS VIKQ TO. 8 UVfV (TVp.1T\OKrjS

olov
ut&amp;gt;0a&amp;gt;7ros, $ouy, red, VIK.CL.

It will be seen that the meaning
and function of the single word can

only be explained relatively to the

complete proposition, which must be

assumed as foreknown.

That which Aristotle discriminates

in this treatise, in the phrases Aeyt-

crdut, Kara (rvp.n\oKT)V and \t
yf&amp;lt;r0ai

avtv o-vfjLirXoKrjs, is equivalent to what

we read in the De Interpretatione

(p. 16, b. 27, p. 17 a. 17) dif

ferently expressed, ^&amp;gt;

u&amp;gt;s

Kara(pa&amp;lt;ns
and

(f)u&amp;gt;i

(pdcns.
b

Aristot. Categor. p. 1, a. 20.

G 2
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The classification applies to Entia (Things or Mat

ters) universally, and is thus a first step in Ontology.
He here looks at Ontology in one of its several diverseo/

aspects as it enters into predication, and furnishes the

material for Subjects and Predicates, the constituent

members of a proposition.

Ontology, or the Science of Ens quaienus Ens, occu

pies an important place in Aristotle s scientific pro

gramme ; bearing usually the title of First Philosophy,
sometimes Theology, though never (in his works) the

more modern title of Metaphysics. He describes it as

the universal and comprehensive Science, to which all

other sciences are related as parts or fractions. Onto

logy deals with Ens in its widest sense, as an Unum
not generic but analogical distinguishing the deriva

tive varieties into which it may be distributed, and set

ting out the attributes and accompaniments of Essentia

universally ;
while other sciences, such as G-eometry,

Astronomy, &c., confine themselves to distinct branches

of that whole
;

a each having its own separate class of

Entia for special and exclusive study. This is the

characteristic distinction of Ontology, as Aristotle

conceives it
; he does not set it in antithesis to Phe

nomenology, according to the distinction that has become
current among modern metaphysicians.
Now Ens (or Entia), in the doctrine of Aristotle, is

not a synonymous or univocal word, but an homo-

nymous or equivocal word
; or, rather, it is something

between the two, being equivocal, with a certain quali-

a
Aristot. Metaphys. T. p. 1003,a.21, 66\ov vrepi TOV OVTOS $ ov, d\\a

25-33, E. p. 1025, b. 8. ecrrii/ eVicrri//*?; p,fpos CIVTOV TI diroTf fJLOfifvai

Tts % 6ta&amp;gt;p(l.
TO ov

TJ
ov Kai TU TOVTCO irepl TOVTOV Oecopoixri TO crvp.-

indp^ovra K.O.& avro- avrrj 8 f&amp;lt;rriv PffirjKos, &C. Compare p. 1005, a.

oibffiia TO&amp;gt;I&amp;gt; fv ^tepet \eyofj.ev(av f] avrr) 2-14.

ovSe/xia yap rcof a\\a&amp;gt;v eirurifoirei na-
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fication. Though not a Summum Genus, i.e. not mani

festing throughout all its particulars generic unity, nor

divisible into species by the addition of well-marked

essential differentia, it is an analogical aggregate, or

a Summum Analogon, comprehending under it many
subordinates which bear the same name from being
all related in some way or other to a common root or

fundamentum, the relationship being both diverse in

kind and nearer or more distant in degree. The word

Ens is thus homonymous, yet in a qualified sense.

While it is not univocal, it is at the same time not

absolutely equivocal. It is multivocal (if we may
coin such a word), having many meanings held to

gether by a multifarious and graduated relationship to

one common fundamentum* Ens (or Entid) in this

widest sense, is the theme of Ontology or First Philo

sophy, and is looked at by Aristotle in four different

principal aspects.
b

1. To ov Kara
&amp;lt;nyi|3e|3&amp;gt;/A-o?

En* per Accidens Ens ac

cidental, or rather concomitant, either as rare and

exceptional attribute to a subject, or along with some

other accident in the same common subject.

*
Simplikius speaks of these Ana- I others, branching out from ovaia in

loga as TO p.((Tov rS&amp;gt;v re
(rvvu&amp;gt;vvp.ttv

ramifications more or less straggling
KOI T&V

6n&amp;lt;t&amp;gt;vv[ji(ov,
TO

d(f&amp;gt; fvos, &c. (p. 48, book ii. sects. 1, 2, Spengel).
Schol. ad Categor. p. 69, b. 29, Brand. The list (he says, p. 47) does not de-

See also Metaphys. Z. p. 1030, a. 34.
j
pend upon Biaipttris (generic division),

Dexippus does not recognize, for

mally and under a distinct title, this

intermediate stage between owuvvpa.
and ofjuawna. He states that Aristotle

considered Ens as
6/io&amp;gt;i/i^ioi&amp;gt;,

while

other philosophers considered it as

0-vvuwp.ov (Dexippus, p. 26, book i.

sect. 19, ed. Spengel). But he inti

mates that the ten general heads

called Categories have a certain con-

nor yet is it simple enumeration (dn-a-

of incoherent items. In the

Physica, vii. 4, p. 249, a. 23, Aristotle

observes : et(ri $ TU&amp;gt;V o/icow^tcoi ai

fjitv TroXv arrt^oucrai at Se e^oucrai nva
6 tyyvs r) yiva 77

ava-

\oyia, 6to oi SOKOIKTIV
6fJi&amp;lt;i&amp;gt;i&amp;gt;vp.iai

dvai

ov&ai.
&quot;

Aristot. Metaphys. A. p. 1017, a. 7,

E. p. 1025, a. 34, p. 1026, a. 33, b. 4
;

tinuity and interdependence (crvve- upon which last passage see the note

\tiav KOI aXXrjXov^tav) each with the of Bonitz.
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2. To 6V w9 dXtiOes, KOI TO pi) ov &amp;lt;/&amp;gt;?

-^rei&amp;gt;8o9 Ens, in

the sense of Truth, Non-Ens, in the sense of Falsehood.

This is the Ens of the Proposition ;
a true affirmation

or denial falls under Ens in this mode, when the

mental conjunction of terms agrees with reality ;
a false

affirmation or denial, where no such agreement exists,

falls under Non-Ens?

3. To ov Ivva/Jiei KCU TO ov ivepyeta Ens, potential,

actual.

4. To ov Kara ra o^/y/xctTa
rwv Karrjyopiwv Ens, ac-

cording to the ten varieties of the Categories, to be

presently explained.
These four are the principal aspects under which

Aristotle looks at the aggregate comprised by the

equivocal or multivocal word Entia. In all the four

branches, the varieties comprised are not species under

a common genus, correlating, either as co-ordinate or

subordinate, one to the other
; they are analoga, all

having relationship with a common term, but liaving
no other necessary relationship with each other. Ari

stotle does not mean that these four modes of distri

buting this vast aggregate, are the only modes possible ;

for he himself sometimes alludes to other modes of

distributions.
1* Nor would he maintain that the four

distributions were completely distinguished from each

other, so that the same subordinate fractions are not

comprehended in any two
; for on the contrary, the

branches overlap each other and coincide to a great

degree, especially the first and fourth. But he con-

*
Aristot. Metaph.E.4,p. 1027, b. 18, I remarks: TO 8e a&amp;gt;s aXrjdws ov nat

p. 1028, a. 4. ov yap eVrt TO ^fii8os
j

eorl Kal ^ov\r]fMi Biavoias, TO 8e (^TI
*cal TO aXr/des tv TOIS irpayiiaa-iv dXX
fv diavoiq OVK e^co S^Xouo ti ovcrdv

nva fyvaiv roil OVTOS. Also 6. 10, p.

1051, b. 1 : TO KvpitoTara w aXrjdes
KO.\ ^fvSos. In a Scholion, Alexander

TO e/cao&quot;TW SOKOVV ov o~(f)68pa dvayKaiov.
b
Aristot. Metaph. r. p. 1003, a. 33,-

b. 10. Compare the able treatise of

Brentano,
&quot; Ueber die Bedeutung des

Seienden nach Aristoteles,&quot; pp. 6, 7.



CHAP. III. ENS IN LOGIC AND IN ONTOLOGY. 87

siders the four as discriminating certain distinct aspects

of Entia or Entitas, more important than any other

aspects thereof that could be pointed out, and as

affording- thus the best basis and commencement for

the Science called Ontology.
Of these four heads, however, the first and second

are rapidly dismissed by Aristotle in the Metaphysica,
a

being conceived as having little reference to real

essence, and therefore belonging more to Logic than

to Ontology ;
i.e. to the subjective processes of naming,

predicating, believing, and inferring rather than to the

objective world of Perceivables and Cogitables.
b

It is

*
Aristot. Metaph. E. p. 1027, b. 16,

p. 10L8, a. 6.
&quot;

Aristot. Metaph. 6. 10, p. 1051, b.

2-15, with Schwegler s Comment, p.

186. This is the distinction drawn

by Simplikius (Schol. ad Categ. p. 76,

b. 47) between the Organon and the

Metaphysica : At yap PXn Kara p-fv

Trjv a-rjfj.avTiKrjv ainutv \tt-tv tv TTJ Xo-

yiKij Trpayp.aTiq 8rf\ovvrai, Kara Se TU

tv TTJ Meru ra J vcriKa

Td ovra are equivalent to ra Xf-yo-

p-fva, in this and the other logical

treatises of Aristotle. Categ. p. 1,

a. 16-20, b. 25 ; Analyt. Prior, i. p. 43,

a. 25.

This is the logical aspect of Onto

logy ; that is, Eutia are considered as

Objects to be named, and to serve as

Subjects or Predicates for propositions :

every such term having a fixed de

notation, and (with the exception of

projxjr names) a fixed connotation,
known to speakers and hearers.

Td Xtyofjifva (or Entia considered in

this aspect) are distinguished by Ari

stotle into two classes: 1. Td Xryo -

p.fi&amp;gt;a
Kara arvfiirXoKqv, oiov

avQpa&amp;gt;-

TTOJ Tpf%i, tivdpiairos VIKO. 2. Ta X-

yufifva uvfv (Tv^tTrXo/cqs, (or Kara

CTVfJLTr\OKrjV\ OIOV avdpUTTOSy

(3oi&amp;gt;s, rpf^fi, viKa.

We are to observe here, that in

Logic the Proposition or Enunciation

is the Prius Natura, which must be

presupposed as known before we can

understand what the separate terms

are (Analytic. Prior, i. p. 24, a. 16) :

just as the right angle must be under

stood before we can explain what is

an acute or an obtuse angle (to uso

an illustration of Aristotle ;
see Me-

taphys. Z. p. 1035, b. 7). We must

understand the entire logical act,

called Affirming or Denying, before

we can understand the functions of

the two factors or correlates with

which that act is performed. Aristotle

defines the Term by means of the Pro

position, opov 8 KaXco fls oi&amp;gt; 8ta\v(Tai

f] Trporacris (Anal. Pr. i. 24, b. 16).

Ta \ty6fjLfva, as here used by Ari

stotle, coincides in meaning with

what the Stoics afterwards called

Ta AfKra of two classes: 1. \fKra

ai&amp;gt;Ti)Tf\rj, one branch of which, ra

d^ito/iara, are equivalent to the Ari

stotelian rd Kara rrvp-ir^oKrjv Xeyo/if va.

-. XfKra fXAin-q, equivalent to TO

livtv o-vp7T\oKi]s Xeyo/ifca (Diogen.

Laert. vii. 43, 44, 63, 64; Sext. Emp.
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the third and fourth that are treated in the Metaphysica ;

while it is the fourth only {Ens according to the ten

figures of the Categories) which is set forth and eluci

dated in this first treatise of the Organon, where Ari

stotle appears to blend Logic and Ontology into one.

Of this mixed character, partly logical, partly onto-

logical, is the first distinction set forth in the Cate

gorise the distinction between matters predicated

of a Subject, and matters which are in a Subject
the Subject itself being assumed as the fundamentum
correlative to both of them. The definition given of

that which is in a Subject is ontological : viz.,
&quot; In a

Subject, I call that which is in anything, not as a part,

yet so that it cannot exist separately from that in

which it is.&quot;

a

By these two negative characteristics,

adv. Mathemat. viii. 69, 70, 74) : equi

valent also, seemingly, to TO. Siafo^ra

in Aristotle : 6 SmwTjrov Apioro/Ae j/?ys

(Anal. Pr. I. p. 47, b. 22).

Hobbes observes (Computation or

Logic, part i. 2, 5) :

&quot; Nor is it at all

necessary that every name should be

the name of something. For as these,

a man, a tree, a stone, are the names
of the things themselves, so the

images of a man, of a tree, of a stone,

which are represented to men sleep

ing, have their names also, though

they be not things, but only fictions

and phantasms of things. For we can

remember these
;
and therefore it is

no less necessary that they have names
to mark and signify them, than the

things themselves. Also this word

future is a name
;
but no future thing

has yet any being. Moreover, that

which neither is, nor has been, nor

ever shall or ever can be, has a

name impossible. To conclude, this

word nothing is a name, which yet can

not be name of any thing ;
for when

we subtract two and three from five,

and, so nothing remaining, we would

call that subtraction to mind, this

speech nothing remains, and in it the

word nothing, is not unuseful. And
for the same reason we say truly,

Itss than nothing remains, when we
subtract more from less

;
for the mind

feigns such remains as these for doc

trine s sake, and desires, as often

as is necessary, to call the same
to memory. But seeing every name
has some relation to tliat which is

named, though that which we name
be not always a thing that has a being
in nature, yet it is lawful for doctrine s

sake to apply the word thing to what

soever we name
;
as if it were all one

whether that thing be truly existent,

or be only feigned.&quot;

The Greek neuter gender (TO Aryd-

pevov or TO \fKTov, TO. Afydjuew or TO.

XeKTo) covers all that Hobbes here

includes under the word thing.

Scholia ad Aristot. Physic. I. i. p. 323,

a. 21, Brand. : 6vop.d^ovrat pei&amp;gt;
KOI TO.

pi) ovra, opi^ovrcu 8e fjLova TO. ovra.
*

Aristot. Categ. p. 1, a. 24.
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without any mark positive, does Aristotle define what

is meant by being in a Subject. Modern logicians, and

Hobbes among them, can find no better definition for

an Accident
; though Hobbes remarks truly, that Acci

dent cannot be properly defined, but must be elucidated

by examples.*
The distinction here drawn by Aristotle between being

predicated of a Subject, and being in a Subject, coin

cides with that between essential and non-essential pre
dication : all the predicates (including the differentia)

which belong to the essence, fall under the first divi

sion
;

b
all those which do not belong to the essence,

under the latter. The Subjects what Aristotle calls the /

First Essences or Substances, those which are essences or

substances in the fullest and strictest meaning of the

word are concrete individual things or persons ;
such

as Sokrates, this man, that horse or tree. These are

never employed as predicates at all (except by a dis

torted and unnatural structure of the proposition, which

Aristotle indicates as possible, but declines to take into

account) ; they are always Subjects of different predi

cates, and are, in the last analysis, the Subjects of all

predicates. But besides these First Essences, there are

also Second Essences Species and Genus, which stand

to the First Essence in the relation of predicates to a

Subject, and to the other Categories in the relation of

Hobbes, Computation or Logic, |

careful to observe the distinction be-

part i. 3, 3, i. 6, 2, ii. 8, 2-3. I tween tbe two classes. See Schol. ad
b

Aristot. Cates. p. 3, a. 20. It ap- ! Metaphys. p. 701, b. 23, Br. ; Schol.

pears that Andronikus did not draw ad De Interpret, p. 10(5, a. 29, Br.

the line between these two classes And when Aristotle says, Aualyt.
of predicates in the same manner Prior, i. p. 24, b. 2G, TO 5e V oXo&amp;gt;

as Aristotle ;
he included many non- . dvai trfpov crepu, cai TO Kara Travrus

essential predicates in TU naff into- Karrjyopilcrdai. dartpov durepov, ravruv

Kdpfvov. See Simplikius, ad Gate-
OTII&amp;gt;,

he seems himself to forget the

gorias, Basil. 1551, fol. 13,21, B. Nor i distinction entirely,

was either Alexander or Porphyry
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Subjects to predicates.
a These Second Essences are less

of Essences than the First, which alone is an Essence

in the fullest and most appropriate sense. Among the

Second Essences, Species is more of an Essence than

Genus, because it belongs more closely and specially to

the First Essence
;
while Genus is farther removed

from it. Aristotle thus recognizes a graduation of

more or less in Essence
;
the individual is more Essence,

or more complete as an Essence, than the Species, the

Species more than the Genus. As he recognizes a

First Essence i.e. an individual object, (such as Sokrates,

this horse, &c.), so he also recognizes an individual

accident (this particular white colour, that particular

grammatical knowledge) which is in a Subject, but is

not predicated of a Subject; this particular white

colour exists in some given body, but is not predicable

of any body.
b

Respecting the logical distinction, which Aristotle

&quot;

Categor. p. 2, a. 15, seq. In Ari

stotle phraseology it is not said that

Second Essences are contained in First

Essences, but that First Essences are

contained in Second Essences, i. e. in

the species which Second Essences

signify. See the Scholion to p. 3, a. 9,

in Waitz, vol. i. p. 32.
b

Arist. Categ. p. 1, a. 26; b. 7:

ATT\&amp;gt;S 5e TO. arop.a KOI tv apidfjLco KUT

ovdevos VTroKfipfvov XcyfTtU, eV i

/j.tvu&amp;gt;
8e evia ov8ev KcoXvei fivai

ris ypap.p.aTiKT) ru&amp;gt;v tv inroKfip.fvcp

fcrriv. Aristotle here recognizes an

attribute as &quot;individual and as nu

merically one;&quot; and various other

logicians have followed him. But is

it correct to say, that an attribute,

when it cannot be farther divided

specifically, and is thus the lowest in

its own predicamcntal series, is Ununt
Numero ? The attribute may belong
to an indefinite number of different

j yap

objects ;
and can we count it as One,

in the same sense in which we count

each of these objects as One? I doubt

whether Unum Numero be applicable

to attributes. Aristotle declares that

the SfVTfpa ovcria is not Unum Nu
mero like the TrpaiTr) ovcria ov yap tv

ecrrt TO vTroKfip.fvov uxrnep 17 Trpcorq

ovcria, aXXa Kara TroXXwz/ 6
av6p(*&amp;gt;7ros

Xeyerai Km TO &ov (Categ. p. 3, b.

16). Upon the same principle, I

think, he ought to declare that the

attribute is not Unum Numero ; for

though it is not (in his language) pre
dicable of many Subjects, yet it is in

many Subjects. It cannot correctly

be called Unum Numero, according to

the explanation which he gives of

that phrase in two passages of the

Metaphysica, B. p. 999, b.&quot; 33
;
A. p.

1016, b. 32 : apitf/xw /xV &amp;gt;v 17 vX??

.ia, &C.
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places in the commencement of this treatise on the

Categories between predicates which are affirmed of a

Subject, and predicates which are in a Subject
a we

may remark that it turns altogether upon the name by
which you describe the predicate. Thus he tells us

that the Species and Grenus (man, animal), and the

Differentia (rational), may be predicated of Sokrates, but

are not in Sokrates
;
while knowledge is in Sokrates,

but cannot be predicated of Sokrates
;

and may be

predicated of grammar, but is not in grammar. But

if we look at this comparison, we shall see that in

the last-mentioned example, the predicate is described

by an abstract word (knowledge) ;
while in the pre

ceding examples it is described by a concrete word

(man, animal, rational).
15

If, in place of these three

last words, we substitute the abstract words corre

sponding to them humanity, animality, rationality

we shall have to say that these are in Sokrates, though

they cannot (in their abstract form) be predicated of

Sokrates, but only in the form of their concrete paro

nyms, which Aristotle treats as a distinct predication.

So if, instead of the abstract word knowledge, we

employ the concrete word knowing or wise, we can

no longer say that this is in Sokrates, and that it may
be predicated of grammar. Abstract alone can be pre-\

dicated of abstract; concrete alone can be predicated,

of concrete ;
if we describe the relation between Ab

stract and Concrete, we must say, The Abstract is ini

the Concrete the Concrete contains or embodies the I

Abstract. Indeed we find Aristotle referring the same
*

The distinction is expressed by ; ftqKoatv, rols dfirpbs Karrjyopiav,
Ammonius (Schol. p. 51, b. 46) as

(

rourfcrn rdls nadoXov outrun?,

follows: ot irpatrai outrun viroKt iisrai
b
Ueberweg makes a remark similar

niuriv, aXX oi^ o/iouof rols fttv yap
os vTrapiv, rovrecm rots

to this. System der Logik, sect. 50,

note, p. 110, ed. second.
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predicate, when described by the abstract name, to one

Category ;
and when described by the concrete paro-

nymous adjective, to another and different Category.*
The names Concrete and Abstract were not in the

philosophical vocabulary of his day. In this passage
of the Categorise, he establishes a distinction between

predicates essential and predicates non-essential
;
the

latter he here declares to be in the Subject, the former

not to be in it, but to be co-efficients of its essence.

But we shall find that he does not adhere to this dis

tinction even throughout the present treatise, still less

in other works. It seems to be a point of difference

between the Categoriae on one side, and the Physica
and Metaphysica on the other, that in the Categorise

he is more disposed to found supposed real distinctions

on verbal etiquette, and on precise adherence to the

syntactical structure of a proposition.
1*

Lastly, Aristotle here makes one important observa

tion respecting those predicates which he describes as

* The difference of opinion as to

the proper mode of describing the

Differentia whether by the concrete

word TTfbv, or by the abstract Trefdr^y

gives occasion to an objection

against Aristotle s view, and to a

reply from Dexippus not very con

clusive (Dexippus, book ii. s. 22, pp.

60-61, ed. Spengel).
b
Categor. p. 3, a. 3. In the

Physica, iv. p. 210, a. 14-30, Aristotle

enumerates nine different senses of

the phrase tv TIVI. His own use of

the phrase is not always uniform

or consistent. If we compare the

Scholia on the Categoria?, pp. 44, 45,

53, 58, 59, Br., with the Scholia on

the Physica, pp. 372-373, Br., we
shall see that the Commentators were

somewhat embarrassed by his fluctua

tion. The doctrine of the Categoria?

was found especially difficult in its

application to .the Differentia.

In Analyt. Post. i. p. 83, a. 30,

Aristotle says, ocra de
p.rj

ovaiav

crr/^aivft., 8fl Kara TWOS t&amp;gt;7ro*cei/ieVov

KaTTjyopfla-dai, which is at variance

with the language of the Categorize,

as the Scholiast remarks, p. 228, a.

33. The like may be said about

Metaphys. B. p. 1001, b. 29; A. p.

1017, b. 13. See the Scholia of Alex

ander, p. 701, b. 25, Br.

See also De Gener. et Corrupt, p.

319, b. 8; Physic, i. p. 185, a. 31:

oitdfv yap TU&amp;gt;V a\\a&amp;gt;v xvpuTTov torn

rrapa rf]v ovcriav iravra yap K.O.&

vrroKeipfvov TTJS ovfTias \eyfrai, where

Simplikius remarks that the phrase

is used dvrl TOV iv vTTOKfipevto (Schol.

p. 328, b. 43).
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(not in a Subject but) affirmed or denied of a Subject
i.e. the essential predicates. In these (he says) what

ever predicate can be truly affirmed or denied of the

predicate, the same can be truly affirmed or denied of

the Subject.* This observation deserves notice, because

it is in fact a brief but distinct announcement of his

main theory of the Syllogism ;
which theory he after

wards expands in the Analytica Priora, and traces into .

its varieties and ramifications.

After such preliminaries, Aristotle proceeds
b
to give

the enumeration of his Ten Categories or Predicaments
;

under one or other of which, every subject or predicate,

considered as capable of entering into a proposition,
must belong: 1. Essence or Substance; such as, man,
horse. 2. How much or Quantity ; such as, two cubits

long, three cubits long. 3. What manner of or Qual

ity ; such as, white, erudite. 4. Ad aliquid To some

thing or Relation ; such as, double, half, greater. 5.

Where ; such as, in the market-place, in the Lykeium.
G. When ; such as, yesterday, last year. 7. In what

posture ; such as, he stands up, he is sitting down. 8.

To have; such as, to be shod, to be armed. 0. Activity ;

such as, he is cutting, he is burning. 10. Passivity ;

such as, he is being cut, he is being burned.

Ens in its complete state concrete, individual, de

terminate includes an embodiment of all these ten

Categories ; the First Ens being the Subject of which

the rest are predicates. Whatever question be asked

respecting any individual Subject, the information given
in the answer must fall, according to Aristotle, under

one or more of these ten general heads ; while the full

\ outfit of the individual will comprise some predicate

winder each of them. Moreover, each of the ten is a

Categor. \\ 1, b. 10-15. b
Ibid. p. 1, b. 25, seq.
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Generalissimum ; having more or fewer species con

tained under it, but not being itself contained under

any larger genus (Ens not being a genus). So that

Aristotle does not attempt to define or describe any
one of the ten ;

his only way of explaining is by citing

two or three illustrative examples of each. Some of

the ten are even of wider extent than Summa Genera ;

thus, Quality cannot be considered as a true genus,

comprehending generically all the cases falling under

it. It is a Summum Analogon, reaching beyond the

comprehension of a genus ; an analogous or mul-

tivocal name, applied to many cases vaguely and

remotely akin to each other.&quot; And again the same

particular predicate may be ranked both under Quality
and under Relation ;

it need not belong exclusively to

either one of them.b
Moreover, Good, like Ens or

Unum, is common to all the Categories, but is differently

represented in each.

Aristotle comments at considerable length upon the

four first of the ten Categories. 1. Essence or Sub

stance. 2. Quantity. 3. Quality. 4. Eelation. As
to the six last, he says little upon any of them

; upon
some, nothing at all.

His decuple partition ofEntia or Enunciata is founded

entirely upon a logical principle. He looks at them

in their relation to Propositions ; and his ten classes

discriminate the relation which they bear to each other

as parts or constituent elements of a proposition.

Aristot. Categor. p. 8, b. 26.

. 8e
TJ TTOIOTTJS TU&amp;gt;V

n\(ova)(u&amp;gt;s Aryo-

that it implies here a
b

Aristot. Categor. p. 11, a. 37.

&c. Compare the Scholion of Dexippus.
See the Scholia, p. 68, b. 69 a.,

j p. 48, a. 28-37.

Brandis. Ammonius gives the true I

c
Aristot. Ethic. Nikomach. : ;

c

ise

explanation of this phrase, rS&amp;gt;v TT\(OV- . 1096, a. 25
;
Ethic. Eudem. i. p. ll

ax&s Afyo/ieW (p. 69, b. 7). Alex- ! b. 25.

ander and Simplikius try to make out
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Aristotle takes his departure, not from any results of

scientific research, but from common speech ; and from

the dialectic, frequent in his time, which debated about

matters of common life and talk, about received and

current opinions.
8 We may presume him to have

studied and compared a variety of current pro

positions, so as to discover what were the different

relations in which Subjects and Predicates did stand

or could stand to each other
;
also the various questions

which might be put respecting any given subject, with

the answers suitable to be returned.
1*

Aristotle ranks as his first and fundamental Category
SUBSTANCE or ESSENCE Ovvta ; the abstract substantive

word corresponding to To oV ; which last is the vast

aggregate, not generically One but only analogically

One, destined to be distributed among the ten Cate

gories as Summa Genera. The First Ens or First Essence

that which is Ens in the fullest sense is the indi

vidual concrete person or thing in nature ; Sokrates,

Bukephalus, this man, that horse, that oak-tree, &c.

This First Ens is indispensable as Subject or Sub

stratum for all the other Categories, and even for pre
dication generally. It is a Subject only ; it never

*
Waitz, ad Aristot. Categor. p. [

various difficulties and seeming dis-

284 :
&quot; In Categoriis non de ipsa

rerum natura et veritate exponit, sed

res tales capit, quales apparent in

communi vita homini philosophia
non imbuto, unde fit, ut in Categoriis

crepancies in the Aristotelian theory
of cognition, which I shall advert to

in a future chapter. See Zeller, Fhilos.

der Griech. ii. 2, pp. 234, 262
; Heyder,

Aristotelische und Hegelsche Dialek-

alia sit Trp&m; ova-ia et in prima philo-
j

tik, p. 141, seq.

sophia : ilia enim partes habet, hajc

vero non componitur ex
partibus.&quot;

Compare Metaphys. Z. p. 1032,

2, and the awopia in Z. p. 1029,

\ 1037, a. 28.

e different meaning of -n-purrj

ia in the Categoric and in the

jfetaphysica, is connected with

Thus he frequently supposes a

question put, an answer given, and

the proper mode ofanswering. Cate

gor. p. 2, b. 8 : tav yap aTroSiSeo TIS

rr)v Trpurrjv ovcriav TI eart, yvuspi-

[JLG&amp;gt;TfpOV
KO.I OlKflOTfpOV UTTQ&UXTfl, &C.

J

also ibid. p. 2, b. 32
; p. 3, a. 4, 20.
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appears as a predicate of anything else. As Hie Ali-

quis or Hoc Aliquid, it lies at the bottom (either ex

pressed or implied) of all the work of predication. It

is Ens or Essence most of all, par excellence ; and is so

absolutely indispensable, that if all First Entia were

supposed to be removed, neither Second Entia nor any
of the other Categories could exist.

a

The jSjDecjeg is recognized by Aristotle as a Second

Ens or Essence, in which these First Essences reside ;

it is less (has less completely the character) of Essence

than the First, to which it serves as Predicate. The

Genus is (strictly speaking) a Third Essence,
13

in which

both the First and the Second Essence are included
;

it

is farther removed than the Species from the First

Essence, and has therefore still less of the character

of Essence. It stands as predicate both to the First

and to the Second Essence. While the First Essence is

more Essence than the Second, and the Second more

than the Third, all the varieties of the First Essence

are in this respect upon an equal footing with each

other. This man, this horse, that tree, &c., are all

Essence, equally and alike. The First Essence admits

of much variety, but does not admit graduation, or

degrees of more or less.

Nothing else except Genera and Species can be called

Second Essences, or said to belong to the Category

*
Aristot. Categ. p. 2, a. 11, b. 6.

Ovaia
f) Kvpiatrara KOI irpooros KOI

juiAiora Xeyo/iti/Tj pr) oiiatav ovv ru&amp;gt;v

TrpfOTwf ovo ieoj ,
abvvarov TCOI/ aXAcoi

called Genus a Third Essence. In

the Metaphysica he recognizes a gra
dation or ordination of ovcrm into

First, Second, and Third, founded

upon a totally different principle : the
b

Aristotle here, in the Categoric, | Concrete, which in the Categoriae
ranks Genus and Species as being, j

ranks as Trpwrr; overm, ranks as rpin]
both of them, bevrtpai oi/aiai. Yet ov&amp;lt;ria in the Metaphysica. See Meta-
since he admits Genus to be farther

removed from
irpG&amp;gt;r&amp;gt;]

ovo-ia than

Species is, he ought rather to have

phys. H. p. 1043, a. 18-28.
c
Aristot. Categ. p. 2, b. 20

; p. 3,

b. 35.
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Essence ; for they alone declare what the First Essence

is. If you are asked respecting Sokrates, What he

is? and if you answer by stating the Species or the

Genus to which he belongs that he is a man or an

animal your answer will be appropriate to the ques
tion ;

and it will be more fully understood if you state

the Species than if you state the Genus. But if you
answer by stating what belongs to any of the other

Categories (viz., that he is white, that he is running),

your answer will be inappropriate, and foreign to the

question ;
it will not declare what Sokrates ?-s.

a Ac

cordingly, none of these other Categories can be called

Essences. All of them rank as predicates both of

First and of Second Essence; just as Second Es

sences rank as predicates of First Essences.
15

Essence or Substance is not in a Subject ; neither

First nor Second Essence. The First Essence is neither

in a Subject nor predicated of a Subject ;
the Second

Essences are not in the First, but are predicated of the

First. Both the Second Essence, and the definition of

the word describing it, may be predicated of the First ;

that is, the predication is synonymous or univocal
;

whereas, of that which is in a Subject, the name may
often be predicated, but never the definition of the

name. What is true of the Second Essence, is true

also of the Differentia
;
that it is not in a Subject, but.

that it may \& predicated univocally of a Subject not

only its name, but also the definition of its name.

Qpvirov 77 fa&amp;gt;oi&amp;gt;

dnoii8a&amp;gt; TIS, X X o T-

Aristot. Categ. p. 2, b. 29-37.

fiKoreo? 8e pera TOS TrpcoTar oiatas

fiova TU&amp;gt;V nXXcov rd etSrj Kal rd ytvij plots (crrai dnodedtoK^s, olov

StvTfpai oiicrlai \fyovrai fiova yap \tvnov
tj rp(\ti f)

OTIOVV TOW roiovrttv

&amp;gt;T)\ol TTJV TrpatTrjv ovo~iai&amp;gt; TU&amp;gt;V Kanf- , dno8t8ovs. wore (IKOTUJS TUIV oXXcoi/

yopovp.(vu&amp;gt;v.
TOV yup Tiva avflpwirov Tavra p.6va ovtriai \tyovrai.

(dv a7ro8t8w Tif Tt tort, TO
p.(i&amp;gt;

(loos Ibid. p. 3, a. 2.

r)
TO ytvos dirooi&ovs olKfioa diro-

c
Ibid. p. 3, a. 7, 21, 34. KOIVUV

8 a) tr e t, fi yvtaptfuortpov irmrjtrd tiv- 8&amp;lt; cnTn wfiar/r nva-tas TO pr) iv iVo-

VOL. I. II
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All Essence or Substance seems to signify Hoc Ali-

quid Unum Numero. The First Essence really does

so signify, but the Second Essence does not really so

signify ;
it only seems to do so, because it is enunciated

by a substantive name, like the First.
a

It signifies

really Tale Aliquid , answering to the enquiry Quote

Quid? for it is said not merely of one thing numer

ically, but of many things each numerically one.

Nevertheless, a distinction must be drawn. The Second

Essence does not (like the Accident, such as white)

signify Tale Aliquid simply and absolutely, or that

and nothing more. It signifies Talem Aliquam Essen-

tiam ; it declares what the Essence is, or marks off the

characteristic feature of various First Essences, each

Unum Numero. The Genus marks off a greater number

of such than the Species.
b

Again, Essences have no contraries. But this is

not peculiar to Essences, for Quanta also have no con

traries : there is nothing contrary to ten, or to that

which is two cubits long. Nor is any one of the

varieties of First Essence more or less Essence than

any other variety. An individual man is as much
Essence as an individual horse, neither more nor less.

Nor is he at one time more a man than he was at an

other time
; though he may become more or less white,

more or less handsome/1

But that which is most peculiar to Essence, is, that

K(ip.fvu&amp;gt;
tlvai OVK &quot;ibiov Se rrjs TOVTO

\ dpidp.(p TO 8rj\ovnfvov fo~riv rt fit TCOV

oixrias, aXXa KOI
rj ta(opa TU&amp;gt;V

p.rj
tv ftevrepcav ovo-ia&amp;gt;i&amp;gt; (paivtrai fiev

VTrnKip.tv(p ecrriv vndp^fi &* Ta s
!

o po ia&amp;gt; s TO&amp;gt; cr^ij/iart rrj s TT po-

ovcriais. Kai rais Sicupopdis TO irdvra \crriyopias T 68 f r i cr^/iaii/eii/,

awtovufuts dir avruiv \eyfcrdai. j

OTUV eiirr] civdptoTtov fj fwoi ,
ov p.rjv

*
Aristot. Categ. p. 3, b. 10-16 :

j

d X
T;
6 1 s ye, dXXo p.a\\ov TTOIOV TI

Hdcra 8f ovcria 8 OK. el r68( TI crr]fj.ai-

vdv. eVi \j.tv QVV TUIV Trpcorcoi oixrifov

Km d\r)6ts f(mv on
Ibid. p. 3, b. 18-24.

Ibid. b. 24-30.

TI oi?jLUuWc uTo/xoi/ -yap KOI li&amp;gt;

d
Ibid. b. 34, scq.
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while remaining Unum et Idem Numero, it is capable

by change in itself of receiving alternately contrary
Accidents. This is true of no other Category. For ex

ample, this particular colour, being one and the same in

number, will never be now black, and then white ;
this

particular action, being one and the same in number,
will not be at one time virtuous, at another time vicious.

The like is true respecting all the other Categories.
But one and the same man will be now white, hot, vir

tuous
;
at another time, he will be black, cold, vicious.

An objector may say that this is true, not merely of

Essence, but also of Discourse and of Opinion ;
each

of which (he will urge) remains Unum Numero, but is

nevertheless recipient of contrary attributes
;

for the

proposition or assertion, Sokrates is sitting, may now be

true and may presently become false. But this case is

different, because there is no change in the proposition

itself, but in the person or thing to which the propo
sition refers ;

while one and the same man, by new
affections in himself, is now healthy, then sick

;
now

hot, then cold.
a

Here Aristotle concludes his first Category or Pre

dicament Essence or Substance. He proceeds to the

other nine, and ranks QUANTITY first among them.b

Quantum is either Cojotmual or Discrete
;

it consists

either of parts having position in reference to each

other, or of parts not having position in reference to

each other. Discrete Quanta are Number and Speech ;

Continual Quanta are Line, -Surface, Body, and besides

these, Time and Place. The parts of Number have no

position in reference to each other ; the parts of Line,

Surface, Body, have position in reference to each other.

These are called Quanta, primarily ; other things are

Aristot. Categ. p. 4, a.lO-b. 20.
&quot;

Ibid. b. 21, seq.

H 2
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called Quanta in a secondary way, KCLTO. (ru/u

Thus we say much white, when the surface of white is

large ;
we say, the action is long., because much time

and movement have been consumed in it. If we are

asked, how long the action is ? we must answer by

specifying its length in time a year or a month.

To Quantum (as to Essence or Substance) there exists

no contrary.
1* There is nothing contrary to a length

of three cubits or an area of four square feet. Great,

little, long, short, are more properly terms of Rela

tion than terms of Quantity ; thus belonging to another

Category. Nor is Quantum ever more or less Quantum ;

it does not admit of degree. The Quantum a yard is

neither more nor less Quantum than that called a foot.

That which is peculiar to Quanta is to be equal or

unequal :

c the relations of equality and inequality
are not properly affirmed of anything else except of

Quanta.

From the Category of Quantity, Aristotle proceeds
next to that of RELATION

;

d which he discusses in

immediate sequence after Quantity, and before Qual

ity, probably because in the course of his exposition
about Quantity, he had been obliged to intimate how

closely Quantity was implicated with Relation, and

how essential it was that the distinction between the

two should be made clear.

Relata (ja Tcpos ri ad Aliquid) are things such, that

what they are, they are said to be of other things, or

are said to be in some other manner towards something
else

(o&amp;lt;ra
aura cnrep iarlv erepcav eivai Aeyercu, t) OTTMOTOVV

a\\w9
7T/909 erepoi/). Thus, that which is greater, is said

to be greater than another ; that which is called double

is called also double of another. Habit, disposition,

-
Aristot. Categ. p. 5, a. 38, seq.

c
Ibid. p. 6, a. 26-35.

b
Ibid. b. 11, seq.

d
Ibid. a. 36, seq.
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perception, cognition, position, &c., are all Relata.

Habit, is habit of something ; perception and cognition,

are always of something ; position, is position of some

thing. The Category of Relation admits contrariety
in some cases, but not always ;

it also admits, in some

cases, graduation, or the more or less in degree ; things
are more like or less like to each other.&quot; All Relata

are so designated in virtue of their relation to other

Correlata ; the master is master of a servant the

servant is servant of a master. Sometimes the Cor-

relatum is mentioned not in the genitive case but in

some other case ; thus cognition is cognition of the

cognitum, but cognitum is cognitum by cognition ; per

ception is perception of the perceptum, but the per-

ceptum is perceptum by perception.
b The correlation

indeed will not manifestly appear, unless the Correlate

be designated by its appropriate term : thus, if the wing
be declared to be wing of a bird, there is no apparent
correlation

;
we ought to say, the wing is wing of the

winged, and the winged is winged through or by the wing ;

for the wing belongs to the bird, not qua bird, but

qua winged* since there are many things winged, which

are not birds. Sometimes there is no current term

appropriate to the Correlate, so that we are under the

necessity of coining one for the occasion : we must say,

to speak with strict accuracy, // A-e(aX//, rou xecfiaXwTov

A-e^&amp;gt;aX//,
not

t/ A-e(aX}
/, rov wov

Ke&amp;lt;pa\t] ; TO
Tnfia\iov&amp;gt;

rov Tn/caXturrou TD/caXtoy, not TO -Tn/BaXtoi/, TrXo/ou 7nycaXtoi/.
d

*
Aristot. Cate. p. 6, b. 20. rov a7ro8Sorut irrepov opviSos- ov yap

b
Ibid. b. 28-37.

77 opvtr, rovrg TO irrtpuv avrov. ,

c Ibid. b. 30 ; p. 7, a. 5. ov p.rjv tlXX
j

uXX
jj TrrfpcoroV eVrr no\\u&amp;gt;v yap *cai

fviort ov 8o^*t dvTiarpifydv, tav
p.f) oXXajv TtTfpd tcrriv, a OVK tlaiv opvidfs.

otKfiuts Trpor & \fyirai (mobodj), dXXa d
Ibid. p. 7, a. 6-25. iviort 8&amp;lt;

8iap.af)Ti] n drrn8i8nvs, olov TO iTTfpov \
*a\ ovop.aTonoitlv I&amp;lt;TU&amp;gt;S uvayKalov, tav

lav unobodf) opvitios,
OVK diTtorpfffifi I

fj.fi Ktifitvov TJ oi/o^ia npbs o oiKtiun

opvis TTTtpoi- ov yap OtKfiW TO Trpco- av aTro5o^irj, &C.
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The Relatum and its Correlate seem to be simul

naturd. If you suppress either one of the pair, the

other vanishes along with it. Aristotle appears to

think, however, that there are many cases in which

this is not true. He says that there can be no cog-

noscens without a cognoscibile, nor any percipiens with

out a percipibile ; but that there may be cognoscibile

without any cognoscens, and percipibile without any

percipiens. He says that TO alaQip-ov exists npo rov

atffOrjaiv eivai.* Whether any Essence or Substance

can be a Relatum or not, he is puzzled to say ;
he

seems to think that the Second Essence may be, but

that the First Essence cannot be so. He concludes,

however, by admitting that the question is one of

doubt and difficulty .

b

QUALITY is that according to which Subjects are

called Such and Such (TTOIOL r/i/e?).
It is, however, not

a true genus, but a vague word, of many distinct, though

analogous, meanings, including an assemblage of par
ticulars not bound together by any generic tie.

c The

Aristot. Categ. p. 7, b. 15
; p. 8,

a. 12. The Scholion of Simplikius on

this point (p. 65, a. 16, b. 18, Br.) is

instructive. He gives his own opinion,

and that of some preceding commen

tators, adverse to Aristotle. He says
that enKrrfjfjLr) and TO firiOTTfr6v}

aicrdrja is and TO altrdrfTov, are not

properly correlates. The actual cor

relates with the actual, the potential

with the potential. Now, in the above

pairs, fniarrrfritv and alardijrov are

potentials, while eirKrrrjfir] and alo-dr)-

o-ir are actuals
;
therefore it is correct

to nay that TO fTrifrrr^Tov and TO ala-drj-

TOV will not cease to exist if you take

away eVioTJj/xj; and
aur&r)&amp;lt;ris. But

the real and proper correlate to TO

would be TO

the proper correlate to TO

would be TO aia-SrjTiKov. And when
we take these two latter pairs, it is

perfectly correct to say, o-vvavaipel

Tavra n\\rj\a.

In the treatise, De Partibus Ani-

malium, i. p. 641, b. 2, where Aristotle

makes vovs correlate with T&amp;lt;J vorjTa,

we must understand vovs as equivalent
to TO vorjriKov, and as different from

TJ VOTJCTIS.
b

Aristot. Categ. p. 8, b. 22.
c See the first note on p. 94. Ari

stot. Categ. p. 8, b. 26: fort 8e
17

TroioT^s TU&amp;gt;V
Tr\ova^a&amp;gt;s \fyop.vu)V, &C.

Compare Metaphys. A. p. 1020, a. 33,

and the Scholion of Alexander, p.

715, a. 5, Br.

The abstract term noioYj was a
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more familiar varieties are 1. Habits or endowments

(te&amp;lt;9)
of a durable character, such as, wise, just, vir

tuous ; 2. Conditions more or less transitory, such as,

hot, cold, sick, healthy, &c. (ZiaOcaei*;} ;
3. Natural

powers or incapacities, such as hard, soft, fit for boxing,
fit for running, &c.

;
4. Capacities of causing sensation,

such as sweet of honey, hot and cold of fire and ice.

But a person who occasionally blushes with shame, or

occasionally becomes pale with fear, does not receive

the designation of suck or such from this fact
;

the

occasional emotion is a passion, not a quality .

a

A fifth variety of Quality is figure or circumscribing

form, straightness or crookedness. But dense, rare,

rough, smooth, are not properly varieties of Quality ;

objects are not denominated sucli and *uch from these

circumstances. They rather declare position of the

particles of an object in reference to each other, near or

distant, evenly or unevenly arranged.
1

Quality admits, in some cases but not in all, both

contrariety and graduation. Just is contrary to unjust,

black to white
;
but there is no contrary to red or pale.

If one of two contraries belongs to Quality, the other of

the two will also belong to Quality. In regard to

graduation, we can hardly say that Quality in the

abstract is capable of more and less
;
but it is indis

putable that different objects have more or less of the

same quality. One man is more just, healthy, wise,

than another ; though justice or health in itself cannot

be called more or less. One thing cannot be more a

triangle, square, or circle than another ; the square is

not more a circle than the oblong.
What has just been said is not peculiar to Quality ;

new coinage in Plato s time
;
he in

troduces it with an apology (Thea;tet.

p. 182
A.&amp;gt;

Aristot. Categ. p. 9, b. 20-33.
b

Ibid. p. 10, a. 11-24.
c

Jbid. b. 12; p. 11, a. 10, 11-24.
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but one peculiarity there is requiring to be mentioned.

Quality is the foundation of Similarity and Dissimi

larity. Objects are called like or unlike in reference

to qualities.*

In speaking about Quality, Aristotle has cited many
illustrations from Relata. Habits and dispositions,

described by their generic names, are Relata ,
in their

specific varieties they are Qualities. Thus cognition is

always cognition of something, and is therefore a Relatum;
but grammatike (grammatical cognition) is not gram
matike of any thing, and is therefore a Quality. It has

been already intimated
b
that the same variety may well

belong to two distinct Categories.
After having thus dwelt at some length on each of

the first four Categories, Aristotle passes lightly over

the remaining six. Respecting Agere and Pati, he

observes that they admit (like Quality) both of gradu
ation and contrariety. Respecting Jacere, he tells us

that the predicates included in it are derived from the

fact of positions, which positions he had before ranked

among the Relata. Respecting Ubi, Quando, and

Habere, he considers them all so manifest and intel

ligible, that he will say nothing about them ; he repeats

the illustrations before given Habere, as, to be shod, or

to be armed (to have shoes or arms) ; Ubi, as, in the

Lykeium ; Quando, as, yesterday, last year.

No part of the Aristotelian doctrine has become more

incorporated with logical tradition, or elicited a greater
amount of comment and discussion,* than these Ten

&quot;

Aristot. Categ. p. 11, a. 15.
b

Ibid. a. 20-38. en ei Tuy^avot TO

airo jrpos n Kat iroiov ov, ov8tv O.TOTTOV

tv
ap&amp;lt;p&amp;lt;)T(pois

Tois
ytvf&amp;lt;nv

avro KUTU-

c
Ibid. b. 8-15. 8ia TO irpotpavrj

flvai, oiibtv inrep a\iTu&amp;gt;v oXXo \tyerai

17
oo-a tv ap\ri epptdr], &C.
d About the prodigious number of

these comments, see the Scholion of
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Categories or Predicaments. I have endeavoured to give
the exposition as near as may be in the words and with

the illustrations of Aristotle
;
because in many of the

comments new points of view are introduced, sometimes

more just than those of Aristotle, but not present to his

mind. Modern logicians join the Categories side by
side with the five Predicables, which are explained in

the Eisagoge of Porphyry, more than five centuries

after Aristotle s death. As expositors of Logic they
are right in doing this

;
but my purpose is to illustrate

rather the views of Aristotle. The mind of Aristotle

was not altogether exempt from that fascination
a which

particular numbers exercised upon the Pythagoreans
and after them upon Plato. To the number Ten the

Pythagoreans ascribed peculiar virtue and perfection.

The fundamental Contraries, which they laid down as

the Principles of the Universe, were ten in number. 1*

Dexippus, p. 39, a. 34, Br. ; p. 5, ed.

Spengel.
* See Simpl. in Catcg. Schol. p. 78,

b. 14, Br.
;
also the two first chapters

of the Aristotelian treatise De Coelo
;

compare also, about the jx?rfection of

the rpiTT) (TiHTTcuns, De Partibus Ani-

malium, ii. p. 640, b. 9 ; De Generat.

Animal, iii. p. 760, a. 34.
b

Aristot. Metaph. A. p. 986, a. 8.

There existed, in the time of the

later Peripatetics, a treatise in the

Doric dialect by Archytas Uepl rov

Ilavros discriminating Ten Cate

gories, and apparently the same ten

Categories as Aristotle. By several

Aristotelian critics this treatise was
believed to have been composed by
Archytas the Tarentine, eminent both

as a Pythagorean philosopher and as

the leading citizen of Tarentum the

contemporary and friend of Plato,

and, therefore, of course, earlier than

Aristotle. Several critics believed

that Aristotle had borrowed his Ten

Categories from this work of Archytas ;

and we know that the latter preserved
the total number of Ten. See Schol.

ad Categor. p. 79, b. 3, Br.

But other critics affirmed, ap

parently with better reason, that the

Archytas, author of this treatise, was

a Peripatetic philosopher later than

Aristotle
;
and that the doctrine of

Archytas on the Categories was copied
from Aristotle in the same manner

as the Doric treatise on the Kosmos,
ascribed to the Lokrian Timanis, was

copied from the Tiirueus of Plato,

being translated into a Doric dialect.

See Scholia of Simplikius and

Boethius, p. 33. a. 1, n.
; p. 40, a. 43,

Brandis. The fact that this treatise

was ascribed to the Tarentine Archy
tas, indicates how much the number
Ten was consecrated in men s minds

as a Pythagorean canon.
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After them, also, Plato carried his ideal numbers as far

as the Dekad, but no farther. That Aristotle considered

Ten to be the suitable number for a complete list of

general heads that he was satisfied with making up
the list of ten, and looked for nothing beyond may be

inferred from the different manner in which he deals

with the different items. At least, such was his point
of view when he composed this treatise. Though he

recognizes all the ten Categories as co-ordinate in so far

that (except Quale) each is a distinct Genus, not

reducible under either of the others, yet he devotes all

his attention to the first four, and gives explanations

(copious for him) in regard to these. About the

fifth and sixth (Agere and Pati)* he says a little,

though much less than we should expect, considering
their extent and importance. About the last four, next

to nothing appears. There are even passages in his

writings where he seems to drop all mention of the two

last (Jacere and Habere), and to recognize no more

than eight Predicaments. In the treatise Categories

where his attention is fastened on Terms and their

signification, and on the appropriate way of- com

bining these terms into propositions, he recites the ten

\seriatim; but in other treatises, where his remarks bear

more upon the matter and less upon the terms by which

it is signified, he thinks himself warranted in leaving

out the two or three whose applications are most con

fined to special subjects. If he had thought fit to carry

the total number of Predicaments to twelve or fifteen

*
Trendelenburg thinks (Geschichte

der Kategorienlehre, p. 131) that

Aristotle must have handled the

ii. p. 416, b. 35
;
De Generat. Animal,

iv. p. 768, b. 15. Moreover, in the

list of Aristotle s works given by

Categories Agere and Pati more copi- Diogenes Laertins, one title appears

ously in other treatises ;
and there

arc some passages in his works which

render this probable. See De Anima,

i TOV TTOLflv KOI -ntTrovQtvai (Diog.

L. v. 22).
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instead of ten,* he would probably have had little dif

ficulty in finding some other general heads not less

entitled to admission than Jacere and Habere ;
the

rather, as he himself allows, even in regard to the

principal Categories, that particulars comprised under

one of them may also be comprised under another, and

that there is no necessity for supposing each particular
to be restricted to one Category exclusively.

These remarks serve partly to meet the difficulties

pointed out by commentators in regard to the Ten

Categories. From the century immediately succeeding

Aristotle, down to recent times, the question has always
been asked, why did Aristotle fix upon Ten Categories
rather than any other number ? and why upon these

Ten rather than others ? And ancient commentators b

as well as modern have insisted, that the classification

is at once defective and redundant
; leaving out alto

gether some particulars, while it enumerates others twice

over or more than twice. (This last charge is, how

ever, admitted by Aristotle himself, who considers it no

ground of objection that the same particular may some

times be ranked under two distinct heads.) The replies

made to the questions, and the attempts to shew cause

for the selection of these Ten classes, have not been

satisfactory; though it is certain that Aristotle himself

treats the classification as if it were real and exhaustive^

* Prantl expresses this view in his TU&amp;gt;V ov&ifav Aeyd/ifi/at, tn T^S iira

Geschichte der Logik (p. 206), and I
Xa/^3di&amp;gt;ei.

think it just. Brentano (in his treatise, Ueber die
b

Schol. p. 47, b. 14, seq., 49, Bedeutung dcs Seienden in Aristoteles,

a. 10, seq. Br. ;
also Simplikius ad Sects. 12 and 13, pp. 148-177) at-

C ategor. fol. 15, 31 A, 33 E. ed. Basil., ; tempts to draw out a scheme of

1551. systematic deduction for the Cate-
e Scholia ad Analyt. Poster. (I. xxiii. gories. He quotes (pp. 181-182) a

p. 83, a. 21) p. 227, b. 40, Br. : &quot;On fit passage from Thomas Aquinas, in

rouavrai p.ovat al Kcmjyopun. at Kara which such a scheme is set forth
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obtained by comparing many propositions and drawing
from them an induction. He tries to determine, in

regard to some particular enquiries, under which of the

Ten Summa Genera the subject of the enquiry is to be

ranged ; he indicates some predicates of extreme gener

ality (Unum, Bonum, &c.), which extend over all or

several Categories, as equivocal or analogous, repre

senting no true Genera. But though Aristotle takes

this view of the completeness of his own classification,

he never assigns the grounds of it, and we are left to

make them out in the best way we can.

We cannot safely presume, I think, that he followed

out any deductive principle or system ;
if he had done

so, he would probably have indicated it. The decuple
indication of general heads arose rather from comparison
of propositions and induction therefrom. Under each of

these ten heads, some predicate or other may always be

applied to every concrete individual object, such as a

man or animal. Aristotle proceeded by comparing a

variety of propositions, such as were employed in com
mon discourse or dialectic, and throwing the different

predicates into genera, according as they stood in different

logical relation to the Subject. The analysis applied
is not metaphysical but logical ;

it does not resolve the

real individual into metaphysical ap-^al or Principles,
such as Form and Matter ; it accepts the individual

acutely and plausibly. But if Ari-
|

KOTO. O-V^^KOS : which latter, ao
stotle had had any such system

present to his mind, he would hardly
have left it to be divined by com
mentators.

Simplikius observes (Schol. ad

cording to Aristotle s repeated declara

tions, can never be the matter of any
theorizing or scientific treatment

ouSf/iia fori TTfpl avTo dewpta, Meta-

phys. E. p. 1026, b. 4; K. p. 1064, b. 17.

Categ. p. 44, a. 30) that the last
|

This view of Aristotle respecting TO
nine Categories coincide in the main

j a~u^f^T)K6s, is hardly consistent with

(excepting such portion of Quale as
j

a scheme of intentional deduction for

belongs to the Essence) with TO ov
! the accidental predicates.



CHAP. III. THE CATEGORIES, A LOGICAL ANALYSIS. 109

as he stands, with his full complex array of predicates
embodied in a proposition, and analyses that proposition
into its logical constituents.* The predicates derive

their existence from being attached to the First Subject,
and have a different manner of existence according as

they are differently related to the First Subject.
13 What

is this individual, Sokrates ? He is an animal. What
is his Species ? Man. What is the Differentia, limiting

the Genus and constituting the Species ? Rationality,

Aristot. Metaphys. Z. p. 1038, b.

15.
&i\u&amp;gt;s uTTOKfrrm, ?)

rdSt TI ov, Sxnrfp

TO u&amp;gt;ov Tols irddfcriv, ff
a&amp;gt;s

17 vXrj rrj

f ? The first mode of viroKfi-

is what is in the Categories.

For the second, which is the meta

physical analysis, see Aristot. Metaph.
Z. p. 1029, a. 23 : ra fMtv yap oXXa rij?

ov&amp;lt;rias KarrjyopflTat, aiirr] be TTJS v\r)s.

UHTTf TO
t&amp;lt;T\CLTOV

KCtff dVTO OVTf T\

ovTf nocrov ovrt aXXo ovdev eari.

Porphyry and Dexippus tell us

(Schol. ad Categ. p. 45, a. 6-30) that

both Aristotle and the Stoics dis

tinguished 7rpS&amp;gt;Tov \moK.(ip.fvov and

dtvTtpov VTroK.tip.fvov. The irpatrov

inroKfipfvov is
TJ

anoios v\rj TO 8vvd-

fifi o-w/za, which Aristotle insists upon
in the Physica and Metaphysica, the

correlate of ?8oj generally. The

$VTfpOV VTTOKftpfVOV, O KOIVU&amp;gt;S TTOIOV

T] tdtcoc v^tororm, coincides with the

irp&Ti] ovaia of the Categories, already

implicated with t5oj and stopping
short of metaphysical analysis.
The remarks of Boethus and Sim-

plikius upon this point deserve atten

tion. Schol. pp. 50-54, Br.
; p. 54,

a. 2 : ov nepl TTJS d&amp;lt;r\(Tov v\rjs i&amp;lt;rr\v 6

trapoiv \6yos, dXXa TT/S tj8rj &amp;lt;r\((nv

f\ovoT)s npos TO (I8os. TO 8( &amp;lt;ruv6tTov

Sr)\6voTi, oTrtp tori TO Serofiov, tiri-

&i\tTai TO To8(. They point out that

the terms Form and Matter are not

mentioned in the Categories, nor do

i they serve to illustrate the Categories,

which do not carry analysis so far

back, but take their initial start from

To6V Tt, the avvQfTov of Form and

Matter, ovo-ia KvpicoTara Kai TrpoiTwy

Acai /xaXiora Xeyo/ifVr;.

Simplikius says (p. 50, a. 17) :

SvvaTov 8e TOV
p.r] fj.irrjp.ovfva-at. TOV

tiSovs KOL TrfS v\rjs OITIOV \fyttv, Kai

TO Tt]V TWV KaTrjyopiiav irpayp.aT(iav
KUTCI Trfv rrpo^ftpov Ka\ Kotvfjv
TOV \oyov ^prjffiv Troifio~6ai TO 8e

TTJS V\TIS Kai TOV tlftovs ovop.a KO\ TCI

vno TOVTCOV a~r]piiv6p.fva OVK. TJV Tols

TroXXoif a~vvT]6r], &c. Compare p. 47,
a. 27. This is what Dexippus says

also, that the Categories bear only

upon TTJV TrpuTtjv %pfiav TOV Xoyou
Kaff TJV TO. irpdyfJiaTa SrjXovv d\\r]\ots

t&amp;lt;piip.f6a (p. 13, ed. Spengel ; also

p. 49).

Waitz, ad Categor. p. 284. &quot;In

Categoriis, non de ipsa rerum natura

et veritate exponit, seel res tales capit,

qtiales apparent in communi vita-

homini philosophia non imbuto.&quot;

We may add, that Aristotle applies
the metaphysical analysis Form and
Matter not only to the Category
ov&amp;lt;ria,

but also to that of notov and

(De Coelo, iv. 312, a. 14.)
Aristot. Metaph. A. 1017, a. 23.

yap
tZvai
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two-footedness. What is his height and bulk? He is

six feet high, and is of twelve stone weight. What man
ner of man is he ? He is flat-nosed, virtuous, patient,

brave. In what relation does he stand to others ? He
is a fatlier, a proprietor, a citizen, a general. What is he

doing ? He is digging his garden, ploughing his field.

What is being done to him ? He is being rubbed with

oil, he is having his hair cut. Where is he ? In the

city, at home, in bed. When do you speak of him ? As
he is, at this moment, as he was, yesterday, last year. In

what posture is he ? He is lying down, sitting, standing

up, kneeling, balancing on one leg. What is he wearing ?

He has a tunic, armour, shoes, gloves.

Confining ourselves (as I have already observed that

Aristotle does in the Categories) to those perceptible or

physical subjects which every one admits,&quot; and keeping
clear of metaphysical entities, we shall see that respect

ing any one of these subjects the nine questions here

put may all be put and answered ;
that the two last are

most likely to be put in regard to some living being ;

and that the last can seldom be put in regard to any
other subject except a person (including man, woman,
or child). Every individual person falls necessarily

under each of the ten Categories ; belongs to the Genus

animal, Species man
;
he is of a certain height and

bulk
;
has certain qualities ;

stands in certain relations

to other persons or things ; is doing something and

suffering something ;
is in a certain place ;

must be

described with reference to a certain moment of time ;

is in a certain attitude or posture ;
is clothed or equipped

in a certain manner. Information of some kind may

always be given respecting him under each of these

Aristot. Metaphys. Z. p. 1028, b. 8, seq. : p. 1042, a. 25. at m
outrun ai 6/ioXoyou/iej/ai oixriai.
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heads
; he is always by necessity quantus, but not always

of any particular quantity. Until such information is

given, the concrete individual is not known under con

ditions thoroughly determined.* Moreover each head is

separate and independent, not resolvable into any of

the rest, with a reservation, presently to be noticed, of

Eelation in its most comprehensive meaning. When I

say of a man, that he is at home, lying down, clothed

with a tunic, &c., I do not predicate of him any quality,

action, or passion. The information which I give

belongs to three other heads distinct from these last,

and distinct also from each other. If you suppress the

two last of the ten Categories and leave only the pre

ceding eight, under which of these eight are you to

rank the predicates, Sokrates is lying down, Sokrates is

clothed with a tunic, &c. ? The necessity for admitting
the ninth and tenth Categories (Jacere and Ilctiere) as

separate general heads in the list, is as great as the

necessity for admitting most of the Categories which

precede. The ninth and tenth are of narrower com

prehension,
1 and include a smaller number of dis-

* Prantl observes, Geschichte der und ebenso in des Menschen Rede

Logik, p. 208 :

&quot;

Fragen wir, wie von ihm ausgesagt wird. Das grund-
Aristoteles iiberhaupt dazu gekommen wesentliche Ergebniss der Verwirkli-

sei, von Kategorien zu sprecken, und chung ist sonach : diezeitlich-riiumlich

welche Geltung dieselben bei ihm concret auftretende und hiemit iudi-

haben, so ist unsere Antwort hierauf viduell gewordene Substanzialitjit, in

folgende : Aristoteles geht, im Gegen- einer dem Zustande der Concretion

satze gegen Platon, davon aus, dass entsprechenden Erscheinungsweise ;

die Allgemeinheit in der Concretion diese letztere umfasst das ganze habi-

des Seienden sich verwirkliche und
,

tuelle Dasein und Wirken der con-

in dieser RealitSt von dem mensch-
j

creten Substanz, welche in der Welt

lichen Denken und Sprechen ergrif-
i der raumlichen Ausdehnting und

fen wt-rde
;

der Verwirklichungs- uumeriireu Vielheit erscheint. Die

process des concret Seienden ist der : ontologische Basis demnach der Kate-

Uebergang vom Unbestimmten, jeder

Bestimnmng aber fahigen, zum all-

seitig Bestimmten, welchem demnach

die Bestinimtheit iiberhaupt als cine

selbst concret gewordene einwohnt

gorien ist der in die Concretion fiih

rende Verwirklichungsprocess der Be-

stimmtheit iiberhaupt.&quot;
b

riotiuus, among his various

grounds of exception to the ten Ari-
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tinguishable varieties, thaji the preceding ; but they are

not the less separate heads of information. So, among
the chemical elements enumerated by modern science,

some are very rarely found
; yet they are not for that

reason the less entitled to a place in the list.

If we seek not to appreciate the value of the Ten

Categories as a philosophical classification, but to under

stand what was in the mind of Aristotle when he framed

it, we shall attend, not so much to the greater features,

which it presents in ctommon with every other scheme

of classification, as to the minor features which constitute

its peculiarity. In this point of view the two last

, Categories are more significant than the first four, and

the tenth is the most significant of all; for every
one is astonished when he finds Habere enrolled as a

tenth Summum Genus, co-ordinate with Quantum and

Quale. Now what is remarkable about the ninth and

tenth Categories is, that individual persons or animals

are the only Subjects respecting whom they are ever

predicated, and are at the same time Subjects respecting
whom they are constantly (or at least frequently) pre
dicated. An individual person is habitually clothed in

some particular way in all or part of his body ;
he (and

perhaps his horse also) are the only Subjects that are

ever so clothed. Moreover animals are the only Sub

jects, and among them man is the principal Subject,

whose changes of posture are frequent, various, deter

mined by internal impulses, and at the same time

interesting to others to know. Hence we may infer

that when Aristotle lays down the Ten Categories, as

Summa Genera for all predications which can be

stotelian Categories, objects to the

ninth and tenth on the ground of their

narrow comprehension (Ennead. vi. 1,

23, 24).

Boethus expressly vindicated the

title of e\(iv to be recognized as a

separate Category, against the Stoic

objectors. Schol. ad Categ. p. 81, a. 5.
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made about any given Subject, the Subject which he

has wholly, or at least principally, in his mind is an

individual Man. We understand, then, how it is that

lie declares Habere and Jacere to be so plain as to need no

farther explanation. What is a man s posture ? What
is his clothing or equipment? are questions understood

by every one.
8 But when Aristotle treats of Habere

elsewhere, he is far from recognizing it as narrow

and plain per se. Even in the Post-Predicamenta (an

appendix tacked on to the Categoric, either by himself

afterwards, or by some follower) he declares Habere

to be a predicate of vague and equivocal signification ;

including portions of Quale, Quantum, and Relata.

And he specifies the personal equipment of an indi

vidual as only one among these many varieties of

signification. He takes the same view in the fourth

book (A.) of the Metaphysica, which book is a sort

of lexicon of philosophical terms.
b This enlargement

of the meaning of the word Habere seems to indicate

an alteration of Aristotle s point of view, dropping that

special reference to an individual man as Subject,
which was present to him when he drew up the list

* In the thirteenth and fourteenth gism, as cases coming under the Pre-

chapters of Mr. James Harris s Philo- dicament Kclo-&u ;
which is travelling

sophical Arrangements, there is a
j

far beyond the meaning of that word
learned and valuable illustration of

these two last Aristotelian Cate

gories. I think, however, that he

gives to the Predicament Kda-dat (Ja

cere) a larger and more comprehensive

meaning than it bears in the treatise

Categorize ;
and that neither he, nor the

commentators whom he cites (p. 317),

take sufficient notice of the marked

in the Aristotelian Categories. At the

same time he brings out strongly the

fact, that living beings, and especially

men, are the true and special subjects
of predicates belonging to Kt urdai and

&quot;Exftv.
The more we attend to this,

the nearer approach shall we make to

the state of Aristotle s mind when he
drew up the list of Categories ;

as in-

distinction drawn in that treatise
j

deed Harris himself seems to recognize,
between Kcio-dm and 6i&amp;lt;ris (Cat. p. 6, ; (chap. ii. p. 29.)

b
Aristot. Categor. p. 15, b. 17

Metaphys. A. p. 1023, a. 8.

b. 12). Mr. Harris ranks the arrange

ment of words in an orderly discourse,

and of propositions in a valid syllo-

VOL. I. I
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of Ten Categories. The like alteration carried him
still farther, so as to omit the ninth and tenth almost

entirely, when he discusses the more extensive topics
of philosophy. Some of his followers, on the con

trary, instead of omitting Habere out of the list of

Categories, tried to procure recognition for it in

the larger sense which it bears in the Metaphysica.

Archytas ranked it fifth in the series, immediately
after Relata?

The narrow manner in which Aristotle conceives

the Predicament Habere in the treatise Categorise, and

the enlarged sense given to that term both in the

Post-Predicaments and in the Metaphysica, lead to a

suspicion that the Categorise is comparatively early,
in point of date, among his compositions. It seems

more likely that he should begin with the narrower

view, and pass from thence to the larger, rather than

vice versa. Probably the predicates specially applicable
to Man would be among his early conceptions, but

would by later thought be tacitly dropped,
b

so as to

retain those only which had a wider philosophical

application.

I have already remarked that Aristotle, while en

rolling all the Ten Predicaments as independent heads,

each the Generalissimum of a separate descending line

of predicates, admitted at the same time that various

See the Scholia of Simplikius, p.

80, b. 7, seq. ; p. 92, b. 41, Brand.
;

where the different views of Archytas,

Plotinus, and Boethus, are given ;
also

p. 59, b. 43 : irporfyelrai yap rj arvfj.-

&amp;gt;V irpOS TL
&amp;lt;T\f(TlS

TO)V fTTlKTT)-

In the language of Archytas, at eVt /c-

TTJTOI (rxfo-ets were the equivalent of

the Aristotelian e^etv.
&quot;

Respecting the paragraph (at the

close of the Categorise) about TO exfiv &amp;gt;

see the Scholion in Waitz s ed. of the

Organon, p. 38.

The fact that Archytas in his trea

tise presented the Aristotelian Cate

gory fxfiv under the more general

phrase of al eViKTTjToi (r^ecrets
1

(see the

preceding note), is among the reasons

for believing that treatise to be later

than Aristotle.
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predicates did not of necessity belong to one of these

lines exclusively, but might take rank in more than

one line. There are some which he enumerates under

all the different heads of Quality, Relation, Action,
Passion. The classification is evidently recognized as

one to which we may apply a remark which he makes

especially in regard to Quality and Relation, under

both of which heads (he says) the same predicates may
sometimes be counted.* And the observation is much
more extensively true than he was aware ; for he both

conceives and defines the Category of Relation or Rela

tivity (Ad Aliquici} in a way much narrower than

really belongs to it. If he had assigned to this Cate

gory its full and true comprehension, he would have

found it implicated with all the other nine. None of

them can be isolated from it in predication.

That Agere and Pati (with the illustrations which

he himself gives thereof urit, uritur) may be ranked

as varieties under the generic Category of Relation or

Relativity, can hardly be overlooked. The like is seen

to be true about Ubi and Quando, when we advert to

any one of the predicates belonging to either
;
such as,

in the market-place^ yesterday? Moreover, not merely the

last six of the ten Categories, but also the second and

fourth (Quantum and Quale} are implicated with and

Aristot. Categ. p. 11, a. 37. p. 69, b. 30, Br.) This is a rcmark-

Simplikius says that what Aristotle able observation, which has not been

admits about nourrrjy, is true about all sufficiently adverted to, I think, by
the other Categories also, viz. : that Brentano in his treatise on Aristotle s

Ontology.
b The remarks of Plotinus upon

these four last-mentioned Categories
are prolix and vague, but many of

them go to shew how much TO wpos TI

is involved in all of the four (Ennead.
vi. 1, 14-18).

it is not a strict and proper
Each of the ten Categories is (what
Aristotle says about TO ov) piaov

yap tKfiva Kvpuas tori ytw], ov8i

&&amp;gt; ytvr] ro)v vii avra

rafo&amp;gt;r OV&TJS navra^ov
(Scholia ad Categor.

i 2
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subordinated to Relation. If we look at Quantum,

we shall find that the example which Aristotle

gives of it is Tpnrfyw i tricubital, or three cubits

long ;
a term quite as clearly relative as the term

nr\a(nor or double, which he afterwards produces as

instance of the Category Ad Aliquid* When we are

asked the questions, How much is the height ? How

large is the field? we cannot give the information

required except by a relative predicate it is three

feet it is four acres ; we thereby carry back the

mind of the questioner to some unit of length or

superficies already known to him, and we convey our

meaning by comparison with such unit. Again, if we

turn from Quantum to Quale, we find the like Relativity

implied in all the predicates whereby answer is made

to the question Ilotos- T/S- e&amp;lt;m
; Quails est ? What

manner of man is he ? He is such as A, B, C persons
whom we have previously seen, or heard, or read of.

b

Trendelenburg (Kategorienlehre,
j

the one is as long as the other.&quot;

p. 184) admits a certain degree of in-
&quot; When we say that one thing is

terference and confusion between the
\ tantus, quantus another, or one so

Categories of Quantum and Ad All-
i great, as the other is great ;

the first

quid; but in very scanty measure, i is referred to the last, the tantus to

and much beneath the reality. i the quantus. The first is distin-
&quot; The following passages from Mr. guished and named by the last. The

James Mill (Analysis of the Pheno-
j Quantus is the standard.&quot; &quot;On what

mena of the Human Mind, vol. ii. ch.
!

account, then, is it that we give to

xiv. sect. ii. pp. 48, 49, 56, 1st ed.) i any thing the name Quantus ? As a

state very clearly the Relativity of the i standard by which to name another

predicates of Quantity and Quality :
j
thing, Tantus. The thing called

It seems necessary that I should

say something of the word Quantus,
from which the word Quantity is de

rived. Quantus is the correlate of

Tantus. Tantus, Quantus, are rela

tive terms, applicable to all the objects
to which we apply the terms Great,
Little.&quot; &quot;Of two lines, we call the

one tantus, the other quantus. The
occasions on which we do so, are when

Quantus is the previously known

thing, the ascertained amount, by
which we can mark and define the

other amount.&quot;

&quot;

Talis, Qualis, are applied to ob

jects in the same way, on one account,

as Tantus, Quantus, on another
;
and

the explanation we gave of Tantus,

Quantus, may be applied, mutatis

mutandis, to the pair of relatives
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We thus see that all the predicates, not only under

the Category which Aristotle terms Ad Aliquid, but

also under all the last nine Categories, are relative.

Indeed the work of predication is always relative. The

express purpose, as well as the practical usefulness, of a

significant predicate is, to carry the mind of the hearer

either to a comparison or to a general notion which is

the result of past comparisons. But though each predi
cate connotes Relation, each connotes a certain funda-
mentum besides, which gives to the Relation its peculiar

character. Relations of Quantity are not the same as

relations of Quality ;
the predicates of the former connote

a fundamentum different from the predicates of the

latter, though in both the meaning conveyed is relative.

In fact, every predicate or concrete general name is

relative, or connotes a Relation to something else, actual

or potential, beyond the thing named. The only name
not relative is the Proper name, which connotes no

attributes, and cannot properly be used as a predicate

(so Aristotle remarks), but only as a Subject.
3

Sokrates,

which we have now named. Tantus,

Quantus, are names applied to ob

jects on account of dimension. Talis,

Qualis, are names applied to objects

on account of all other sensations.

We apply Tantus, Quantus, to a pair

of objects when they are equal ;
we

apply Talis, Qualis, to a pair of ob

jects when they are like. One of the

objects is then the standard. The

object Qiudis is that to which the

reference is made.&quot;

Compare the same work, vol. i. ch.

ix. p. 225 :

&quot; The word Such is a

relative term, and always connotes so

much of the meaning of some other

term. When we call a thing such,

it is always understood that it is

such as some other thing. Corre

sponding with our words such as, the

Latins had Talis, Quulis.
* You may make Sokrates a pre

dicate, in the proposition, TO \(VK&amp;lt;&amp;gt;I&amp;gt;

(Kfivo
2u&amp;gt;Kpdrr)s i&amp;lt;rriv,

but Aristotle

dismisses this as an irregular or per

verse manner of speaking (see Ana

lytic. Priora, i. p. 43, a. 35
; Aualyt.

Poster, i. p. 83, a. 2-16).

Alexander calls these propositions

at Trapa (pv(riv irpoTa.&amp;lt;Tfis (see Schol.

ad Metaphys. A. p. 1017, a. 23.)

Mr. James Harris observes (Philo

sophical Arrangements, ch. x. p. 214 ;

also 317, 348) :
&quot; Hence too we may

see why Relation stands next to Quan

tity ; for in strictness the Predica

ments which follow are but different

modes of Relation, marked by some
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Kallias, Bukephalus, &c., denotes the Hoc Aliquid or

Unum Nuinero, which, when pronounced alone, indi

cates some concrete aggregate (as yet unknown) which

may manifest itself to my senses, but does not, so far

as the name is concerned, involve necessary reference

to anything besides ; though even these names, when
one and the same name continues to be applied to the

same object, may be held to connote a real or supposed

continuity of past or future existence, and become thus

to a certain extent relative.

We must observe that what the proper name denotes

is any certain concrete One and individual,
8 with his

attributes essential and non-essential, whatever they

may be, though as yet undeclared, and with his capacity
of receiving other attributes different and even opposite.

This is what Aristotle indicates as the most special

characteristic of Substance or Essence, that while it

is Unum et Idem Numero, it is capable of receiving
contraries. This potentiality of contraries, described

as characterizing the Unum et Idem Numerof is rela-

peculiar character of their own, over

and above the relative character, which
is common to them all.&quot; To which I

would add, that the first two Cate

gories, Substance and Quantity, are

no less relative or correlative than

the eight later Categories ;
as indeed

Harris himself thinks
;
see the same

work, pp. 90, 473 :
&quot; Matter and Attri

bute are essentially distinct, yet, like

convex and concave, they are by nature

inseparable. We have already spoken
as to the inseparability of attributes

;

we now speak as to that of matter.

Ufjifls Se
(f)afj.tv p.fi&amp;gt;

flval riva V\T)V T&amp;gt;V

crcofjidTutv TO&amp;gt;V
al&amp;lt;r&i)T&V,

dXXa TO.VTTJV

ov
xu&amp;gt;pio-TT)v

dXX aei fjifT evavriUHTfdiS

v\r/v TTjv d^fapiarov /ley, VTroKfifJieirrjv

Se TOIS evavriois (Aristot. De Gen. et

Corr. p. 329, a. 24). By contraries, Ari

stotle means here the several attri

butes of matter, hot, cold, &c.
;
from

some one or other of which matter is

always inseparable.&quot;
a
Simplikius ap. Schol. p. 52, a. 42 :

Trpds o (pacnv oi (nrovdaiorepoi T&V e^r)-

yr}To&amp;gt;v,
OTI

17 alcrdrjTf] ovcria o~vp(p6prjo~is

TLS fCTTl TTOlOTrfTdiV KOI V\T)S, KOI 6p.OV

p.fi&amp;gt;
irdvra crvpTrayevra p.iav irot.fl. rrjv

alcr6T)Tr]v ovcriav, X^P^ ^ fKacrrov

\ap.^av6fj,vov TO p,ev TTOIOV TO 8e

irocrov Ian \a^ai&amp;gt;6[j.vov, fj
rt oXXo.

b
Aristot. Categ. p. 4, a. 10 : Ma-

Xtora 8e 18iov TOVTO TTJS oixrias 8o(cet

fival, TO TO.VTOV KOI tv dpi8p.(p ov ra&amp;gt;v

fi avria&amp;gt;i&amp;gt; fivai deicTtKov. See Waitz,

note, p. 290 : SeKTinov dicitur TO tv w

TT(j)VKfl&amp;gt; VTrdp^flV Tl,

Dexippus, and after him Simplikius,

observe justly, that the characteristic
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tive to something about to come
;
the First Essence is

doubtless logically First, but it is just as much relative

to the Second, as the Second to the First. We know
it only by two negations and one affirmation, all of

which are relative to predications in futuro. It is

neither in a Subject, nor predicable of a Subject. It

is itself the ultimate Subject of all predications and

all inherencies. Plainly, therefore, we know it only

relatively to these predications and inherencies. Ari

stotle says truly, that if you take away the First

Essences, everything else, Second Essences as well as

Accidents, disappears along with them. But he might
have added with equal truth, that if you take away all

Second Essences and all Accidents, the First Essences

will disappear equally. The correlation and inter

dependence is reciprocal.
11

It may be suitable, with a

view to clear and retainable philosophical explanation,
to state the Subject first and the predicates afterwards

;

so that the Subject may thus be considered as logically

prius. But in truth the Subject is only a substratum for

predicates,
1*

as much as the predicates are superstrata

upon the Subject. The term substratum designates
not an absolute or a per se, but a Correlatum to certain

superstrata, determined or undetermined : now the

mark of Trpcon/ ovaria, is this very
circumstance of being unum numero,
which belongs in common to all

Trpomu ovtriai, and is indicated by the

Proper name : \va-ts 8e TOVTOV, on
avro TO fiiav (ivai

apid/xa&amp;gt;,
KOIVOS (arn

Xoyof. (Simpl. in Catcgor., fol. 22 A. ;

Dexippus, book ii. sect. 18, p. 57, ed.

Spengel.)
*

Aristot. Categ. p. 2, b. 5. pfj oixrCav

ovv TU&amp;gt;V
irpu&amp;gt;T(i)v

oiiO twi u&vvarov rJJf

fiXXeoc T( tivm.

Mr. John Stuart Mill observes :

&quot; As to the self-existence of Substance,
it is very true that a substance may
be conceived to exist without any
other substance

;
but so also may an

attribute without any other attri

butes. And we can no more imagine
a substance without attributes, than

we can imagine attributes without a

substance.&quot; (System of Logic, bk. i.

ch. iii. p. 61, 6th ed.).
b

Aristot. Physic, ii. p. 194, b. 8.

ru&amp;gt;v irpos TI
rj {/Xrj- oXXo&amp;gt; yap

v\rj.
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Correlation is one of the pair implicated directly or

indirectly in all Relation ;
and it is in fact specified by

Aristotle as one variety of the Category Ad Aliquid.*

We see therefore that the idea of Relativity attaches to

the first of the ten Categories, as well as to the nine

others. The inference from these observations is, that

Relation or Relativity, understood in the large sense

which really belongs to it, ought to be considered rather

as an Universal, comprehending and pervading all the

Categories, than as a separate Category in itself, co-ordi

nate with the other nine. It is the condition and cha

racteristic of the work of predication generally ; the last

analysis of which is into Subject and Predicate, in

reciprocal implication with each other. I remark that

this was the view taken of it by some well-known Peri

patetic commentators of antiquity ;

b

by Andronikus, for

example, and by Ammonius after him. Plato, though

Plotinus puts this correctly, in his

criticisms on the Stoic Categories ; cri

ticisms which on this point equally

apply to the Aristotelian : Trpos TI

yap TO vTroKfip,fvov, ov irpos TO tv

ai/T&amp;lt;a,
aXXa irpos TO TTOIOVV etr avTo,

KflflCVOV. Kal TO MTrOK.flp.fVOV VTTO-

Keirat Trpos TO ov% inroKflfjifvov el

Tovro, TTpos TO. TO
eo&amp;gt;,

&C. Also

Dexippus in the Scholia ad Categor.

p. 45, a. 26 : TO yap vnoKfiptvov KOTO

Trpos TI \tyto-6ai eSo/cet, TIV\ yap VTTO-

Ktipfvav,
&quot;

Aristot. Metaphys. A. p. 1020, b.

31, p. 1021, a. 27, seq.
b

Schol. p. 60, a. 38, Br.
; p. 47, b. 26.

Xenokrates and Andronikus included

all things under the two heads TO naff

ai&amp;gt;TO and TO Trpoy TI. Av8poviKos p.fv

yap 6 PoStoy Tf^fVTaiav artovtufi TOIS

Trpos TI Ta^tv, ~\ya&amp;gt;v
aiTLav Toiavrrjv. TO.

Tcpos Tt olnfiav v\rjv OVK fXfl Tfapa-

&amp;lt;pv
a.8 1 yap e o i K t v ol Ke iav

(pit a- tv firj (Xv ~TJ oa Trept-
?rXf KO p,t VT) TO Is f%ov(rtv ol-

Keiav piav at 8e tvvfa

KdTTjyo p iai ol Kf iav v\rj v

fXvo-iv eiK.OTa&amp;gt;s ovv T(\evTaiav

&(p(i\ov exftv Tagiv. Again, Schol.

p. 60, a. 24 (Ammonius) : /caXois

oe Tives a.TreiKa.^ovo-1 TO. Trpos TI irapa-

(pvdo-iv, -fee. Also p. 59, b. 41
;

p. 49, a. 47
; p. 61, b. 29 : ic? 8e

/cat OTI TO rrpos TI Iv Tols aXXots

yev(o~iv v(pfo~rr]Kf, 8ia TOVTO vvv

avTols 6eu&amp;gt;p(iTai,
K&V

fir) Trpor)yovp.fvrjs

fTvx* p-^p-^s (and the Scholia ad p. 6,

a. 36, prefixed to Waitz s edition, p.

33). Also p. 62, a. 37 : oia ravTa 8e

&&amp;gt;S Trapa(pvop.fvr]v Tals aXXaty

yopiais TTJV TOV Trpos TI f7reto&quot;

vofj.i^ovo-i, KaiToi 7rpoT)yovp.fVT)v ovo-av

KOI KUTO. 8ia(popav otKfiav
6ea&amp;gt;povp.fi&amp;gt;r)V.

Boethus had written an entire book

upon TO Trpos TI, Schol. p. 61, b. 9.
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he makes no attempt to draw up a list of Categories,
has an incidental passage respecting Relativity;* con

ceiving it in a very extended sense, apparently as

belonging more or less to all predicates. Aristotle,

though in the Categoric he gives a narrower expla
nation of it, founded upon grammatical rather than

real considerations, yet intimates in other places that

predicates ranked under the heads of Quale, Actio,

Passio, Jacere, &c., may also be looked at as belonging
to the head of Ad Aliquid* This latter, moreover,
he himself declares elsewhere to be Ens in the lowest

degree, farther removed from the Prima Exsentia

than any of the other Categories ;
to be more in

the nature of an appendage to some of them, especially
to Quantum and Quale ;

c and to presuppose, not only
the Prima Essentia (which all the nine later Cate

gories presuppose), but also one or more of the others,

Plato, Republic, iv. 437 C. to

439 B. (compare also Sophistes, p.

255 C., and Politicus, p. 265). Kai

ra TrXei a) 8r; Trpos ra cXarra Kai ra

6tTrX&amp;lt;io~ia Trpos ra
f)fJii(rfa KOI ndvra ra

roiavra, Kal av jBapvrfpa Trpos Koufpd-

rtpa Kal 6arru&amp;gt; Trpos fipa&vrepa, Kill

fri y ( ra Oeppa Trpos r a

tyvxpa Kal nuvra ra rovrois op,ma,

ap ov% OVTCOS f%(i ; (438 C).
b
See Metaphysic. A. p. 1020, b. 20,

p. 1021, b. 10. Tremlelenburg observes

(Gesch. der Kategorienlehre, pp.

118-122, seq.) how much more the

description given of Trpos n in the

Categoric is determined by verbal

or grammatical considerations, than

in the Metaphysica and other trea

tises of Aristotle.
c See Ethic. Nikomach. i. p. 109fi,

a. 20 : TO 8t xaff avrb Kal
17

overia

itportpov rrj (pv&amp;lt;rti
rov npos rf rrapa-

(pvufti yap rovr toiKt Kal

TOU ovros, uxrrf OVK av firj KOIVT) rts

(irl rovrvv idea. (The exprc-ssion

7rapa(pvd8i was copied by Androni-

kus
;

see a note on the preceding

page.) Metaphys. N. p. 1088, a.

L 2- -!l) : TO 8e Trpoy n navriai f]Kicrra

(pvcny ns TI
ovcria ru&amp;gt;v Karrjyrtpitiiv

eoTi,

Kal vcrrtpa rov TTOIOV Kal TrocroG- Kal

TT a 6 o s r i rov TTOQ-OV TO Trpos
T i, Sxrnfp f\(^6ri, dXX ov^ v\rj, d n
Zrfpov Kal TO&amp;gt; oXcos Koii&amp;gt;&amp;lt;a Trpos ri.

rols p.(pfcriv avrov Ka Com

pare Bonitz in his note on p. 1070,

a. 33.

The general doctrine laid down by
Aristotle, Metaphys. N. p. 1087, b. 34,

seq., about the universality of p.trpov

as pervading all the Categories, is

analogous to the passage above re

ferred to in the Politicus of Plato, and

implies the Relativity involved more

or less in all predicates.
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indicating the particular mode of comparison or Rela

tivity in each case affirmed. Thus, under one aspect,

Relation or Relativity may be said to stand prius naturd,

and to come first in order before all the Categories, in

asmuch as it is implicated with the whole business of

predication (which those Categories are intended to re

solve into its elements), and belongs not less to the mode

of conceiving what we call the Subject, than to the mode
of conceiving what we call its Predicates, each and

all. Under another aspect, Relativity may be said to

stand last in order among the Categories even to come

after the adverbial Categories Ubi et Quando; because

its locus standi is dim and doubtful, and because every
one of the subordinate predicates belonging to it may
be seen to belong to one or other of the remaining Cate

gories also. Aristotle remarks that the Category Ad

Aliquid has no peculiar and definite mode of generation

corresponding to it, in the manner that Increase and

Diminution belong to Quantum, Change to Quote,

Generation, simple and absolute, to Essence or Sub

stance.* New relations may become predicable of a

thing, without any change in the thing itself, but

simply by changes in other things.
5

-
Aristot. Metaph. N. p. 1088, a. 29 : I

lov 8f on fJKicrra ovcria TLS Kal ov

Tl TO IT pOS T I TO UOVOV
JJ.T)

flVUl

ytvfcriv avTov /i^Se (pOopdv p.rj8e KIVT]-

(riv, axnrcp Kara TO 7roo~bv av^rjo~is Kal

(frdicris, Kara TO TTOIOV dAAouocrir, Kara

TOTTOV (popd, Kara TTJV ovtriav
fj a.n\ij

ytvea-is Kal cpdopd. Compare K. p.

1068, a. 9 : dvdyKrj Tpfls flvai Kivrjcreis,

iroiov, TTOCTOV, TOTTOV. Kar ovo~iav 8&quot;

ov, 8id TO fjiijdev flvai ovcria tvavTiov,

ovof TOV npos TI. Also Physica, v.

p. 225, b. 11: ev8fxf 7^P GaTtpov

prjQev /xera/SaAAoi/. See about this

passage Bormz and Schwegler s notes

on Metaphys. p. 1068.
b Hobbes observes (First Philo

sophy, part ii. ch. xi. 6) :
&quot; But we

must not so think of Relation as if it

were an accident differing from all

the other accidents of the relative ;

but one of them, namely, that by
which the comparison is made. For

example, the likeness of one white

to another white, or its unlikeness to

black, is the same accident with its

whiteness.&quot; This may be true about

the relations Like and Unlike (see

Mr. John Stuart Mill, Logic, ch. iii.
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Those among the Aristotelian commentators who
denied the title of Ad Aliquid to a place among the

Categories or Sumrna Genera of predicates, might sup

port their views from passages where Aristotle ranks

the Grenus as a Relatum, though he at the same time

declares that the Species under it are not Relata.

Thus scientia is declared by him to be a Relatum ;

because it must be of something alicujus scibilis ;

while the something thus implied is not specified.*

But (scientia) musica, grammatica, medica, &c., are

declared not to be Relata ; the indeterminate some

thing being there determined, and bound up in one

word with the predication of Relativity. Now the

truth is that both are alike Relata, though both also

belong to the Category of
% Quality; a man is called

Talis from being sciens, as well as from being gram-
maticus. Again, he gives as illustrative examples of the

Category Ad Aliquid, the adjectives double, triple. But
he ranks in a different Category (that of Quantum) the

adjectives bicubital, tricubital, (BtTr/y^i;?, rpnrrj^v^).
It

is plain that the two last of these predicates are

species under the two first, and that all four predi
cates are alike relative, under any real definition that

p. 80, 6th ed.) But, in Relations

generally, the fundamentum may be

logically distinguished from the Re
lation itself.

Aristotle makes the same remarks

upon TO
o-vfjLfifftrjKos as upon TO irpos

fi : That it verges upon Non-Ens
;

and that it has no special mode of being

generated or destroyed. &amp;lt;f&amp;gt;aiv(Tui yap
TO

o~vp.j3(f3r)K&amp;lt;&amp;gt;s tyyvs TI rov
fj.f)

ovros

T&amp;lt;av
fjifv yap a\\oi&amp;gt; Tpmrov OVTMV eort

ytvfo-is Kal (pSopd, TU&amp;gt;V of Kara
&amp;lt;rv/i/3e-

f$r)Kbs OVK to-riv. (Metaphys. E. p.

1026, b. 21.)
*

Categor. p. 6, b. 12, p. 11, a. 24;

Topic, iv. p. 124, b. 16. Compare also

Topica, iv. p. 121, a. 1, and the Scholia

thereupon, p. 278, b. 12-16, Br. ;
in

which Scholia Alexander feels the

difficulty of enrolling a generic term

as irpos TI, while the* specific terms

comprised under it are not irpos TI
;

and removes the difficulty by sug

gesting that
(7ria-Tr]fjLrj may be at once

both iroionjs and irpos TI ; and that

as TroioTrjs (not as irpos TI) it may be

the genus including povo-iKT) and
yeo&amp;gt;-

ptTpia, which are not irpos TI, but
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can be given of Relativity, though all four belong
also to the Category of Quantum. Yet Aristotle does

not recognize any predicates as belonging to Ad Aliquid,

except such as are logically and grammatically ellip

tical
;
that is, such as do not include in themselves the

specification of the Correlate, but require to be supple
mented by an additional word in the genitive or dative

case, specifying the latter. As we have already seen,

he lays it down generally, that all Relata (or Ad

Aliquid) imply a Correlatum ; and he prescribes that

when the Correlatum is indicated, care shall be taken

to designate it by a precise and specific term, not

of wider import than the Relatum? but specially

reciprocating therewith : thus he regards ala (a wing)
as Ad Aliquid, but when you specify its correlate

in order to speak with propriety (otVeiV), you must

describe it as ala alati, (not as ala avis) in order

that the Correlatum may be strictly co-extensive and

reciprocating with the Relatum. Wing, head, hand,

&c., are thus Ad Aliquid, though there may be no

received word in the language to express their exact

Correlata; and though you may find it necessary to

coin a new word expressly for the purpose.
b In speci

fying the Correlatum of servant, you must say, servant

of a master, not servant of a man or of a biped ; both

of which are in this case accompaniments or accidents

of the master, being still accidents, though they may
be in fact constantly conjoined. Unless you say

master, the terms will not reciprocate ;
take away

master, the servant is no longer to be found, though
the man who was called servant is still there

;
but take

*

Categor. p. 6, b. 30, p. 7, b. 12. I

/xei/oi&amp;gt; r/ ovop.a irpbs 6 oi/cet eos av

Categor. p. 7, a. 5. iviort 8e ovo-

icra&amp;gt;s dvayKaiov, eav
p-rj Kfi-

a.no8o6fir).
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away man or biped, and the servant may still con

tinue.
8 You cannot know the Relatum determinately

or accurately, unless you know the Correlatum also ;

without the knowledge of the latter, you can only know
the former in a vague and indefinite manner.b Ari

stotle raises, also, the question whether any Essence or

Substance can be described as Ad Aliquid* He inclines

to the negative, though not decisively pronouncing.
He seems to think that Simo and Davus, when called

men, are Essences or Substances ; but that when called

master and slave, they are not so
; this, however, is

surprising, when he had just before spoken of the con

notation of man as accidents ((rvpfieftyicoTa) belonging
to the connotation of master. He speaks of the

members of an organized body (wing, head, foot) as

*
Categor. p. 7, a. 31. tn ft tav p.v

ri oiKficoj ano8t86fj.fi&amp;gt;ov y rrpoy 6 Xe-

yrrai, iravrw Trepiaipovp.(vav rfav aX-

\(av oo~a o~v p.fif f$rj KOTO eori, jcara-

j.(i&amp;gt;ov &e pQvov TOVTOV irpos o

otKCicoff, aei irpos avrb prjGr]-

(Tfrai, oiov 6 SoCXof tav irpos dto~-

ITOTTJV Xeyrjrat, irtptaipov^fviav TU&amp;gt;V

aXXcov air avr a&amp;gt;v ocra erv/*/3e-

rj
K 6 T a toTl T

&amp;lt;f

8 (TTT OTT), olov TO

8i7ro8i (ivai KOI TO
(iricrrrifj.rjs 8fKri/ca5

cai TO a v 6 p (a n w, K(iTa\(i7rop.(vov 6e

povov TOV SfcnroTTjv aval, ael 6 SoCXoy

irpos O.VTO
f&amp;gt;r]0r)(TTai.

This is not only just and useful in

regard to accuracy of predication, but

deserves attention also in another

point of view. In general, it would
be said that man and biped belonged
to the Essence (ovc-ia); and the being
a master to the Accidents or Accom

paniments ((Tvp.fiefjrjKora). Here the

case is reversed ;
man and biped are

the accidents or accompaniments ;

master is the Essence. What is

connoted by the term master is here

the essential idea, that which is bound

up with the idea connoted by servant ;

while the connotation of man or biped
sinks into the character of an accessory
or accompaniment. The master might

possibly not be a man, but a god ;
the

Delphian Apollo (Euripid. Ion, 132),
and the Corinthian Aphrodite, had

each many slaves belonging to them.

Moreover, even if every master were

a man, the qualities connoted by man
are here accidental, as not being in

cluded in those connoted by the

term master. Compare Metaphysica,
A.

]&amp;gt;. 1025, a. 32 ; Topica, i. p. 102, a.

18.
h That Plato was fully sensible to

the necessity of precision and appro

priateness in designating the Corre

latum, belonging to each Relatum,

may be seen by the ingenious rea

soning in the Platonic Parmenides, pp.

133-134, where ^OTTOTTJS and SoOXo?

are also the illustrative examples
employed.

Categor. p. 8, a. 35, b. 20.
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examples of Ad Aliquid ; while in other treatises, he

determines very clearly that these members presuppose,

as a prius naturd, the complete organism whereof they
are parts, and that the name of each member connotes

the performance of, or aptitude to perform, a certain

special function : now, such aptitude cannot exist unless

the whole organism be held together in co-operative

agency, so that if this last condition be wanting, the

names, head, eye, foot, can no longer be applied to

the separate members, or at least can only be applied

equivocally or metaphorically.* It would seem there

fore that the functioning something is here the Es

sence, and that all its material properties are accidents

In the fourth book of the Metaphysica, Aristotle

gives an explanation of Ad Aliquid different from, and

superior to, that which we read in the Categories ;

treating it, not as one among many distinct Cate

gories, but as implicated with all the Categories,

and taking a different character according as it is

blended with one or the other Essentia, Quantum,

Quale, Actio, Passio, c*c.
b He there, also, enumerates

See Politica, i. p. 1253, a. 18 :

KOl TTpOTfpOV 617 TTI &amp;lt;pV&amp;lt;Tfl
TToXl?

T)
OlK/d

Kai Kd(TTos T)iJ.5)v TTW TO yap okov

TTportpov dvayKaiov fivai rov fitpovs
4

dvaipovptvov yap rov oXou OVK ecrrai

TTOVS ovb( Xe
P&amp;gt; M op.(avvp.a&amp;gt;s, atcnrfp

f&quot;i TIS Xe-yei TTJV \idiw)v Siafpdapflaa

yap tcrrai roiavrr]. Travra Se TG&amp;gt; fpytf

capcrrrai Kal TTJ 8vvdfj.t, wcrre fj.r]KTi
Toiavra ovra ov \tKTtov TO.

avr a elv a i, aXX op.&amp;lt;awp.a ; also p.

1254, a. 9 : TO Te yap popiov ov

p.6vov oXXow (&amp;lt;rr\ fjiopiov, aXXa /cat

aXXou.

Compare De Anima, ii. 1, p. 412,
b. 20; Meteorologic. iv. p. 390, a. 12.

The doctrine enunciated in these

passages is a very important one, in

the Aristotelian philosophy.

Trendelenburg (Kategorienlehre, p.

182) touches upon this confusion of the

Categories, but faintly and partially.
b
Metaphys. A. p. 1020, b. 27-32. At

the same time we must remark, that

while Aristotle enumerates TO vire-

pfX v an&amp;lt;i TO V7r(p(x6[i.fvov under

IIpos TI, he had just before (a. 25)
ranked TO p.fya KO\ TO fuicpov, TO

(4(iov KO\ TO eXaTTov, under the

general head Hotrov as jroo-oC irddr)

Kaffavrd.
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as one of the varieties of Relata, what seems to go

beyond the limit, or at least beyond the direct denota

tion, of the Categories ; for, having specified, as one

variety, Relata Nwnero, and, as another, Relata secundum

actionem et passionem (TO Qep^avriKov Trpos TO Oep/jLavrov,

&c.), he proceeds to a third variety, such as the men

surabile with reference to mensura, the scibile with

reference to scientia, the cogitabile witli reference to

cogitatio ; and in regard to this third variety, he draws

a nice distinction. He says that mensura and cogitatio

are Ad Aliquid, not because they are themselves related

to mensurabile and cogitabile, but because mensurabile

and cogitabile are related to them.a You cannot say

(he thinks) that mensura is referable to the mensurabile,

or cogitatio to the cogitabile, because that would be

repeating the same word twice over mensura est

Metaphys. A. p. 1021, a. 26, b. 3 ; ence of Aristotle in the case of irrtpov

also I. p. 1056, b. 34. Bonitzinhisnote ! and irrfpurov (Schol. 63, a. 43). See

(p. 262) remarks that the distinction
|

Plato and the Other Companions of

here drawn by Aristotle is not tenable
; Sokrates, vol. ii. p. 330, note

1
.

and I agree with him that it is not.

But it coincides with what Aristotle

asserts in other words in the Cate

gorise ; viz., that to be simul natura

is not true of all Relata, but only of

the greater part of them ; that TO

I transcribe a curious passage of Leib

nitz, bearing on the same question :

&quot; On replique maintenant, que la veritd

du mouvement est independante de

1 observation : et qu un vaisseau peut

avancer, sans que celui qui est dedans

alcrG^Tov is irportpor rijs ato^o-fwr, I s en apercoive. Je reponds, que le

and ri&amp;gt; (irKrrrjTov Trportpov TTJS fTno-rij- |

mouvement est independant de 1 ob-

/M;? (Categor. p. 7, b. 23
; p. 8, a. 10). j

servation : mais qu il n est point in-

As I have mentioned before (p. 102
| dependant de Tobservabilite. II n y

n.), Simplikius, in the Scholia (p. 65, ! a point de mouvement, quand il n y a

b. 14), points out that Aristotle has not
j point de changement observable. Et

been careful here to observe his own meme quand il n y a point de change-

precept of selecting oixctW the cor- i ment observable, il n y a point de

relative term. He ought to have changement du tout. Le contraire est

stated the potential as correlating with ! fonde&quot; sur la supposition d un Espace
the potential, the actual with the

j

re*el absolu, que j ai refut demonstra-

actual. If he had done this, the tivement par le principe du besom

&amp;lt;rvvvrrapis
rlav irpos n would have I d une Raison suffisante des choses.&quot;

been seen to be true in all cases,
j
(Correspondence with Clarke,p. 770.

Eudorus noticed a similar inadvert- Erdmann s edition.)
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illius cujus est mensura cogitatio est illius cujus est

cogitatio. So that he regards mensura and cogitatio

as Correlata, rather than as JRelata; while mensurabile

and cogitabile are the Relata to them. But in point of

fact, the distinction is not important; of the relative

pair there may be one which is more properly called

the Correlatum ; yet both are alike relative.

If we compare together the various passages in which

Aristotle cites and applies the Ten Categories, (not

merely in the treatise before us, but also in the Meta-

physica, Physica, and elsewhere) we shall see that he

cannot keep them apart steadily and constantly ; that

the same predicate is referred to one head in one place,

and to another head in another : what is here spoken
of as belonging to Actio or Passio, will be treated in

another place as an instance of Quale or Ad Aliquid;
even the derivative noun et9 (habitus) does not belong
to the Category Zyeiv (Habere), but sometimes to Quale,

sometimes to Ad Aliquid* This is inevitable; for the

predicates thus differently referred have really several

different aspects, and may be classified in one way or

another, according as you take them in this or that

aspect. Moreover, this same difficulty of finding im

passable lines of demarcation would still be felt, even if

the Categories, instead of the full list of Ten, were

reduced to the smaller list of the four principal Cate

gories Substance, Quantity, Quality, and Relation ;

a reduction which has been recommended by com

mentators on Aristotle as well as by acute logicians

of modern times. Even these four cannot be kept

clearly apart : the predicates which declare Quantity
or Quality must at the same time declare or imply
Relation ;

while the predicates which declare Relation

Aristot. Categor. p. 6, b. 2
; p. 8, b. 27.
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must also imply the fundamentwn either of Quantity
or of

Quality.&quot;

The most capital distinction, however, which is to be

found among the Categories is that of Essence or Sub
stance from all the rest. This is sometimes announced

See Trendelenburg, Kategorien-

lehre, p. 117, seq.

The remarks made by Mr. John

Stuart Mill (in his System of Logic,

book i. ch. iii.) upon the Aristotelian

Categories, and the enlarged philoso

phical arrangement which he intro

duces in their place, well deserve to

be studied. After enumerating the

ten Predicaments, Mr. Mill says :

&quot;

It is a mere catalogue of the dis

tinctions rudely marked out by the

language of familiar life, with little

or no attempt to penetrate, by philo

sophic analysis, to the rationale even

of these common distinctions. Such
an analysis would have shewn the

enumeration to be both redundant and

defective. Some objects are omitted,
and others repeated several times

under different heads.&quot; (Compare the

remarks of the Stoic commentators,
and Porphyry, Schol. p. 48, b. 10 Br. :

aQfrovvTf s TTJV $iaip((riv &amp;lt;uy TroAAa TTO-

ird\iv 7r\(ovdovcrav. And Aristotle

himself observes that the same predi
cates might be ranked often under

more than one head.)
&quot; That could not

be a very comprehensive view of the

nature of Relation, which could ex

clude action, passivity, and local

situation from that category. The
same objection applies to the cate

gories Quando (or position in time),
and Ubi (or position in space) ; while

the distinction between the latter and
Situs (Kf ur0ai) is merely verbal. The

incongruity of erecting into a sum-
mum genus the tenth Category is

manifest. On the other hand, the

VOL. I.

enumeration takes no notice of any
thing but Substances and Attributes.

In what Category are we to place

sensations, or any other feelings and
states of mind ? as hope, joy, fear

;

sound, smell, taste
; pain, pleasure ;

thought, judgment, conception, and
the like? Probably all these would
have been placed by the Aristotelian

school in the Categories of Actio and
Passio ; and the relation of such of

them as are active, to their objects,

and of such of them as are passive,
to their causes, would have been

rightly so placed ; but the things

themselves, the feelings or states of

mind, wrongly. Feelings, or states

of consciousness, are assuredly to be

counted among realities
; but they

cannot be reckoned either among
substances or among attributes.&quot;

Among the many deficiencies of the

Aristotelian Categories, as a complete

catalogue, there is none more glaring
than the imperfect conception of ITpdr

TI (the Relative), which Mr. Mill here

points out. But the Category Kflo--

6ai (badly translated by commenta
tors Situs, from which Aristotle ex

pressly distinguishes it, Categor. p.

6, b. 12 : TO fie dvaK Iffdai
rj
lordvai

f/

Kadf)(r6at avra fj.tv OVK fieri 6(&amp;lt;r(ts)

appears to be hardly oj&amp;gt;en
to Mr. Mill s

remark, that it is only verbally distin

guished from not), Ubi. Kfur&u is

intended to mean posture, attitude, &c.

It is a reply to the question, In what

posture is Sokrates ? Answer. He is

lying down, standing upright, kneel

ing, irii Trpnrtivutv, &c. This is quite
diHerent from the question, Where

K
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as having a standing per se ; as not only logically dis

tinguishable, but really separable from the other nine,

if we preserve the Aristotelian list of ten,
a
or from the

other three, if we prefer the reduced list of four. But

such real separation cannot be maintained. The Prima

Essentia (we are told) is indispensable as a Subject, but

is Sokrates? In the market-place,
in the palaestra, &c. Kcio-dat (as
Aristotle himself admits, Categ. p. 6,

b. 12) is not easily distinguished from

Ilpor TI : for the abstract and general
word detris (position) is reckoned

by Aristotle under Upos TI, though
the paronyma dvaitelo-Qai, eardvai,

icadrjcrdtu, are affirmed not to be

Ota-fis, but to come under the separate

Category Keto-tfat. But Kfio-0at is

clearly distinguishable from Hov Ubi.

Again, to Mr. Mill s question,
&quot; In

what Category are we to place sensa

tions or other states of mind hope,

fear, sound, smell, pain, pleasure,

thought, judgment,&quot; &c. ? Aristotle

would have replied (I apprehend)
that they come under the Category
either of Quale or of Pati noior^rtf
or Hddr). They are attributes or

modifications of Man, Kallias, Sok

rates, &c. If the condition of which
we speak be temporary or transitory,
it is a TraBos, and we speak of Kallias

as nda-xaiv TI ;
if it be a durable dis

position or capacity, likely to pass
into repeated manifestations, it is

TTOIOTTJS, and we describe Kallias as

TTOIOS TIS (Categ. p. 9, a. 28-p. 10, a. 9).

This equally applies to mental and

bodily conditions
(6p.oia&amp;gt;s

fie TOVTOIS

KCIL KCITO. TTJV ^fv^rfv Tra^jjriKai iroioTT]-

Tts KOI irddrj XeyeTat. p. 9, b. 33).
The line is dubious and difficult be

tween irddos and iroiorrjs, but one or

other of the two will comprehend all

the mental states indicated by Mr.

Mill. Aristotle would not have ad
mitted that &quot;

feelings are to be

counted among realities,&quot; except as

they are now or may be the feelings

of Kallias, Sokrates, or some other

Hie Aliquis one or many. He would

consider feelings as attributes be

longing to these TlpSyrai Ova-lai
;
and

so in fact Mr. Mill himself considers

them (p. 83), after having specified

the Mind (distinguished from Body
or external object) as the Substance

to which they belong.
Mr. Mill s classification of Name-

able Things is much better and more

complete than the Aristotelian Cate

gories, inasmuch as it brings into full

prominence the distinction between

the subjective and objective points
of view, and, likewise, the all-per

vading principle of Relativity, which

implicates the two ; whereas, Aristotle

either confuses the one with the other,

or conceives them narrowly and inade

quately. But we cannot say, I think,
that Aristotle, in the Categories, as

signs no room for the mental states

or elements. He has a place for them,

though he treats them altogether

objectively. He takes account of

himself only as an object as one

among the Trpwrat oixriai, or indi

viduals, along with Sokrates and

Kallias.
a
Aristotle sometimes speaks of it

as xwpioroj/, the other Categories

being not ^wpioT-a (Metaphys. Z. p.

1028, a. 34). It is not easy, however,

always to distinguish whether he

means by the term ^wpto-ra
&quot;

sejuncta

re, or sejuncta notions sold.&quot; See

Bonitz ad Metaphysic. (A. p. 1017),

p. 244.
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cannot appear as Predicate ;
while all the rest can and

do so appear. Now we see that this definition is

founded upon the function enacted by each of them
in predication, and therefore presupposes the fact

of predication, which is in itself a Relation. The

Category of Relation is thus implied, in declaring what

the First Essence is, together with some predicdbilia as

correlates, though it is not yet specified what the pre-
dicabilia are. But besides this, the distinction drawn

by Aristotle, between First and Second Essence or

Substance, abolishes the marked line of separation
between Substance and Quality, making the former

shade down into the latter. The distinction recognizes
a more or less in Substance, which graduation Aristotle

expressly points out, stating that the Species is more

Substance or Essence, and the Genus less so. We see

thus that he did not conceive Substance (apart from

attributes) according to the modern view, as that which

exists without the mind (excluding within the mind

or relation to the mind) ;
for in that there can be no

graduation. That which is without the mind, must also

be within
;
and that which is within must also be without

;

the subject and the object correlating. This implication

of within and without understood, there is then room

for graduation, according as the one or the other aspect

may be more or less prominent. Aristotle, in point of

fact, confines himself to the mental or logical work of

predication, to the conditions thereof, and to the com

ponent terms whereby the mind accomplishes that act.

When he speaks of the First Essence or Substance,

without the Second, all that he can say about it posi

tively is to call it Unum numero and indivisible:* even

Categor. p. 3, b. 12 : aro^ov yap I Compare Metaphysic. N. p. 1087, b.

cal cv
api$/ia&amp;gt;

TO
8rj\ovp.(v6t&amp;gt;

t&amp;lt;rriv. \ 33 ; p. 1088, :i. 10.

K 2
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thus, he is compelled to introduce unity, measure, and

number, all of which belong to the two Categories of

Quantity and Relation ;
and yet still the First Essence

or Substance remains indeterminate. We only begin to

determine it when we call it by the name of the Second

Substance or Essence ;
which name connotes certain

attributes, the attributes thus connoted being of the

essence of the Species ;
that is, unless they be present,

no individual would be considered as belonging to the

Species, or would be called by the specific name.&quot; When
we thus, however, introduce attributes, we find ourselves

not merely in the Category of Substantia (Secunda),
but also in that of Qualitas. The boundary between

Substantia and Qualitas disappears ; the latter being

partially contained in the former. The Second Sub

stance or Essence includes attributes or Qualities be

longing to the Essence. In fact, the Second Substance

or Essence, when distinguished from the First, is both

here and elsewhere characterized by Aristotle, as being
not Substance at all, but Quality ;

b
though when con-

Hobbes says :
&quot; Now that ac

cident (i. e. attribute) for which we

give a certain name to any body, or

the accident which denominates its

Subject, is commonly called the Es

sence thereof; as rationality is the

essence of a man, whiteness of any
white thing, and extension the essence

of a body
&quot;

(Hobbes, Philosophy, ch.

viii. s. 23). This topic will be found

discussed, most completely and philo

sophically, in Mr. John Stuart Mill s

System of Logic, Book I. ch. vi. ss.

2-3 ;
ch. vii. s. 5.

&quot;

Categor. p. 3, b. 13 : rt 8t TUV

riStv (paivfrat fj,fi&amp;gt; 6/j.oiias

TTJS Trpocrrjyopias r68e n
orav

(&quot;iTrrj avdpu&amp;gt;irov rj &amp;gt;ov,

ov p.fjv d\7]6fs yf, ciXXa /^aXXoi/ iroiov

T i (TT) pcnv e i TT o tav yap T iva
oixriav (rrjfjuiivei (b. 20).

Metaphysic. Z. p. 1038, b. 35 : (pave-

pov OTI ovdev TU&amp;gt;V Ka66\ov VTrap^ovruv
oi&amp;gt;&amp;lt;ria tori, KOI OTI ovdtv mj/jiaiWi ra&amp;gt;v

noivr) KaTT)yopovi*fi&amp;gt;&amp;lt;av
roof TI, dXXa

Toi6v8e. Compare Metaphys. M. p.

1087, a. 1
; Sophistic. Elench. p. 178,

b. 37
; 179, a. 9.

That which is called TT/JWTT; ova-la

in the Categorise is called rpirrj ovtria

in Metaphys. H. p. 1043, a. 18. In

Ethic. Nikom. Z. p. 1143, a. 32, seq.,

tlje generalissimo, are called irpatra,

and particulars are called eo-^ara. Zell

observes in his commentary (p. 224),
&quot; TO fa-^ara sunt res singular, quae et

ipste sunt extrerrue, ratione mentis

nostras, ab universis ad singula dela-
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sidered as being in implication with the First, it takes

on the nature of Substance, and becomes substantial or

essential Quality. The Differentia belongs thus botli to

Substance and to Quality (quale quid), making up as

complement that which is designated by the specific

name.&quot;

We see, accordingly, that neither is the line of

demarcation between the Category of Substance or

Essence and the other Categories so impassable, nor the

separability of it from the others so marked as some

thinkers contend. Substance is represented by Aristotle

as admitting of more and less, and as graduating by suc

cessive steps down to the other Categories ; moreover,
neither in its complete manifestation (as First Sub

stance), nor in its incomplete manifestation (as Second

Substance), can it be explained or understood without

calling in the other Categories of Quantity, Quality,
and Relation. It does not correspond to the definition

of Substantia given by Spinoza
&quot;

quod in se est et per
se condpitur? It can no more be conceived or de

scribed without some of the other Categories, than they
can be conceived or described without it. Aristotle

defines it by four characteristics, two negative, and

two positive. It cannot be predicated of a Subject : it

cannot inhere in a Subject : it is, at bottom, the Subject

bentis.&quot; Patricius remarks upon the

different sense of the terms Upoj-rrj

Olivia in the Categorise and in the

De Interpretatione (Discuss. Peripa

tetic, p. 21).

Metaphysic. A. p. 1020, b. 13:

o-

xf5oi ^17 KO.TU 8vo Tporrovs Aryoir

OV TO 1TOIOV, KOI TOVTtoV tVCl TOV KVpl-

otTarov irpdiTT) p.tv yap TTOIOTTJS rj rr/s

ovo-ias
&ia&amp;lt;popd. Compare Physic, v.

p. 226, a. 27. See Trendelenbtirg,

Kategorienlehrc, pp. 56, 93.

The remarks of the different ex

positors (contained in Scholia, pp.

52, 53, 54, Brand.), are interesting

upon the ambiguous position of Dif

ferentia, in regard to Substance and

Quality. It conies out to be Neither

and Both ovftirtpa KOI
dp.&amp;lt;porfpa

(Plato, Euthydemus, p. 300 C.).

Dexippus and Porphyry called it

something intermediate between ovaia

and TTjt, or between ov&amp;lt;ria and
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of all Predicates : it is Unum numero and indivisible.*

Not one of these four determinations can be conceived

or understood, unless we have in our minds the idea of

other Categories and its relation to them. Substance

is known only as the Subject of predicates, that is,

relatively to them
;
as they also are known relatively

to it. Without the Category of Relation, we can no

more understand what is meant by a Subject than what

is meant by a Predicate. The Category of Substance,

as laid out by Aristotle, neither exists by itself, nor can

be conceived by itself, without that of Relation and

the generic notion of Predicate.
13 All three lie together

m
Categor. p. 2, a. 14, b. 4

; p. 3,

b. 12.
b

Aristotle gives an explanation of

what he means by naff avro xa6

avrd, in the Analytic. Post. I. iv. p. 73,

a. 34, b. 13. According to that ex

planation it will be necessary to in

clude in TO Ka6 aiiro of the Category

Qvo-ia, all that is necessary to make
the definition or explanation of that

Category understood.

M. Barthelemy St. Hilaire, in the

valuable Preface introducing his trans

lation of the Organon, gives what I

think a just view of the Categories

generally, and especially of Trpwrr;

ovcria, as simply naming (i. e. giving
a proper name), and doing nothing
more. I transcribe the passage,

merely noting that the terms anterior

and posterior can mean nothing more
than logical anteriority and posteri

ority.
&quot; Mais comment classer les mots ?

C est a la re*alite seule qu il faut le

demander
;
a la realite dont le Ian-

gage n est que le reflet, dont les mots
ne sont que le symbole. Que nous

pre&quot;sente
la realite? Des individus,

rien que des individus, existant par

eux-memes, et se groupant, par leurs

ressemblances et leurs differences,

sous des especes et sous des genres.

Ainsi done, en etudiant 1 individu,

1 etre individuel, et en analysant avec

exactitude tout ce qu il est possible

d en dire en tant qu tre, on aura les

classes les plus generates des mots
;

les categories, ou pour prendre le

terme franfais, les attributions, qu il

est possible de lui appliquer. Voila

tout le fondement des Categories.

Ce n est pas du reste, une classifica

tion des choses a la maniere de celles

de 1 histoire naturelle, qu il s agit de

faire en logique : c est une simple
enumeration de tous les points de vue,

d ou 1 esprit peut considerer les choses,

non pas, il est vrai, par rapport a

1 esprit lui-meme, mais par rapport a

leur re alite&quot; et a leurs appellations.

Aristote distingue ici dix points de

vue, dix significations principales des

mots. La Categoric de la Substance

est a la tete de toutes les autres,

precisement parceque la premiere, la

plus essentielle, marque d un etre,

c est d etre. Cela revient a dire qu -

avant tout, 1 etre est, 1 etre existe.

Par suite les mots qui expriment la

substance sont ant6rieurs a tous les

autres, et sont les plus important*.
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at the bottom of the analytical process, as the last

findings and residuum.

Aristotle, taking his departure from an analysis of

the complete sentence or of the act of predication,

appears to have regarded the Subject as having a

natural priority over the Predicate. The noun-sub

stantive (which to him represents the Subject), even

when pronounced alone, carries to the hearer a more

complete conception than either the adjective or the

verb when pronounced alone ; these make themselves

felt much more as elliptical and needing comple

mentary adjuncts. But this is only true in so far as

the conception, raised by the substantive named alone

(avev av/jLTrXoK^}, includes by anticipation what would

be included, if we added to it some or all of its predi

cates. If we could deduct from this conception the

meaning of all the applicable predicates, it would seem

essentially barren or incomplete, awaiting something
to come

;
a mere point of commencement or departure,*

known only by the various lines which may be drawn

II faut ajouter que ces mots la partici-

peront en quelque sorte a cet isole-

ment que les individus nous ofirent

dans la nature. Mais de meme que,
dans la

realite&quot;, les individus subsistant

par eux seuls forment des especes et

des genres, qui ont bien aussi line

existence substantielle, la substance

se divisera de meme en substance

premiere et substance seconde. Les

especes et les genres, s ils expriment
la substance, ne I expriment pas dans

toute sa purete* ;
c est deja de la sub

stance qualifie, comme le dit Aristote.

II n y a bien dans la re&quot;alite que des

individus et des especes ou genres.

Mais ces individus en soi et pour soi

n existent pas seulement ;
ils existent

sous certaines conditions ;
leur exis

tence se produit sous certaines modifi

cations, que les mots expriment aussi,

tout comme ils expriment 1 existence

absolue. Ces nouvelles classes de mots

formeront les autres Categories. Ces

modifications, ces accidents, de 1 indi-

vidu sont au nombre de neuf: Aris

tote n en reconnait pas davantage.
Voila dont les dix Categories : les dix

seules attributions possibles. Par la

premiere, on nomme les individus,

sansfaire plus que les nommer : par
les autres, on les qualifie. On dit

d abord ce qu est 1 individu, et en-

suite quel il est.&quot; Barthelemy St.

Hilaire, Logique d Aristote, Preface,

pp. Ixxii.-lxxvii.
*
Plato would not admit the point

as anything more than apxnv ypapMf
(Aristot. Metaphys. A. p. 992, a. 21).
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from it
;
a substratum for various attributes to lie upon

or to inhere in. That which is known only as a sub

stratum, is known only relatively to a superstructure
to come; the one is Relatum, the other Correlatum,

and the mention of either involves an implied assump
tion of the other. There may be a logical priority,

founded upon expository convenience, belonging to the

substratum, because it remains numerically one and

the same, while the superstructure is variable. But

the priority is nothing more than logical and notional
;

it does not amount to an ability of prior independent
existence. On the contrary, there is simultaneity by

nature (according to Aristotle s own definition of the

phrase) between Subject, Relation, and Predicate
;
since

they all imply each other as reciprocating correlates,

while no one of them is the cause of the others.*

When Aristotle says, very truly, that if the First

Substances were non-existent, none of the other Pre

dicaments could exist, we must understand what he

means -by the term first. That term bears, in this

treatise, a sense different from what it bears elsewhere :

here it means the extreme concrete and individual ;

elsewhere it means the extreme abstract and universal.

The First Substance or First Essence, in the Cate

gories, is a Hoc Aliquid (roSe TI), illustrated by the

examples hie homo, hie equus. Now, as thus ex

plained and illustrated, it includes not merely the

Second Substance, but various accidental attributes be

sides. When we talk of This man, Sokrates, Kallias,

&c., the hearer conceives not only the attributes for

which he is called a man, but also various accidental

attributes, ranking under one or more of the other Pre-

Aristot. Categor. p. 14, b. 27:

a-fi e
afj.a, ocra

TOV f&amp;lt;.vai.

aniov Qartpov darepco TOV elvai

olov enl TOV 8nr\acriov Kal TOV i

&C.
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dicaments. The First Substance thus (as explained by

Aristotle) is not conceived as a mere substratum with

out Second Substance and without any Accidents, but

as already including both of them, though as yet inde

terminately ;
it waits for specializing words, to deter

mine what its Substance or Essence is, and what its ac

companying Accidents are. Being an individual ( Unum

numero), it unites in itself both the essential attributes

of its species, arid the unessential attributes peculiar to

itself.
a

It is already understood as including attributes

of both kinds ;
but we wait for predicates to declare

(lyj\ovv u7roGt8oi/at
b
) what these attributes are. The

First or Complete Ens embodies in itself all the Pre

dicaments, though as yet potential and indeterminate,

until the predicating adjuncts are specified. There is

no priority, in the order of existence, belonging to

Substance over Relation or Quality ;
take away either

one of the three, and the First Ens disappears. But

in regard to the order of exposition, there is a natural

priority, founded on convenience and facility of under

standing. The Hoc Aliquid or Unum Numero, which

intimates in general outline a certain concretion or co

existence of attributes, though we do not yet know
what they are being as it were a skeleton comes

naturally as Subject before the predicates, whose func

tion is declaratory and specifying as to those attributes :

moreover, the essential attributes, which are declared

and connoted when we first bestow a specific name on

*
Aristot. Metaphys. Z. p. 1033, b. ryv vXrjv, trepa yap, TUVTO of ra&amp;gt; (&quot;on-

24
; p. 1034, a. 8. To 8* anav Toot aTapov yap TO ti8os.

KaXXiar ^ 2coKpdrrj? t&amp;lt;rr\v Sxrntp T)

b
Categor. p. 2, b. 29, seq. fiKorws

&amp;lt;r(paipa fj ^aXicr} rjoi, 6 8* tivdpconos of pfra ras
7rpa&amp;gt;ras

overlay p.ova rSav

Kal TO &amp;lt;aov Sxrjrtp cr(palpa Xa^K *i
a^* &quot; T &amp;lt;* (^1 Ka Ta y* *&quot;? favrtpcu

oXwr. TO S airav fjor) TO roi6v8( doos
,

ovo iai XryoKTOi /xoca yap 8rj\ol
fv Talvof Tals o-ap\ Kal doToiy KaX- TTJI/ irpta-rrjv ovviav T&amp;lt;ai&amp;gt; Ka-njyopov-

\ias Kul SwKpuTr;? Kal itrtpov p.iv 8ta /wcwc. &C.
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the subject, come naturally before the unessential attri

butes, which are predicated of the subject already called

by a specific name connoting other attributes.&quot; The

essential characters are native and at home
;
the acci

dental attributes are domiciliated foreigners.
1*

It is thus that Aristotle has dealt with Ontology, in

one of the four distinct aspects thereof, which he dis

tinguishes from each other
;
that is, in the distribution

of Entia according to their logical order, and reciprocal

interdependence, in predication. Ens is a multivocal

word, neither strictly univocal nor altogether equivocal.

It denotes (as has been stated above) not a generic

aggregate, divisible into species, but an analogical ag

gregate, starting from one common terminus and

ramifying into many derivatives, having no other com

munity except that of relationship to the same ter

minus. The different modes of Ens are distinguished

by the degree or variety of such relationship. The

Ens Primum, Proprium, Completum, is (in Aristotle s

view) the concrete individual ;
with a defined essence

or essential constituent attributes (rl fy eri/cu), and with

unessential accessories or accidents also all embodied

and implicated in the One Hoc Aliquid. In the Cate

gorise Aristotle analyses this Ens Completum (not meta

physically, into Form and Matter, as we shall find him

doing elsewhere, but) logically into Subject and Predi

cates. In this logical analysis, the Subject which can

*
Analyt. Poster, i. p. 73, b. 6:

owv TO /3a8t bi&amp;gt; tTfpov TI ov fiabifav

earl KU\ \(VKOV, ff
8 oucna, KOI ocra

Tii8e Ti
crrjfjiatvfi, ovx (Ttpov TI ovra

faT\v oTTtp eWiV. Also p. 83, a. 31.

KOI pr) eivai TI XeuKoi/, 6
oi&amp;gt;x eTfpov TI

w XtvKov ftrnv : also p. 83, b. 22.
&quot;

Categor. p. 2, b. 31 : TOV yap
Tiva uvdpanrov fav aTroStSw ns TI ecm,

TO p.fv flBos fj
TO ytvos diro8i8ovs

o I K ( i a&amp;gt; s dirobuxret TO&amp;gt;I&amp;gt; 8 oXXwv

o Tt av aTrofiiSo) TI s, aXXoTpi w s

tcrrai aTroSeSwKcbr, &C.
c

Aristot. Metaphys. A. p. 1017, a.

22. Kaff avTO 8e dvai \eyeTai oaairep

OTjfJuiivfi TO. (T^Jj/xaTa TTJS KaTrjyopias

ocra^coy yap XeyeTai, ToerauTa^wy TO

tlvai
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never be a Predicate stands first
; next, come the near

kinsmen, Genus and Species (expressed by substantive

names, as the First Substance is), which are sometimes

Predicates as applied to Substantia Prima, some

times Subjects in regard to the extrinsic accompani
ments or accidents

;

a in the third rank, come the more

remote kinsmen, Predicates pure and simple. These

are the logical factors or constituents into which the

Ens Completum may be analysed, and which together
make it up as a logical sum-total. But no one of these

logical constituents has an absolute or independent locus

standi, apart from the others. Each is relative to the

others
;
the Subject to its Predicates, not less than the

Predicates to their Subject. It is a mistake to describe

the Subject as having a real standing separately and

alone, and the Predicates as something afterwards

tacked on to it. The Subject per se is nothing but a

general potentiality or receptivity for Predicates to

come
;
a relative general conception, in which the two,

Predicate and Subject, are jointly implicated as Relatum

and Correlatum*

*

Categor. p. 3, a. 1 : wr 8e ye al

irpwrat ovcriai irpos ra oXXa ndma

f\OV(TlV, OVT&amp;lt;0 TO. (t&T) KOI TCI ytVTJ

npos ra \oirra navra f\(i Kara TOVTIOV

yap navra TO. \onra KaTrjyopflrai.
b
Bonitz has an instructive note

upon Form and Matter, the meta

physical constituents of Prima Sub

stantia, Hoc Aliquid, Sokrates, Kal-

lias (see Aristot. Metaphys. Z. p. 1033,
b. 24), which illustrates pertinently
the relation between Predicate and

Subject, the logical constituents of

the same &amp;lt;rvvo\ov. He observes (not.

p. 327, ad Aristot. Metaph. Z. p. 1033,
b. 19),

&quot;

Quoniam ex duabus sub-

stantiis, qua^ quidem actu sint, nun-

quara una existit substantia, si et

formam et materiam utrumque per

se esse poneremus, nunquam ex

utroque existeret res definita ac sen-

sibilis, r68f TI. Ponendum potius,
si recte assequor Aristotelis senten-

tiam, utrumque (Form and Matter)
ita ut alterum exspectet, materia

ut formae definitionem, forma ut

materiam definiendam, exspectet,
neutra vero per se et absolute sit.&quot;

What Bonitz says here about Mat
ter and Form is no less true about

Subject and Predicate : each is re

lative to the other neither of them
is absolute or independent of the

other. In fact, the explanation given

by Aristotle of Materia (Metaph. Z.

p. 1028, b. 36) coincides very much
with the Prima Essen tia of the Cate

gories, if abstracted from the Secun/la
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The logical aspect of Ontology, analysing Ens into

a common Subject with its various classes of Predicates,

appears to begin with Aristotle. He was, as far as we
can see, original, in taking as the point of departure
for his theory, the individual man, horse, or other

perceivable object ;
in laying down this Concrete Par

ticular with all its outfit of details, as the type of Ens

proper, complete and primary ; and in arranging into

classes the various secondary modes of Ens, according
to their different relations to the primary type and

the mode in which they contributed to make up its

completeness. He thus stood opposed to the Pytha

goreans and Platonists, who took their departure from

the Universal, as the type of full and true Entity ;

a

while he also dissented from Demokritus, who recog
nized no true Ens except the underlying, imperceptible,
eternal atoms and vacuum. Moreover Aristotle seems

to have been the first to draw up a logical analysis
of Entity^jn its widest sense, as distinguished from

Essentia. Materia is called there

by Aristotle TO viroKfiufvov, Kaff ov

Tti XXa Xeyerai, tKflvo 8&quot; aiirb p.T)KeTi

KOT aXXo Xeyco S v\rjv TJ
Ka$ avrfjV

pr)T TI p.fjT( Trocrbv fJLTjTf aXXo prjdev

\ey(Tai ois eoptorat TO ov (p. 1029, a.

20). (cm yap TI Kad ov KaTyyopflrai,
TOVTUV tuaurov, &amp;lt;u TO tlvai frtpov
Kal TV&amp;gt;V KClTTjyOpltoV (KatTTr) TO.

fJLfV

yap oXXa rfjs ovo~ias KatT/yoptiTai, avrrj

8f TTJS V\T)S.

Aristotle proceeds to say that this

Subject the Subject for all Predi

cates, but never itself a Predicate

cannot be the genuine ovo-ia, which
must essentially be xatpia-rbv KOI TO

ToSc TI (p. 1029, a. 28), and which
must have a TI ?jv dvai (1029, b. 2).
The Subject is in fact not true ova-ia,

but is one of the constituent elements

thereof, being relative to the Predi

cates as Correlata : it is the poten

tiality for Predicates generally, as

Materia is the potentiality for Forms.
*
Simplikius ad Categ. p. 2, b. 5

;

Schol. p. 52, a. 1, Br : Ap^uras 6

Hvdayopdos ov
7rpoo&quot;t

fTai TTJV wvl

irpOKfip.firrjv Tail ovcn&amp;gt;v 8iaipTiv, dXX

a\\r)v O.VT\ Tavrrjs fKflvos eyxpiVet

TWV p.fVTOL Hvdayopfiw ovSeis av Trpo-

croiro TavTT)v TTJV 8iaipf(nv rtav Trpco-

TU&amp;gt;V Kal SevTepcoi/ ovo~i.S&amp;gt;v,
OTI ro ts

Kad6\ov TO TrpcoTwy virap^eiv /jLaprv-

povcri., TO 8e tvxaTOV ev rols fj-fpicrrols

aTroXeiTrouo t, Kal 8t6ri eV TO?V aTrXou-

CTTOToty rr)v 7rpa&amp;gt;Tr)v
Kal KvpiutTarrjv

ovo-iav airoTidfVTai, aXX ovx o&amp;gt;s vvv

\eytrai tv rols avvderois Kal
al&amp;lt;rdrjTol.s,

Kal dioTi Ta yfvr) Kal TO. (tdij ovra

VOfufawnv, nXX ov^i &amp;lt;ruyKpa\aiov-

rais ^to-raij fTrwoiais.
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that metaphysical analysis which we read in his

other works
;
the two not being contradictory, but dis

tinct and tending to different purposes. Both in the

one and in the other, his principal controversy seems to

have been with the Platonists, who disregarded both

individual objects and accidental attributes; dwelling
upon Universals, Genera and Species, as the only real

Entia capable of being known. With the Sophists,
Aristotle contends on a different ground, accusing them
of neglecting altogether the essential attributes, and

confining themselves to the region of accidents, in

which no certainty was to be found
;

a
in Plato, he

points out the opposite mistake, of confining himself

to the essentials, and ascribing undue importance to

the process of generic and specific subdivision.
15 His

own logical analysis takes account both of the essential

and accidental, and puts them in what he thinks their

proper relation. The Accidental (o-i^e/^/co?, concomi

tant, i.e. of the essence) is per se not knowable at all

(he contends), nor is ever the object of study pursued i

in any science; it is little better than a name, de

signating the lowest degree of Ens, bordering on Non-
Em? It is a term comprehending all that he includes

under his nine last Categories ; yet it is not a term

connoting either generic communion, or even so much
as analogical relation.*

1 In the treatise now before

us, he does not recognize either that or any other

general term as common to all those nine Categories ;

each of the nine is here treated as a Summum Genus,

11

Metaphys. E. p. 1026, b. 15 : tltrl 21. Sxnrtp yap ov6p.ari povov TO
&amp;lt;rvp.-

yap of TO) (rofpifTTtov Xoyot TTfpt TO fitjBrjKos &amp;lt;paivrai yap TO (rvpfif-

(rvp.fi(firjicbs cor tlirtiv /iciXiora Travratv, (^TJKOS fyyvs TI TOV
p.r) ovros.

&c.
; also K. p. 1001, b. 8; Analytic. I

a
Physica, iii. 1, p. 200, b. 34.

Poster, i. p. 71, b. 10. ! KOLVOV 8 Vt TOVTUV oufieV eort Aa#* ii/,
b

Analytic. Priora, i. p. 46, a. 31. I &c.

Aristot. Metaph. E. p. 102(5, b. 13-
.
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having its own mode of relationship, and clinging

by its own separate thread to the Subject. He ac

knowledges the Accidents in his classification, not

as a class by themselves, but as subordinated to the

Essence, and, as so many threads of distinct, variable,

and irregular accompaniments attaching themselves to

this constant root, without uniformity or steadiness.
8

In discriminating and arranging the Ten Categories,

Trendelenburg supposes that Aristotle was guided, con

sciously or unconsciously, by grammatical considera

tions, or by a distinction among the parts of speech.
It should be remembered that what are now familiarly

known as the eight parts of speech, had not yet been

distinguished or named in the time of Aristotle, nor

did the distinction come into vogue before the time of

the Stoic and Alexandrine grammarians, more than

a century after him. Essentia or Substantia, the

first Category, answers (so Trendelenburg thinksb

) to

the Substantive ; Quantum and Quale represent the

Adjective ;
Ad Aliquid, the comparative Adjective, of

which Quantum and Quale are the positive degree ;

Ubi and Quando the Adverb ; Jacere, Habere, Agere,
Pati the Yerb. Of the last four, Agere and Pati cor

respond to the active and passive voices of the Yerb
;

See the explanation given of TO

ov Kara trv/i^e/S^Kos in Metaphys. E.

pp. 1026 b., 1027 a. This is the sense

in which Aristotle most frequently
and usually talks of o-vji/Se/S^KdV,

though he sometimes uses it to in

clude also a constant and inseparable

accompaniment or Accident, if it be

not included in the Essence (i. e. not

connoted by the specific name) ; thus,
to have the three angles equal to two

right angles is a
&amp;lt;rv/i|3f/SJJKOS of the tri

angle, Metaph. A. p. 1025, a. 30. The

proper sense in which he understands

TO o-v/i/3e/3j7Kor is as opposed to TO del

e dvdyKrjs, as well as to TO a&amp;gt;s eV! TO

See Metaphys. K. p. 1065, a.

2
; Analyt. Poster, i. p. 74, b. 12, p.

75, a. 18.

It is that which is by its nature

irregular and unpredictable. See the

valuable chapter (ii.) in Brentano, Von
der Bedeutung des Seienden nach

Aristoteles (pp. 8-21), in which the

meaning of TO a-vfji^f^rjKos in Aristotle

is clearly set forth.
b
Trendelenburg, Kategorienlehre,

pp. 23, 211.
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Jacere to the neuter or intransitive Yerb ;
and Habere

to the peculiar meaning of the Greek perfect the

present result of a past action.

This general view, which Trendelenburg himself

conceives as having been only guiding and not decisive

or peremptory in the mind of Aristotle,&quot; appears to

me likely and plausible, though Bonitz and others have

strongly opposed it. We see from Aristotle s own

language, that the grammatical point of view had great
effect upon his mind

;
that the form (e.g.} of a substan

tive implied in his view a mode of signification be

longing to itself, which was to be taken into account

in arranging and explaining the Categories.
15

I appre
hend that Aristotle was induced to distinguish and

set out his Categories by analysing various complete

sentences, which would of course include substantives,

adjectives, verbs, and adverbs. It is also remarkable

that Aristotle should have designated his four last

Categories by the indication of verbs, the two imme

diately preceding by adverbs, the second and third by

adjectives, and the first by a substantive. There re

mains the important Category Ad Aliquid, which has

no part of speech corresponding to it specially. Even
this Category, though not represented by any part of

speech, is nevertheless conceived and defined by Ari

stotle in a very narrow way, with close reference to

the form of expression, and to the requirement of a

noun immediately following, in the genitive or dative

case. And thus, where there is no special part of

*

Trendelenburg, Kategorienlehre, Satzzergliederung wircl anerkannt.&quot;

p. 209 : &quot;Gesichtspunkte der Sprache
b

Categor. p. 3, h. 13: eVl 8e TU&amp;gt;V

leiteten den erfindenden Geist, um sie !

8(vrtpu&amp;gt;v
ovcriiav ^aivtrai pit/ 6p.oia&amp;gt;s

(die Kategorien) 7.u bestiramen. Aber r&amp;lt;a
&amp;lt;TX 17/4 art rfjr

die grammatischen Beziehungen leiten r68( ri o-q/xaiW iv, orav (iir*i

nur und entscheiden nicht.&quot; P. 216 :
r; fwov, ov

fj.r)i&amp;gt; dXrjdts ye, aXXu
/iXAoi&amp;gt;

der grammatische Leitfaden der TTOIW n o-rj/xmWi. &c.
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speech, the mind of Aristotle still seems to receive its

guidance from grammatical and syntactic forms.

We may illustrate the ten Categories of Aristotle by

comparing them with the four Categories of the Stoics.

During the century succeeding Aristotle s death, the

Stoics, Zeno and Chrysippus (principally the latter),

having before them what he had done, proposed a

new arrangement for the complete distribution of Sub

ject and Predicates. Their distribution was quadruple
instead of decuple. Their first Category was T/, All-

quid or Quiddam TO vTroxei/jievov, the Substratum or

Subject. Their second was Trotoi/, Quale or Quality.
Their third was TTW? e%ov 9

certo Modo se habens. Their

fourth was, TT/HK n TTW? txoj/
&amp;gt;

^d Aliquid certo Modo se

habens.
&

We do not possess the advantage (which we have in

the case of Aristotle) of knowing this quadruple scheme

as stated and enforced by its authors. We know it only

through the abridgment of Diogenes Laertius, together
with incidental remarks and criticisms, chiefly adverse,

by Plutarch, Sextus Empiricus, Plotinus, and some Ari

stotelian commentators. As far as we can make out

upon this evidence, it appears that the first Stoic

Category corresponded with the Upwrrj Ovata, First

*
Plotinus, Ennead. vi. 1, 25

;
vi. 1,

30 : TO. TTOJS exovra rpira riGfcrOai.

Simplikius ad Categor. f. 7, p. 48, a.

13, Brand. Schol. : Ot SrcoY/Koi tls

f\arrova crvaTe XAf&amp;gt; a^tovai rov ra&amp;gt;v

Trpv&amp;gt;TO&amp;gt;v yfvcov apidp.6v, KO.I riva ev

rois fKarrotnv VTrri\\ayp.fva TrapaXa^i-

iroiovvrai yap TTJV TOp.rjV els

els VTroK(ip.fva, Kal Troia, cal

Traiy e^oi/ra, Kal jrpos TI TTUS f^ovra.

It would seem from the adverse

criticisms of Plotinus, that the Stoics

recognized one grand ytvos compre

hending all the above four as distinct

species : see Plotinus, Ennead., vi. 2,

1
;

vi. 1, 25. He charges them with

inconsistency and error for doing so.

He admits, however, that Aristotle

did not recognize any one supreme

ytvos comprehending all the ten Cate

gories (vi. 1, 1), but treated all the

ten as TrpStra yevrj, under an analogous

aggregate. I cannot but think that

the Stoics looked upon their four ytvij

in the same manner ;
for 1 do not see

what they could find more compre
hensive to rank generically above
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Essence or Substance of Aristotle. It was exclusively

Subject, and could never become Predicate ;
but it was

indispensable as Subject, to the three other Predicates.

Its meaning was concrete and particular ; for we are

told that all general notions or conceptions were ex

cluded by the Stoics from this Category,* and were

designated as Oimi/a, Non-Individuals, or Non-Par

ticulars. Homo was counted by them, not under the

Category T/, Quid, but under the Category Trotoi/,

Quale ; in its character of predicate determining the

Subject T/9 or T/. The Stoic Category Quale thus in

cluded the Aristotelian Second Essences or Substances,

and also the Aristotelian differentia. Quale was a

species-making Category (eio7ro(o&amp;lt;r).

b
It declared what

*
Simpl. ad Catcg., p. 54, a. 12,

Schol. Brand. : avp.7rapa\T]irTfov fie

KOI TTJV (rvvr]d(iav TU&amp;gt;V SrwtKaiis Trept

TU&amp;gt;V ytVlKO)V TTOl&V, TTO)? at TTTOXTflJ

tear aiirovs irpocptpovrai, KOI nms
ovriva TO. KOiva nap avrois Xeyfrat,
KOI OTTCO? Trapa rrjv uyvoiav rov pr]

nacrav oixriav r68f TI crrniaivtiv K.a.1 TO

Trap a rov ovriva tro(p(cr/ia yiverai

irapa TO o^f^a rfjs Xeea&amp;gt; oiov (1 ris

(&amp;lt;mv (V \\dfjvais, OVK (crriv tv Me-ya-

potf 6 yap (ivQpunros o VT i s

tarriv, ov yap tcrri TIS o KOIVOS,
u&amp;gt;s nva fie avrtiv

e*Xa/3o/i&amp;lt;^
tv TO)

X(rya&amp;gt;,

Ka\ irapa TOVTO TO ovop,a TOVTO
f&amp;lt;r%fi&amp;gt;

o \6yos OUT is K\rj6eis.

Compare Schol. p. 45, a. 7, where

Porphyry says that the Stoics, as

well as Aristotle, in arranging Cate

gories, took as their point of departure
TO fieirrepoi/ v7roKtip.(vov, not TO

7rpo&amp;gt;TOj&amp;gt;

irTTOKfip.fi ot (= ri]v fiTTOiov vXr^i/).
b

Trendelenburg, Kategorienlehre

p. 222; Plutarch, De Stoicor. Re-

pugnautiis, p. 1054 a. ; Simpl. ad

Categor. Schol. p. 67, Br. Eloia were

distributed by the Stoics into three

varieties
;

and the abstract word

VOL. I.

notoTTjy, in the Stoic sense, corres

ponded only to the highest and most

complete of these three varieties, not

to the second or third variety, so that

TroioTrjf had a narrower extension than

TroioV : there were TTOUI without any
TToiorrjs corresponding to them. To
the third Category, DWJ e^owo, which
was larger and more varied than the

second, they had no abstract term

corresponding; nor to the fourth

Category, npos ri. Hence, we may
see one reason why the Stoics, con

fining the abstract term TfoiorrjTts to

durable attributes, were disposed to

maintain that the TroioTrjTey TU&amp;gt;V O-GJ-

fj.druv were themselves o-co^uiTa or

o-a&amp;gt;/iaTa
: which Galen takes much

pains to refute (vol. xix. p. 4G3, seq. ed.

Kiihn). The Stoics considered these

qualities as atpas rivds, or irvtvp-ara,

&c., spiritual or gaseous agents per

vading and holding together the solid

substance.

It is difficult to make out these

Stoic theories clearly from the evi

dence before us. From the state

ments of Simplikius in Scholia, pp.
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was the Essence of the Subject rl the essential quali

ties or attributes, but also the derivative manifestations

thereof, coinciding with what is called the proprium in

Porphyry s Eisagoge. It therefore came next in order

immediately after rl: since the Essence of the Subject must

be declared, before you proceed to declare its Aqcidents.

The third Stoic Category (T? e%oi/) comprised a

portion of what Aristotle ranked under Quale, and all

that he ranked under Quantum, Ubi, Quando, Agere,

Pati, Jacere, Habere. The fourth Stoic Category coin

cided with the Aristotelian Ad Aliquid. The third

was thus intended to cpver what were understood as

absolute or non-relative Accidents ; the fourth included

what were understood as Relative Accidents.

The order qf arrangement among the four was con

sidered as fixed and peremptory. They were not co

ordinate species under one and the same genus, but

Buperordinate and subordinate,* the second presupposing
and attaching to the first ; the third, presupposing and

attaching to the first, plus the second
;
the fourth, pre-

67-69, I cannot understand the line

of distinction between irota and trots

e\ovra. The Stoics considered TTOIOTTJS

to be Bvvap.is irXflcrTtov eVotoriK^

(Tvp.7TT(op.dT&amp;lt;av,
(as f] (ppovrjats TOV T(

&amp;lt;ppovip.o)s TrepmaTflv KOI TOV (ppo-

vip.ois 8iaXeye&amp;lt;r$at (p. 69, b. 2) ;
and

if all these o-u/iTrrw/iara were in

cluded under iroiov, so that o (frpovi-

fj.a&amp;gt;s irepnraT&v, 6 TTV irporeivatv, and

o rptx&v, were TTOIOI nvts (p. 67, b.

34), I hardly see what was left for

the third Category Trias r^on-a to

comprehend ; although, according to

the indications of Plotinus, it would

be the most comprehensive. The
Stoic writers seem both to have dif

fered among themselves and to have

written inconsistently.

Neither Trendelenburg(Kategorien-
lehre pp. 223-226), nor even Prantl,
in his more elaborate account (Gesch.
der Logik, pp. 429-437), clears up
this obscurity.

*

Prantl, Geschichte der Logik,
vol. i. pp. 428-429

; Simplikius ad

Categor. fol. 43, A : KaKflvo O.TOTTOV

TO (TVvdfTd TTOlflv TO. y(VT) (K TTpOTfptoV

TIVU&amp;gt;V KOI 8(VTfpO)V U&amp;gt;5 TO TTpOS Tl fK

TTOIOV Kal Trpos TI. Cf. Plotinus, En-

nead. vi. 1, 25-29.

Po/phyry appears to include all

crvp-fifftrjicoTa under iroibv and ir&amp;lt;as

exov: he gives as examples of the

latter, what Aristotle would have

assigned to the Category Keur&u

(Eisagoge, cc. 2, 10
;
Schol. Br. p. 1,

b. 32, p. 5, a. 30).
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supposing and attaching to the first,plus the second and

third. The first proposition to be made is, in answer to

the question Quale Quid? You answer Tale Aliquid,

declaring the essential attributes. Upon this, the next

question is put, Quali Modo se habens ? You answer by
a term of the third Category, declaring one or more of

the accidental attributes non-relative, Tale Aliquid, tali

Modo se habens. Upon this, the fourth and last question

follows, Quali Modo se habens ad alia ? Answer is made

by a predicate of the fourth Category, i.e. a Relative.

Hie Aliquis homo (1), niger (2), servus (3).

In comparing the ten Aristotelian with the four

Stoic Categories, we see that the first great difference

is in the extent and comprehension of Quale, which

Aristotle restricts on one side (by distinguishing from

it Essentia Secunda), and enlarges on the other (by

including in it many attributes accidental and foreign
to the Essence). The second difference is, that the

Stoics did not subdivide their third Category, but in

cluded therein all the matter of six Aristotelian Cate

gories, and much of the matter of the Aristotelian Quale.

B.oth schemes agree on two points : 1. In taking as the

point of departure the concrete, particular, individual,

Substance. 2. In the narrow, restricted, inadequate

conception formed of the Relative Ad Aliquid.
Plotinus himself recognizes five Summa or Prima

Genera* (he does not call them Categories) Ens, Motus,

Quies, Idem, Diversum ; the same as those enumerated

Plotinus (Enneacl. vi. 1. 30) dis

approves greatly the number of dis

parates ranked under TO iras f\ov,
which has (he contends) no discover

able unity as a generic term. It is

curious to see how he cites the Aristo

telian Categories, as if the decuple
distinction which they marked out

were indefeasible.

Simplikius says that the Stoics dis

tinguished between TO irpus n and TO

npos TI Trwy *\ov ;
and Trendelenburg

(pp. 228, 229) explains and illustrates

this distinction, which, however, ap
pears to be very obscure.

b
Plotinus, Ennead. vi. 2. 8, 14, 16.

L 2
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in the Platonic Sophistes. He does not admit Quantum,

Quale, or Ad Aliquid, to be Prima Genera ; still less

the other Aristotelian Categories. Moreover, he insists

emphatically on the distinction between the intelligible

and the sensible world, which distinction he censures

Aristotle for neglecting. His five Genera he applies

directly and principally to the intelligible world.

For the sensible world he admits ultimately five Cate

gories ; Substantia or Essentia (though he conceives

this as fluctuating between Form, Matter, and the

Compound of the two), Ad Aliquid, Quantum, Quale,

Motus. But he doubts whether Quantum, Quale,

and Motus, are not comprehended in Ad Aliquid.*

He considers, moreover, that Sensible Substance is not

Substance, properly speaking, but only an imitation

thereof; a congeries of non-substantial elements, quali

ties and matter.
b

Dexippus, in answering the ob

jections of Plotinus, insists much on the difference

Plotinus, Ennead. vi. 3. 3.
rj

KOI

ravra tls TO. irpos rr irepifKTiKov yap

p.a\\ov. His idea of Relation is more

comprehensive than that of Aristotle,

for he declares that terms, proposi

tions, discourse, &c., are npos TI- KCI&

o (n]tiavTiK.a (vi. 3. 19).
b

Plotinus, Enn. vi. 3. 8-15.
c The second and third books of

Dexippus s Dialogue contain his an

swers to many of the objections urged

by Plotinus. Aristotle, in the Cate-

goriaj (Dexippus says), accommodates

himself both to the received manner of

speaking and to the simple or ordinary

conception of ova-la entertained by

youth or unphilosophical men ovre

yap nepl TUIV OVTMV, ovrt irepl T&amp;gt;V ytvStv

rfjs Trpu&amp;gt;TT)s
Olivias vvv avrw TrpoKfirat

Xeytiv crro^aferai -yap r&amp;gt;v vtatv TOIS

inrXovo-Tfpots firaKoXovdelv bwa^evutv

(p. 49). Compare also pp. 50-54,
where Dexippus contrasts the more

abstruse handling which we read in

the Physica and Metaphysica, with

the more obvious and unpretending

thoughts worked out by Aristotle in

the Categorise. Dexippus gives an

interesting piece of advice to his pupil,
that he should vary his mode of dis

cussing these topics, according as his

companions are philosophical or other

wise eyca fjiev ovv, & KaXe KayaQf

2/XevKe, 8oyfJimt.KMTfpov npos nXco-

rtvov diravro), o~v 8e, tTTf\ padvrtpai
ir&amp;lt;&amp;gt;)s flcrlv ai \va-fis avrai, -rrpos fifv

TOVS (K (pi\oo~o(j)ias op/xco/ievovy rats

roiavrais aTrai/TTJcrfcri
XP&quot;&amp;gt;&amp;gt; Ttpos 8e

TOVS 6\iya flTUTTflfUVOVS T&amp;gt;V

rntf Trpo\(tpois XP^* olcXva fO

XeycOI/, OTl TTfpl TToSa

fdos ras uKpodcrfis
X e t* 816 Kai vvv ov8ev (j-u&amp;gt;0(v tTTfi-

o~dyfi TU&amp;gt;V dv&Tfpw Kfi^fvatv (pi\oo~o-

(j)r)fjMT&amp;lt;ov,
&c. (pp. 50-51).
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between Aristotle s point of view in the Categorise, in

the Physica, and in the Metaphysica. In the Cate

gorize, Aristotle dwells mainly on sensible substances

(such as the vulgar understand) and the modes of

naming and describing them.

Galen also recognizes five Categories ;
but not the

same five as Plotinus. He makes a new list, formed

partly out of the Aristotelian ten, partly out of the Stoic

four : Qvala, Troaov, TTOJOJ/, Trpos Tt, T TL TTWS

The latter portion of this Aristotelian treatise, on

the Categories or Predicaments, consists of an Ap
pendix, usually known under the title of Post-Predica-

menta;
b wherein the following terms or notions are

analysed and explained Opposita, Prius, Simul, Motus,

Ilabere.

Of Opposita, Aristotle reckons four modes, analogous
to each other, yet not different species under the same

genus :

c
1. Relative- Opposite, Relatum and Correlatum.

2. Contraria. 3. Habitus and Primtio. 4. Affirmatio

and Negatio.

These four modes of opposition have passed from

Schol. ad Categor. p. 49 a. 30.
b Andronikus and other commen

tators supposed the Post-Predicamenta

to have been appended to the Cate

goric by some later hand. Most of

the commentators dissented from this

view. The distinctions and explana
tions seem all Aristotelian.

c

Categ. p. 11, b. 1C: irtpl fi TU&amp;gt;V

trdai prjTiov. See Simpl. in Schol. p.

81, a. 37-b. 24. Whether Aristotle

reckoned ra avriKfifjitva a true genus
or not, was debated among the com
mentators. The word irocrax^t implies

that he did not; and he treats even

the term tvavria as a
no\\a\u&amp;gt;s Xtyo-

p.evoi&amp;gt;, though it is less wide in its

application than dvriKfip.(va, which in

cludes Helata (Metaphys. I. p. 1055, a.

17). He even treats arfpija-ts as a

TToXXa^cos \ty6fJLfvov (p. 1055, a. 34).

At dvridfcrfis T(Ta-apts, the four

distinct varieties of ra nvTiKfip-tva

are enumerated by Aristotle in various

other places : Topic, ii. p. 109, b. 17 ;

p. 113, b. 15
; Metaphys. I. p. 1055, a.

38. In Metaphys. A. p. 1018, a. 20,

two other varieties are added. Pxmitz

observes (ad Metaph. p. 247) that

Aristotle seems to treat this quadri

partite distribution of Opjwsita, &quot;tan-

quam certum et exploratum, pariter
ac causarum numerum,&quot; &c.
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the Categoric of Aristotle into all or most of the

modern treatises on Logic. The three last of the four

are usefully classed together, and illustrated by their

contrasts with each other. But as to the first of the

four, I cannot think that Aristotle has been happy in

the place which he has assigned to it. To treat Relativa

as a variety of Opposita, appears to me an inversion of

the true order of classification
; placing the more com

prehensive term in subordination to the less compre
hensive. Instead of saying that Relatives are a variety
of the Opposite, we ought rather to say that Opposites
are varieties of the Relative. We have here another

proof of what has been remarked a few pages above
;

the narrow and inadequate conception which Aristotle

formed of his Ad Aliquid or the Relative
; restricting

it to cases in which the describing phrase is gram
matically elliptical.

4 The three classes last-mentioned

Categor. p. 11, b. 24.

Ammonius and Simplikius inform

us that there was much debate among
the commentators about these four

alleged varieties of dvri.Kfip.fva ; also,

that even Aristotle himself had com

posed a special treatise (not now

extant), Tltpl TU&amp;gt;V AvTiKfipevcav, full

of perplexing dnopiai, which the

Stoics afterwards discussed without

solving (Schol. p. 83, a. 15-48).

Herminus and others seem to have

felt the difficulty of calling all Rela

tives avriKfipeva ;
for they admitted

that the antithesis between the Re
lative and its Correlate was of gentler

character, not conflicting, but recipro

cally sustaining. Alexander ingeni

ously compared Rdatum and its

Correlatum to the opposite rafters of

a roof, each supporting the other

orepa Kai TJTTOV p.a^6fifva ev

fj.ev
OVTO. a XX 77X0- aXXa TOVTO

dfiKwcriv A.\eav8pos on avTiKeif

os Kai TO \aj38oei8rj v\a Tr

Xa/n/3ai/et, &c., Schol. p. 81, b. 32
; p.

82, a. 15, b. 20). This is an undue en

largement of the meaning of Opposita,

by taking in the literal material sense

as an adjunct to the logical. On the

contrary, the Stoics are alleged to

have worked out the views of Ari

stotle about evavria, but to have re

stricted the meaning of dvriKtip.fva to

contradictory opposition, I. e. to Affir

mative arid Negative Propositions
with the same subject and predicate

(Schol. p. 83, b. 11
; p. 87, a. 29). In

Metaphysica, A. p. 983, a. 31, Aristotle

calls the final cause (TO ov eve&amp;lt;a KOI

Tayadov) TTJV dvTiKip.e vr]v alriav to

the third cause (among his four), TO

odev
fj KLvr](ns. This is a misleading

phrase ;
the two are not opposed, but

mutually implicated and correlative.

t ((rv
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by Aristotle (1. Contraria, 2. Habitus and Privatio, 3.

Affirmatio and Negatio} are truly Opposita ; in each

there is a different mode of opposition, which it is

good to distinguish from the others. But the Relatum

and its Correlatum, as such, are not necessarily Opposita
at all

; they are compared or conceived in conjunction
with each other ;

while a name, called relative, which
connotes such comparison, &c., is bestowed upon each.

Opposita fall under this general description, as parts

(together with other parts not Opposita) of a larger
whole. They ought properly to be called Opposite-
Relativa : the phrase Relative- Opposita, as applied
to Relatives generally, being discontinued as in

correct.
8

From Opposita Aristotle passes to Prius and Sunul ;

with the different modes of each.
b

Successive and Syn
chronous, are the two most general classes under which

facts or events can be cast. They include between

them all that is meant by Order in Time. They admit

of no definition, and can be explained only by appeal
to immediate consciousness in particular cases. Priority
and Simultaneity, in this direct and primary sense, are

among the clearest and most impressive notions of the

human mind. But Aristotle recognizes four additional

meanings of these same words, which he distinguishes

from the primary, in the same way as he distin

guishes (in the ten Categories) the different meanings
of Essentia, in a gradually descending scale of ana

logy. The secondary Prius is that which does not

reciprocate according to the order of existence with

its Posterius ; where the Posterius presupposes the

See the just and comprehensive After reading that definition, the

definition of Relative Names given inconvenience of ranking Relatives as

by Mr. John Stuart Mill, in his a species or variety of Opposites, will

System of Logic, Book I. chap. ii. be seen at once.

7, p. 46.
b
Categ. p. 14, a. 20, seq.
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Prius, while the Prius does not presuppose the Pos-

terius : for example, given two, the existence of one

is necessarily implied ;
but given one, the existence

of two is not implied.
8 The tertiary Prius is that

which comes first in the arrangements of science or

discourse : as, in geometry, point and line are prior as

compared with the diagrams and demonstrations ; in

writing, letters are prior as compared with syllables;

in speeches, the proem is prior as compared with the

exposition. A fourth mode of Prius (which is the

most remote and far-fetched) is, that the better and

more honourable is prius naturd. Still a fifth mode is,

when, of two Relatives which reciprocate with each

other as to existence, one is cause and the other effect :

in such a case, the cause is said to be prior by nature to

the effect.
b For example, if it be a fact that Caius

exists, the proposition
&quot; Caius exists,&quot;

is a true pro

position ;
and vice versa, if the proposition

&quot; Caius

exists&quot; is a true proposition, it is a fact that Caius

exists. But though from either of these you can infer

the other, the truth of the proposition is the effect, and

not the cause, of the reality of the fact. Hence it is

correct to say that the latter is prius naturd, and the

former posterius naturd.

This is a sort of article in a Philosophical Dic

tionary, tracing the various derivative senses of two

very usual correlative phrases; and there is another

article in the fourth book of the Metaphysica, where

Aristot. Categ p. 14, a. 29, I It appears that debates, Hepi Tlpo-

seq. This second mode of Prius is

entitled by Alexander (see Schol. (ad

Metaphys. A.) p. 707, b. 7, Brandis)

rfpov Kal Yartpov, were frequent in

the dialectic schools of Aristotle s day
as well as debates, Ilepi Tavrov

777 (pvcrfi. But Aristotle i Erepou, IIcpi Opoiov Kal Avopoiov,
does not so call it here; he reserves

J Tlepl Tavro-njTos Kal

that title for the fourth and fifth (Arist. Metaph. B. p. 995, b. 20).

modes. b
Aristot. Categ. p. 11, b. 10.
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the derivations of the same terms are again traced out,

though by roads considerably different.
8 The two terms

are relatives ; Prius implies a Postering as Simid

implies another Simul ; and it is an useful process to

discriminate clearly the various meanings assigned to

each. Aristotle has done this, not indeed clearly nor

consistently with himself, but with an earnest desire

to elucidate what he felt to be confused and perplexing.
Yet there are few terms in his philosophy which are

more misleading. Though he sets out, plainly and

repeatedly, the primary and literal sense of Priority,

(the temporal or real), as discriminated from the

various secondary and metaphorical senses, neverthe

less when he comes to employ the term Print in the

course of his reasonings, he often does so without speci

fying in which sense he intends it to be understood.

And as the literal sense (temporal or real priority) is

the most present and familiar to every man s mind,
so the term is often construed in this sense when it

properly bears only the metaphorical sense. The con

fusion of logical or emotional priority (priority either

in logical order of conception, or in esteem and respect)

with priority in the order of time, involving separability

of existence, is a frequent source of misunderstanding
in the Aristotelian Physics and Metaphysics. The

order of logical antecedence and sequence, or the fact

of logical coexistence, is of great importance to be

understood, with a view to the proof of truth, to the

disproof of error, or to the systematization of our pro-

Aristot. Metaphys. A. p. 1018, b. cognition, while we find such recog-

11-p. 1019, a. 12. The article in the
j

nition in the Metaphysics, and we

Metaphysics is better and fuller than
|

find also a fuller development of the

that in the Categorize. In this last, \
varieties of the logical or intellectual

Order in Place receives no social re- Prius.
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cesses of thought ;
but we must keep in mind that what

is prior in the logical order is not for that reason prior
in temporal order, or separable in real existence, or fit-

to be appealed to as a real Cause or
Agent.&quot;

* In the language of Porphyry,

irpoiJ(j)f&amp;lt;TTr)Ke (priority in real exist

ence) means nothing more than

(priority in the order of con

ception), Eisagoge, cc. xv., xvi.
;
Schol.

Br. p. 6, a. 7-21.
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CHATTER IV.

DE INTERPRETATION.

IN the preceding chapter I enumerated and discussed

what Aristotle calls the Categories. We shall now pro
ceed to the work which stands second in the aggregate
called the Organon the treatise De Interpretatione.
We have already seen that the Aristotelian Ontology

distinguishes one group of varieties of Ens (or different

meanings of the term Ens} as corresponding to the

diversity of the ten Categories ; while recognizing also

another variety of Ens as Truth, with its antithesis

Non-Ens as Falsehood? The former group was dealt

with in the preceding chapter ; the latter will form the

subject of the present chapter. In both, indeed,

Ontology is looked at as implicated with Logic ;
that

is, Ens is considered as distributed under significant

names, fit to be coupled in propositions. This is the

common basis both of the Categorise and of the treatise

De Interpretatione. The whole classification of the

Categories rests on the assumption of the proposition
with its constituent parts, and on the different relation

borne by each of the nine genera of predicates towards

their common Subject. But in the Categorice no ac- /

count was taken of the distinction between truth and

falsehood, in the application of these predicates to the

Subject. If we say of Sokrates, that he is fair, pug-

nosed, brave, wise, &c., we shall predicate truly ;
if we

See above in the preceding chapter, p. 86.
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say that he is black, high-nosed, cowardly, stupid, &c.,

we shall predicate falsely ;
but in each case our pre

dicates will belong to the same Category that of

Quale. Whether we describe him as he now is, stand

ing, talking, in the market-place at Athens ; or whether

we describe him as he is not, sitting down, singing, in

Egypt in both speeches, our predicates rank under the

same Categories, Jacere, Agere, Ubi. No account is

taken in the Categoric of the distinction between true

and false application of predicates ; we are only in

formed under what number of general heads all our

predicates must be included, whether our propositions
be true or false in each particular case.

But this distinction between true and false, which

remained unnoticed in the Categorise, comes into the

foreground in the treatise De Interpretatione. The

Proposition, or enundative
speech,&quot;

is distinguished
from other varieties of speech (interrogative, precative,

imperative) by its communicating what is true or what

is false. It is defined to be a complex significant speech,

composed of two terms at least, each in itself significant,

yet neither of them, separately taken, communicating
truth or falsehood. The terms constituting the Pro

position are declared to be a Noun in the nominative

case, as Subject, and a Verb, as Predicate
;
this latter

essentially connoting time, in order that the synthesis
of the two may become the enunciation of a fact or

quasi-fact, susceptible of being believed or disbelieved.

All this mode of analysing a proposition, different from

the analysis thereof given or implied in the Categorise,
is conducted with a view to bring out prominently its

function of imparting true or false information. The

treatise called the Categorise is a theory of significant

&quot;

Aristot. De Interpret, p. 17, a. 1 : \6yos
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names subjicible and predicable, fit to serve as elements

of propositions, but not yet looked at as put together
into actual propositions; while in the treatise De In-

terpretatione they are assumed to be put together, and a

theory is given of Propositions thus completed.
Words spoken are marks significant of mental impres

sions associated with them both by speaker and hearer ;

words written are symbols of those thus uttered. Both

speech and writing differ in different nations, having
no natural connection with the things signified. But

these last, the affections or modifications of the mind,

and the facts or objects of which they are representa
tions or likenesses, are the same to all. Words are

marks primarily and directly of the first, secondarily
and indirectly of the second.

8
Aristotle thus recognizes

these two aspects first, the subjective, next the ob

jective, as belonging, both of them conjointly, to sig

nificant language, yet as logically distinguishable ;
the

former looking to the proximate correlatum, the latter

to the ultimate.

For this doctrine, that the mental affections of man

kind, and the things or facts which they represent, are

the same everywhere, though the marks whereby they
are signified differ, Aristotle refers us to his treatise

De Anima, to which he says that it properly belongs.
15

He thus recognizes the legitimate dependence of Logic
on Psychology or Mental Philosophy.

De Interpretat. p. 16, a. 3, scq. &i&amp;gt; \ was not the work of Aristotle. An-

fjifvroi ravra oTj/ifta npo)T&amp;lt;as,
ravra dronikus contended that there was

rJjr ^vxrjs, Kal S)v nothing in the De Anima to justify

TrpdypaTa rj8r) ravrd. I the reference. But Ammonius in his
b

Ibid. p. 16, a. 8 : irtpl ^tv ovv Scholia (p. 97, Brand.) makes a suffi-

rnvruiv
(&quot;ipr^rai

tv rols nfpl cient reply to the objection of An-

yap TrpaypaTfias. It was upon ! dronikus. The third book De Anima
this reference, mainly, that Andro- (pp. 430-431) lays down the doctrine

nikus the Khodian rested his opinion, i
here alluded to. Compare Torstrick s

that the treatise De Interpretatione Commentary, p. 210.
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That which is signified by words (either single or in

combination) is some variety of these mental affections

or of the facts which they represent. But the signifi

cation of a single Term is distinguished, in an important

point, from the signification of that conjunction of

terms which we call a Proposition. A noun, or a verb,

belonging to the aggregate called a language, is asso

ciated with one and the same phantasm
a
or notion,

without any conscious act of conjunction or disjunction,

in the minds of speakers and hearers : when pronounced,
it arrests for a certain time the flow of associated ideas,

and determines the mind to dwell upon that particular

group which is called its meaning.
b But neither the

noun nor the verb, singly taken, does more than this ;

neither one of them affirms, or denies, or commu
nicates any Jnformation true or false. For this last

purpose, we must conjoin the two together in a certain

way, and make a Proposition. The signification of the

Proposition is thus specifically distinct from that of

either of its two component elements. It communicates

what purports to be matter of fact, which may be either

true or false ;
in other words, it implies in the speaker,

and raises in the hearer, the state of belief or disbelief,

which does not attach either to the noun or to the verb

separately. Herein the Proposition is discriminated

&quot;

Aristot. De Interpr. p. 16, a. 13 : i Compare Analyt. Poster. II. xix.

ra fj.fv
ovv ovofuira avTa Kal TO. prjp.aTa

j
pp. 99-100, where the same doctrine

occurs : the movement of association

is stopped, and the mind is deter

mined to dwell upon a certain idea
;

one among an aggregate of runaways

being arrested in flight, another halts

also, and so the rest in succession,

until at length the Universal, or the

sum total, is detained, or &quot; stands

still
&quot;

as an object of attention. Also

Aristot. Problem, p. 956, b. 39.

TO) avtv SiaipeVecos

VOT)fJLO.Tl,
OlOV TO avdp&TTOS KO.I TO \V-

KOV, orai/
p.T) Trpo&amp;lt;rrf6r]

Tf ovVe yap
ovTf aXrjdfs 7ra&amp;gt;.

Aristot. De Interpret, p. 16, b.-

19 : avra p.fv Kaff eavTa \fy6p.fva
Ta prjfj.aTa oi//iara fCTTi Kai OTJfUUVfl

TI (itrTJjtri &quot;yap
6

\eyo&amp;gt;v TTJV 8id-

voiav, Kal 6 aKovcras r) p e pr) cr f v)

aXX (I fcrrlv
fj JXTJ, OI/TTO) cnj^uuWt, &C.
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from other significant arrangements of words (precative,

interrogative, which convey no truth or falsehood), as

well as from its own component parts. Each of these

parts, noun and verb, has a significance of its own
;
but

these are the ultimate elements of speech, for the parts
of the noun or of the verb have no significance at all.

The Verb is distinguished from the Noun by connoting

time, and also by always serving as predicate to some
noun as subject.*

Aristotle intimates his opinion, distinctly and even

repeatedly, upon the main question debated by Plato in

the Kratylus. He lays it down that all significant

speech is significant by convention only, and not by
nature or as a natural instrument.

13 He tells us also

that, in this treatise, he does not mean to treat of all

significant speech, but only of that variety which is

known as enunciative. This last, as declaring truth or

falsehood, is the only part belonging to Logic as he

conceives it
;

other modes of speech, the precative,

imperative, interrogative, &c., belong more naturally

to Rhetoric or Poetic. Enunciative speech may be

either simple or complex ;
it may be one enunciation,

declaring one predicate (either in one word or in

several words) of one subject ; or it may comprise
several such.

d The conjunction of the predicate with

the subject constitutes the variety of proposition called

Aristot. De Interpr. p. 16, b.

2, seq.
b

Ibid. p. 16, a. 26
; p. 17, a. 2.

c
Aristot. De Interpr. p. 17, a. 6 :

6 &t dnofpavTiKos TT/S vvv 6ta&amp;gt;-

pias. See the Scholion of Ammonius,

pp. 95, 96, 108, a. 27. In the last

passage, Ammonius refers to a passage

in one of the lost works of Theo-

phrastus, wherein that philosopher

distinguished TOV atro^avrtubv \6yov
from the other varieties of \6yos, by
the difference of o^ecrts : the

a7ro0ai&amp;gt;-

TIKOS Xoyoj was Trpos TO. Trpay/iara, or

objective ; the others were Tj-pos rovs

uKpoafjifvovs, i. e. varying with the

different varieties of hearers, or sub

jective.
A

Aristot. De Interpr. p. 17, a. 20.
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Affirmation ;
the disjunction of the same two is Nega-

tion or Denial.* But such conjunction or disjunction,

operated by the cogitative act, between two mental

states, takes place under the condition that, wherever

conjunction may be enunciated, there also disjunc
tion may be enunciated, and vice versd. Whatever

may be affirmed, it is possible also to deny; what

ever may be denied, it is possible also to affirm.
b

To every affirmative proposition there is thus opposed
a contradictory negative proposition ;

to every negative
a contradictory affirmative. This pair of contradictory

opposites may be called an Antiphasis ; always assum

ing that the predicate and subject of the two shall be

really the same, without equivocation of terms a pro
viso necessary to guard against troublesome puzzles
started by the Sophists. And we must also distinguish
these propositions opposite as Contradictories, from pro

positions opposite as Contraries. For this, it has to be

observed that there is a distinction among things

(Trpayfjiara) as universal or singular, according as they

are, in their nature, predicable of a number or not :

homo is an example of the first, and Kallias is an

example of the second. When, now, we affirm a

predicate universally, we must attach the mark of

universality to the subject and not to the predicate ;

we must say, Every man is white, No man is white.

We cannot attach the mark of universality to the

predicate, and say, Every man is every animal ;
this

*
Aristot. De Interp. p. 17, a. 25. Kardifiacris KOI

dn6(j)a&amp;lt;ns
at armui-

b
Aristot. De Interpr. p. 17, a. 30 :

/xei/at.

anav &v eVSexon-o KOI o Kare^ae ris\ Jt seems (as Ammonius observes,

&amp;lt;iTTo(f&amp;gt;r)&amp;lt;Tai,
KOL 6 aWc^o-e ns Kara- Schol. p. 112, a. 33) that dvrtyaais

(f)f)o-ai.
in this sense was a technical term,

c
Aristot. De Interpr. p. 17, a introduced by Aristotle.

33 : Ka\ &amp;lt;TTO&amp;gt;

di&amp;gt;Ti(f)a(ris TOVTO,
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would be untrue.
8 An affirmation, then, is contra

dictorily opposed to a negation, when one indicates

that the subject is universally taken, and the other,

that the subject is taken not universally, e.g. Omnis

homo est albus, Non omnis homo est albus ; Nullus

homo est albus,
Est aliquis homo albus. The oppo

sition is contrary, when the affirmation is universal,

and the negation is also universal, i.e., when the sub

ject is marked as universally taken in each : for

example, Omnis homo est albus, Nullus homo est

albus. Of these contrary opposites, both cajant be

true, but both may. be false. Contradictory opposites,

on the other hand, while they cannot both be true,

cannot both be false ; one must be false and the

other true. This holds also where the subject is

a singular term, as Sokrates.
b

If, however, an uni

versal term appear as subject in the proposition in

definitely, that is, without any mark of universality

whatever, e.g., Est albus homo, Non est albus homo, then

the affirmative and negative are not necessarily either

contrary or contradictory, though they may be so

sometimes : there is no opposition, properly speaking,
between them

;
both may alike be true. This last

observation (says Aristotle) will seem strange, because

many persons suppose that Non est homo albus is

equivalent to Nullus homo est nlbus but the meaning

&quot;

Aristot. Do Interpr. p. 17, a. 37-

b. 14 : tVel ft fori TCI p.(v KadoXou

TUI&amp;gt; irp(iyp.iiTrov, rii Fit Kdff (Karrrnv

(At yo) fit Kn6(&amp;gt;\ov
pi&amp;gt;

o eVi JrXf idvatv

irt&amp;lt;f)VK Kanjyopfurdtu, xaff CKOOTOI/ fif

6
p.f],

nlnv livdptoTTOS flfv rwv KdDoXov,

KoXXias fie TU&amp;gt;V xaff (Kcurrov)- &c.

Ainnifinius (in Scliol. p. 113, a.
i&amp;gt;8)

says that what is predicated, either

of many subjects or of one, must be

The warning against quantifying
the predicate appears in this logical

treatise of Aristotle, and is repeated
in the Analytira Priora, I. xxvii.

p. 43, b. 17. Here we have : ov&tpia

KaTti(f&amp;gt;arris a\t)0f)s e fTTm, iv
r)

TOV

vufi ov Kado\nv TO Ka66\nv

KnrriyopftTai, olni&amp;gt; rrrri nns
nv6pu&amp;gt;iros

nav
q&amp;gt;nv (b. 14).

h
Ibid. b. 16-20.

VOL. I. M
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of the two is not the same, nor does the truth of the

latter follow from that of the former,
4

since homo

in the former may be construed as not universally

taken.

It thus appears that there is always one negation

corresponding to one and the same affirmation ; making

up together the Antipliasis, or pair of contradictory

opposites, quite distinct from contrary opposites. By
one affirmation we mean, that in which there is one

predicate only, and one subject only, whether taken

universally or not universally :

E.g. Omnis homo est albus .. .. Non omnis homo est albus.

Est homo albus Non est homo albus.

Nullus homo est albus . . . . Aliquis homo est albus.

But this will only hold on the assumption that album

signifies one and the same thinor. If there be oneO &amp;gt;

name signifying two things not capable of being gener
alized into one nature, or not coming under the same

&quot;

Aristot. De Inteqoret. p. 17, b. thought, which Logic is intended to

29-37. Mr. John Stuart Mill (System bring to view and to guard against,

of Logic, Bk. I. ch. iv. s. 4) cites and was more present to his mind than to

approves Dr. Whately s observation,
j

that of Dr. Whately ; moreover, the

that the recognition of a class of Propo- I forms of Greek speech favoured the

sitions called indefinite
&quot;

is a solecism, : ambiguity.
of the same nature as that committed

j

Aristotle s observation illustrates

by grammarians when in their list of
j

the deficiencies of common speaking,

genders they enumerate the doubtful as to clearness and limitation of mean-

gender, The speaker must mean to ! ing, at the time when he began to

assert the proposition either as an
j

theorize on propositions.

universal or as a particular proposi-
|

I think that Whately s assumption

tion, though he has failed to declare &quot; the speaker must mean &quot;

is ana-

which.&quot; logons to the assumption on which

But Aristotle would not have ad-
j

Sir W. Hamilton founds his proposal

mitted Dr. Whately s doctrine, de-
|

for explicit quantification of the pre-

claring what the speaker &quot;must mean.&quot; I dicate, viz., that the speaker must,

Aristotle fears that his class, inde-
j implicitly or mentally, quantify the

finite, will appear impertinent, be- predicate ; and that his speech ought
cause many speakers are not conscious

j

to be such as to make such quantifi-

of any distinction or transition be- cation explicit. Mr. Mill has shewn

tween the particular and the general, elsewhere that this assumption of

The looseness of ordinary speech and i Sir W. Hamilton s is incorrect.
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definition, then the affirmation is no longer one.
a Thus

if any one applies the term himation to signify both

horse and man, then the proposition, Est himation

album, is not one affirmation, but two ; it is either

equivalent to Est homo albus and Est equus albus or it

means nothing at all
;
for this or that individual man

is not a horse. Accordingly, in this case also, as well

as in that mentioned above, it is not indispensable that

one of the two propositions constituting the Antiphasis
should be true and the other false.

b

With these exceptions Aristotle lays it down, that, in

every Antiphasis, one proposition must be true and the

other must be false. But (he goes on to say) this is

only true in regard to matters past or present ; it is

not true in regard to events particular and future. To
admit it in regard to these latter, would be to affirm

that the sequences of events are all necessary, and none

of them casual or contingent ;
whereas we know, by

our own personal experience, that many sequences

depend upon our deliberation and volition, and are

therefore not necessary. If all future sequences are

necessary, deliberation on our part must be useless. We
must therefore (he continues) recognize one class of se

quences which are not uniform not predetermined by
antecedents

;
events which may happen, but which also

may not happen, for they will not happen. Thus, my coat

may be cut into two halves, but it never will be so cut
;

it will wear out without any such bisection occurring.

m
Aristot. De Interpr. p. 18, a. 13,

b
Aristot. De Interpr. p. 18, a. 26.

scq. : ftia Se iart jcara^acrtr KOI OTTO-
;

The example which Aristotle here

&amp;lt;fra&amp;lt;ris TI
(v naff vos cnj/wucoucra, 17 j gives is one of a subject designated

*a#oXou OVTOS KaQoXov
t) pr) o/ioiwr, ; by an equivocal name

; when he had
olov TTUS &quot;ti dpuiros X(VKOS tariv ... ! begun with the predicate. It would

TO XVKOV iv a-rjfj.aiv(i. d 8t have been more pertinent if he had
8voiv (V livofia Ktlrat, ( Itv

(JLT]
fcrriv

tv, ov fila KaTa(f)am.s, &c., and the

Scholion of Ammonius,p. 116,b.6,seq.

said at first, d 6
av6pu&amp;gt;7ros (v

Aristot. De Interpr. p. 18, a. 28-

p. 10, b. 4.

M 2
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If you affirm the reality of a fact past or present,

your affirmation is of necessity determinately true, or it

is determinately false, i.e. the contradictory negation is

determinately true. But if you affirm the reality of a

fact to come, then your affirmation is not by necessity

determinately true, nor is the contradictory negation

determinately true. Neither the one nor the other

separately is true : nothing is true except the disjunctive

antithesis as a whole, including both. If you say, To

morrow there will either be a sea-fight, or there will

not be a sea-fight, this disjunctive or indeterminate

proposition, taken as a whole, will be true. Yet neither

of its constituent parts will be determinately true ;

neither the proposition, To-morrow there will be a sea-

fight, nor the proposition, To-morrow there will not

be a sea-fight. But if you speak with regard to past
or present if you say, Yesterday either there was a

sea-fight or there was not a sea-fight then not only
will the disjunctive as a whole be true, but also one or

other of its parts will be determinately true.
a

This remarkable logical distinction is founded on

Aristotle s ontological or physical doctrines respecting
the sequence and conjunction of events. He held (as

we shall see more fully in the Physica and other trea

tises) that sequences throughout the Kosmos were to a

certain extent regular, to a certain extent irregular.
The exterior sphere of the Kosmos (the Aplanes] with

the countless number of fixed stars fastened into it, was
a type of regularity and uniformity ; eternal and ever

moving in the same circular orbit, by necessity of its

own nature, and without any potentiality of doing

Aristot. De Interpr. p. 18, b. 29.

Ammonius (Scholia ad De Interpret,

p. 119, bb. 18, 28, seq.) expresses
Aristotle s meaning in terms more

distinct than Aristotle himself: pf)

TTUVTtoS fXflv TO tTfpOV (JiOplOV TTJS

v, &c. (b. 43).
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otherwise. But the earth and the elemental bodies,

organized and unorganized, below the lunar sphere and

in the interior of the Kosmos, were of inferior perfec
tion and of very different nature. They were indeed

in part governed and pervaded by the movement and

influence of the celestial substance within which they
were comprehended, and from which they borrowed

their Form or constituent essence ; but they held this

Form implicated with Matter, i.e. the principle of poten

tiality, change, irregularity, generation, and destruction,

&c. There are thus in these sublunary bodies both

constant tendencies and variable tendencies. The con

stant Aristotle calls Nature
;
which always aspires to

Good, or to perpetual renovation of Forms as perfect as

may be, though impeded in this work by adverse in

fluences, and therefore never producing any thing but

individuals comparatively defective and sure to perish.

The variable he calls Spontaneity and Chance, form

ing an independent agency inseparably accompanying
Nature always modifying, distorting, frustrating, the

full purposes of Nature. Moreover, the different natural

agencies often interfere with each other, while the irre

gular tendency interferes with them all. So far as Nature

acts, in each of her distinct agencies, the phenomena
before us are regular and predictable ;

all that is uniform,
and all that (without being quite uniform) recurs usually
or frequently, is her work. But, besides and along with

Nature, there is the agency of Chance and Spontaneity,
which is essentially irregular and unpredictable. Under
this agency there are possibilities both for and against ;

either of two alternative events may happen.
It is with a view to this doctrine about the variable

kosmical agencies or potentialities that Aristotle lays
down the logical doctrine now before us, distinguishing

&amp;lt;-&amp;gt; o o

propositions aflirmiug particular facts past or present,
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from propositions affirming particular facts future. In

both cases alike, the disjunctive antithesis, as a whole, is

necessarily true. Either there was a sea-fight yesterday,

or there was not a sea-fight yesterday : Either there

will be a sea-fight to-morrow, or there will not be a sea-

fight to-morrow both these disjunctives alike are neces

sarily true. There is, however, a difference between the

one disjunctive couple and the other, when we take the

affirmation separately or the negation separately. If

we say, There will be a sea-fight to-morrow, that pro

position is not necessarily true nor is it necessarily

false ; to say that it is either the one or the other

(Aristotle argues) would imply that every thing in

nature happened by necessary agency that the casual,

the potential, the may be or may not be, is stopped out

and foreclosed. But this last is really the case, in

regard to a past fact. There was a sea-fight yester

day, is a proposition either necessarily true or neces

sarily false. Here the antecedent agencies have already

spent themselves, blended, and become realized in one

or other of the two alternative determinate results.

There is no potentiality any longer open ;
all the

antecedent potentiality has been foreclosed. The pro

position therefore is either necessarily true or necessarily

false ; though perhaps we may not know whether it is

the one or the other.

In defending his position regarding this question,

Aristotle denies (what he represents his opponents as

maintaining) that all events happen by necessity. He

points to the notorious fact that we deliberate and take

counsel habitually, and that the event is frequently

modified, according as we adopt one mode of conduct

or another ; which could not be (he contends), if the

event could be declared beforehand by a proposition

necessarily or determinately true. What Aristotle
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means by necessity, however, is at bottom nothing else

than constant sequence or conjunction, conceived by
him as necessary, because the fixed ends which Nature

is aiming at can only be attained by certain fixed \

means. To this he opposes Spontaneity and Chance,

disturbing forces essentially inconstant and irregular ;

admitting, indeed, of being recorded when they Itave

produced effects in the past, yet defying all power of

prediction as to those effects which they will produce in

the future. Hence arises the radical distinction that

lie draws in Logic, between the truth of propositions

relating to the past (or present) and to the future.

But this logical distinction cannot be sustained,

because his metaphysical doctrine (on which it is

founded) respecting the essentially irregular or casual,

is not defensible. His opponents would refuse to grant
that there is any agency essentially or in itself irregular,

casual, and unpredictable.
11 The aggregate of Nature

&quot; The Stoics were
op}K&amp;gt;sed

to Ari

stotle on this point. They recognized
no logical difference in the character

of the Antiphasis, whether applied to

past and present, or to future. Niko-
stratus defended the thesis of Aristotle

against them. See the Scholia of

Simplikius on the Categoric, p. 87,
b. 30-p. 88, a. 24. at yap etr roi/ /ztX-
Xoj/ra xpovov iyicXivofKvai TrpoTuaas
ovrf a\Tjd(ls ticrlv ovrf tyevof is ta

Trjv rov fvot%op.(vov (favcriv.

The remarks of Hobbes, upon the

question here discussed by Aristotle,
well deserve to be transcribed (De
Corpore, part II. ch. x. s. 5) :

&quot; But here, ]&amp;gt;erhaps,
some man may

ask whether those future things, which
are called contingents, are necessary.
I say, therefore, that generally all con

tingents have their necessary causes,
but are called contingents in respect
of other events, upon which they do

not depend ;
as the rain, which shall

be to-morrow, shall be necessary, that

is, from necessary causes ;
but we

think and say, it happens by chance,

because we do not yet perceive the

causes thereof, though they exist now.

For men commonly call that casual

or contingent, whereof they do not

perceive the necessary cause ;
and in

the same manner they use to speak
of things past, when not knowing
whether a thing be done or no, they

say, it is possible it never was done.
&quot;

Wherefore, all propositions con

cerning future things, contingent or

not contingent as this, It will rain

to-morrow, or this, To-morrow the sun

will rise are either necessarily true,

or necessarily false ;
but we call them

contingent, because we do not yet
know whether they be true or false ;

whereas their verity depends not upon
our knowledge, but upon the fore-



168 DE INTERPKETAT10NE. CHAP. IV.

consists of a variety of sequences, each of them constant

and regular, though intermixed, co-operating, and con

flicting with each other, in such manner that the re

sulting effects are difficult to refer to their respective

causes, and are not to be calculated beforehand except

by the highest scientific efforts
; often, not by any

scientific efforts. We must dismiss the hypothesis of

Aristotle, assuming agencies essentially irregular and

unpredictable, either as to the past or as to the future.

The past has been brought about by agencies all regular,

however multifarious and conflicting, and the future will

be brought about by the like : there is no such dis

tinction of principle as that which Aristotle lays down
between propositions respecting the past and propositions

respecting the future.

going of their causes. But there are

some, who, though they confess this

whole proposition, To-morrow it will

either rain or not rain, to be true,

yet they will not acknowledge the

parts of it, as To-morrow it will rain,

or To-morrow it will not rain, to be

either of them true by itself
;
because

they say neither this nor that is

true determinately. But what is this

determinately true, but true upon our

knowledge, or evidently true? And
therefore they say no more, but that

it is not yet known whether it be

true or no
;
but they say it more

obscurely, and darken the evidence of

the truth with the same words with

which they endeavour to hide their

own ignorance.&quot;

Compare also the fuller elucidation

of the subject given by Mr. John
Stuart Mill, in his System of Logic,
Bk. III. ch. xvii. s. 2 :

&quot; An event

occurring by chance may be better

described as a coincidence from which
we have no ground to infer an uni

formity ; the occurrence of an event

in certain circumstances, without our

having reason on that account to

infer that it will happen again in

those circumstances. This, however,
when looked closely into, implies that

the enumeration of the circumstances

is not complete. Whatever the fact

was, since it has occurred once, we

may be sure that if all the circum

stances were repeated, it would occur

again ;
and not only if all, but there

is some particular portion of those

circumstances, on which the pheno
menon is invariably consequent. With
most of them, however, it is not con

nected in any permanent manner : its

conjunction with those is said to be the

effect of chance, to be merely casual.

Facts casually conjoined are separately
the effect of causes, and therefore of

laws; but of different causes, and

causes not connected by any law. It

is incorrect then to say that any

phenomenon is produced by chance;
but we may say that two or more

phenomena are conjoined by chance,

that they coexist or succeed one

another only by chance.&quot;
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There is, indeed, one distinction between inferences

as to the past and inferences as to the future, which

may have contributed to suggest, though it will not

justify, the position here laid down by Aristotle. In

regard to the disjunctive To-morrow there will be

a sea-fight, or there will not be a sea-fight nothing
more trustworthy than inference or anticipation is

practicable : the anticipation of a sagacious man with

full knowledge is more likely to prove correct than

that of a stupid man with little knowledge ; yet both

are alike anticipations, unverifiable at the present
moment. But if we turn to the other disjunctive

Yesterday there was a sea-fight, or there was not a

sea-fight we are no longer in the same position. The
two disputants, supposed to declare thus, may have

been far off, and may have no other means of de

ciding the doubt than inference. But the inference

here is not unverifiable : there exist, or may exist,

witnesses or spectators of the two fleets, who can

give direct attestation of the reality, and can either

confirm or refute the inference, negative or affirmative,

made by an absentee. Thus the proposition, Yester

day there was a sea-fight, or the other, Yesterday
there was not a sea-fight, will be verifiable or deter-

minably true. There are indeed many inferences as

to the past, in regard to which no direct evidence is

attainable. Still this is an accident
;

for such direct

evidence may always be supposed or imagined as capable
of being brought into court. But, in respect to the

future, verification is out of the question ; we are con

fined to the region of inference, well or ill-supported.

Here, then, we have a material distinction between the

past and the future. It was probably present to the

mind of Aristotle, though he misconceives its real

extent of operation, and makes it subservient to his still



170 DE INTERPRETATION. CHAP. IV.

more comprehensive classification of the different con

temporaneous agencies (regular and irregular) which

he supposes to pervade the Kosmos.

In the treatise before us, he next proceeds to state what

collocation of the negative particle constitutes the special

or legitimate negation to any given affirmation, or what

are the real forms of proposition, standing in contradic

tory opposition to certain other forms, so as to make up
one Antiphasis.

& The simplest proposition must include

a noun and a verb, either definite or indefinite : non

homo, is a specimen of an indefinite noun non currit,

of an indefinite verb. There must be, in any one pro

position, one subject and one predicate ; even the inde

finite noun or verb signifies, in a certain sense, one thing.

Each affirmation comprises a noun, or an indefinite

noun, with a verb ; the special corresponding or contra

dictory negation (making up the Antiphasis along with

the former) comprises a noun (or an indefinite noun)
with an indefinite verb. The simplest proposition is

Affirmative, Contradictory Negative.

Est homo Non est homo.

Est non homo Non est non homo.

Here are only two pairs of antithetic propositions, or

one quaternion. The above is an indefinite proposition

(which may be either universal or not). When we uni

versalize it, or turn it into an universal proposition, we
have

Affirmative. Contradictory Negative.

Est omnis homo Non est omnis homo.

Est omnis non homo Non est omnis non homo.

The above are specimens of the smallest proposition ;

but when we regard larger propositions, such as those

(called tertii adjacentis) where there are two terms

besides est, the collocation of the negative particle be-

*
Aristot. DC Interpr. p. 19, b. 5, seq.
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comes niore complicated, and requires fuller illustration.

Take, as an example, the affirmative Est Justus homo,

the true negation of this is, Non est Justus homo. In

these two propositions, homo is the subject ; but we may
join the negative with it, and we may consider non homo,

not less than homo, as a distinct subject for predication,

affirmative or negative. Farther, we may attach est

and non est either to Justus or to non Justus as the pre
dicate of the proposition, with either homo, or non homo,

as subject. We shall thus obtain a double mode of

antithesis, or two distinct quaternions, each containing
two pairs of contradictory propositions. The second

pair of the first quaternion will not be in the same

relation as the second pair of the second quaternion,
to the proposition just mentioned, viz. (A) E*t Justus
luniin

; with its negative, (B) Non est Justus /tamo.&quot;

First, let us assume homo as subject. We have then

(QUATERNION I.)

(A) Est Justus homo (B) Non est Justus homo.

(D) Nun est non Justus homo .. .. (C) Est non Justus homo.

Examining the relation borne by the last two among
these four propositions (C and D), to the first two

&quot;

Aristot. De Interpr. p. 10, b.

19. orav 8( TO (&amp;lt;TTI rpirov TrpocrKa-

TTjyoprjTai, rj^r/ 8i\a)s \tyovrai at

dvridfcrds Ae yco 8f olov ?o&quot;rt 8 i-

Kll 10 S Ul&amp;gt;6
pU&amp;gt;TT

O S- TO f (TT I Tpi-

TOV (prjp.1 crvyK(~i&amp;lt;r6ai ovofta fj pr^JM tv

Ttj KciTa(pu(T(i. &amp;lt;ao~Tf 8ta TOVTO Tfrrapa
(CTTtn TIWTU, &V T&amp;lt;\

p,fl&amp;gt;
&VO JTpOS TTfV

K&amp;lt;iTti(pa&amp;lt;n.v
Kill iiTfvfyacriv fei Kara TO

CTTOl^oC* 0&amp;gt;S at
&amp;lt;TT(pT)(TflS,

T(l 8f 8llO,

ov. [Xtyw fie ort TO ( tr T t v
f)

TO)

iWm a) npo(TKfi(T(Tal TI T&amp;lt;f

ov
8(Kn(6&amp;gt;],

oiaTf cat
r) dnotpacris. Ttrrapa ovv

ttrrni* voovfifv 8( TO \(y6fj.(vov c &amp;lt;

TU&amp;gt;V
vn&amp;lt;&amp;gt;y(ypafjip.(v&amp;lt;ji&amp;gt;v.

In this passage

the words which I have enclosed be

tween brackets are altered by Waitz :

I shall state presently what I think

of his alteration. Following ujwn
these words there ought to Ixj, and it

seems from Ammonius (Schol. p. 121,

a. 20) that there once was, a scheme

or table arranging the four proposi

tions in the order and disposition

which we read in the Analytica

Priora, I. xlvi. p. 51, b. 37, and

which I shall here follow. But no

such table now appears in our text
;

we have only an enumeration of the

four projxjsitions, in a different order,

and then a reference to the Ana

lytica.
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(A and B), the simple affirmative and negative, we see

that B is the legitimate negative of A, and D that of

0. We farther see that B is a consequence of C, and

D a consequence of A, but not vice versa : that is, if C
is true, B must certainly be true

;
but we cannot infer,

because B is true, that C must also be true : while, if

A is true, D must also be true ; but D may perhaps
be true, though A be not true. In other words, the

relation of D to A and of C to B, is the same as it

would be if the privative term injustus were substituted

in place of nan Justus ; i.e. if the proposition C (Est

injustus homo) be true, the other proposition B (Non
est Justus homo), must certainly be true, but the infer

ence will not hold conversely ;
while if the proposition

A (Est Justus homo), be true, it must also be true to

say D (Non est injustus homo), but not vice versd*

Such is the result obtained when we take homo as

the subject of the proposition ;
we get four propo

sitions, of which the two last (C and D) stand to the

1
Referring to the words cited in the

preceding note, 1 construe TO. fie St o,

ov as Boethius does (11. pp. 384-385),
and not in agreement with Ammonius

(Schol. p. 122, a. 26, Br.), who, how

ever, is followed both by Julius Pacius

and Waitz (p. 344). I think it im

possible that these words, TO. oe ovo,

(A) Est Justus homo ..

As the words TO. p.ev ovo refer to

the second contradictory pair (that is,

C and D) in the first Quaternion, so

the words TO. 8e ovo, ov designate the

second contradictory pair (G and H)
in the second Quaternion. Though
G and H are included in the second

Quaternion, they are here designated

by the negative relation (TO. 8e 8vo,

ov) which they bear to A and B,
the first contradictory pair of the first

ov, can mean (as Ammonius thinks)
the Kardtfrao-is and

dir6&amp;lt;pa&amp;lt;ns
them

selves, since the very point which

Aristotle is affirming is the relation

of these words, irpbs rqv Kurdtyao-iv

KOI
mro&amp;lt;t&amp;gt;aiTiv,

i, e. to the affirmative

and negative started from

.. (B) Non est Justus homo.

Quaternion.
8i\S&amp;gt;s \fyovrat at dvrt-

dfo-fts (line 20) is explained and illus

trated by line 37 avrai fj.fv ovv 8vo

dvriKeivrai, oEXXoi 6e ovo irpos TO ov K

av Q p COTT o s a&amp;gt;s VTroKfifitvov n Trpoo--

Tfdev. Lastly, Aristotle expressly
states that the second Quaternion will

stand independently and by itself

(p. 20, a. 1), having noticed it in the

beginning only in relation to the

first.
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two first (B and A) in the same relation as if they

(0 and D) were privative propositions. But if, instead

of homo, we take non homo as Subject of the propo
sition (Justus or non Justus being predicates as before),

we shall then obtain two other pairs of contradictory

propositions ;
and the second pair of this new quaternion

will not stand in that same relation to these same propo
sitions B and A. We shall then find that, instead ofB arid

A, we have a different negative and a different affirm

ative, as the appropriate correlates to the third and

fourth propositions. The new quaternion of propo

sitions, with non homo as subject, will stand thus

(QUATERNION II.)

(E) Est Justus non homo (F) Non cst Justus non homo.

(H) Non cst non Justus non homo .. (G) Est non Justus non homo.*

Here we see that propositions Gr and II do not stand

to B and A in the same relations as C and D stand to

B and A ; but that they stand in that same relation

to two perfectly different propositions, F and E. That

is, if in place of non Justus, in propositions Gr and II,

we substitute the privative term injustus (thus turning

&quot;

Aristot. De Interpr. p. 10, b. 30. first quaternion) oAAfu 8e 8vo npns
avrat p.fv ovv 8vo avriKtivria (the TO OVK avdpuiiros ?

{nroKfip.fv&amp;lt;&amp;gt;v

two pairs A B and C D of the
j

rt irpoartBtv

(E) fCTTl 5lKlO9 OVK
&quot;ivdpOlTTOS

.. .. (F) OVK &amp;lt;TTl SlKfUOf OVK (lfdp(l)1TOt.

(H) OVK (OTiv oi&amp;gt; OIKMOS OVK
uv6p&amp;lt;i)iros

.. (G) forty ov 8tK(iios OVK uvdfictinos.

TrAfiovs S&amp;lt; rovrcoi/ OVK (trovrai avn6(-

avrat

ccroiroi, &&amp;gt;? ovpari ra&amp;gt;

xpwfifvai. Tlie

second avrat alludes to this last qua
ternion, (Ktivu&amp;gt;v to the tirst. I have,

as in the former case, transposed pro-

jiositions three and four of this second

(juaterniuii, in order that the relation

of G to F and of H to E may be

more easily discerned.

There are few chapters in Aristotle

more obscure and puzzling than the

tenth chapter ofthe De Interpretations.

It was found so by Alexander, Her-

minus, Porphyry, Ammonius, and all

the Scholiasts. Ammonius (Schol.

pp. 121, 122, Br.) reports these doubts,
and complains of it as a riddle almost

insoluble. The difficulties remain,
even after the long note of VVaitz, and
the literal translation of M. Barthe-

lemy St. Hilaire.



174 DB INTERPRETATIONS. CHAP. IV.

G into Est injustus non homo, and turning H into Non

est injustus non homo), the relation of G-, when thus

altered, to F, and the relation of H, when thus altered,

to E, will be the same as it was before. Or, in other

words, if Gr be true, F will certainly be true, but not

vice versa ; and if E be true, H will certainly be true,

but not vice versa.

The propositions which we have hitherto studied

have been indefinite ; that is, they might be uni

versal or not. But if we attach to them the sign of

universality, and construe them as universals, all that

we have said about them would still continue to be true,

except that the propositions which are diametrically

(or diagonally) opposed would not be both true in so

many instances. Thus, let us take the first quaternion
of propositions, in which est is attached to homo, and

let us construe these propositions as universal. They
will stand thus

(A) Omnis est homo Justus (B) Non omnis est homo Justus.

(D) Non omnis est homo non Justus .. (C) Omnis est homo non Justus.

In these propositions, as in the others before noticed,

the same relation prevails between C and B, and be

tween A and D
;

if C be true, B also is true, but not

vice versa ; if A be true, D also will be true, but not vice

versa. But the propositions diagonally opposed will not

be so often alike true :

a
thus, if A. be true (Omnis est

homoJustus), C cannot be true ( Omnis est homo nonJustus) ;

whereas in the former quaternion of propositions (inde

finite, and therefore capable of being construed as not

universal) A and C might both be alike true.
b

*
Aristot. De Interpret, p. 19, b. 35.

7T\i)v ov% 6fj.oia&amp;gt;s
ras Kara dto/itcrpov

TTUTf. The &quot; diameter
&quot;

or &quot;

diagonal
&quot;

is to be understood with reference to

171, note, the related propositions

standing at the angles, as above.
b The Scholion of Ammonius, p.

123, a. 17, Br., explains this very
obscure passage : dXX eVt pev T&amp;gt;V

the scheme or square mentioned p. anpoaftinpicTTtov (indefinite proposi-
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It is thus that Aristotle explains the distinctions of

meaning in propositions, arising out of the altered

collocation of the negative particle ;
the distinction be

tween (1) Non est Justus, (2) Ext non Justus, (3) Ext

injustus. The first of the three is the only true nega
tive, corresponding to the affirmative Est Justus. The
second is not a negative at all, but an affirmative (tV

/uerafleVew?, or by transposition, as Theophrastus after

wards called it). The third is an affirmative, but pri

vative. Both the second and the third stand related

in the same manner to the first
; that is, the truth of

the first is a necessary consequence either of the second

or of the third, but neither of these can be certainly
inferred from the first. This is explained still more

clearly in the Prior Analytics ;
to which Aristotle here

makes express reference.&quot;

tions, such as may be construed either

as universal or as particular), Kara

Tijv (v8f^nfj.(iTii&amp;gt; uArji/ T(is T( KarcKpd-

&amp;lt;mr (of the propositions diagonally

opposite), (Tvva\r)d(vfiv dXXiyXmr a-vp.-

ftalvfi. KU\ ras aTrofpucreis, are r a i r

fj.fpiita.ls i(To8vvap.ovcras. tiri

8t ro)v
Trpo(r8iu&amp;gt;pi&amp;lt;TiJL(vu&amp;gt;v (those pro-

Itositions where the mark of univer

sality is tacked to the Subject), nepl
Z&amp;gt;v wv\ avTo&amp;gt; 6 Xo-yor, T^J xaduXov

KClTCl(pU(Tf&amp;lt;aS
Kill TTJS fTT\ fJifpOVS aVo-

&amp;lt;pd&amp;lt;TO)s,
Tar p.tv Karafpdcrfis dSvvarov

(rvvaXrjdfvcrai Kad otai/SijTrore vXrjv,

Tar P.CVTOI aTTo&amp;lt;pii&amp;lt;rfis (rvp-fiaivfi &amp;lt;ruv-

aXrjdevfiv Kara fj.6vi]v TTJV (v5(^op.fi^jv

&C.

Aristot. Be Interpr. p. 10, b. 31.

ruvra p.(v ovv, wcrrrtp tv roit Ava-

XvriKoir Xtyfrat, nvru&amp;gt; TtraKrat.

Waitz in his note suggests that in-

steail of TfTaKTat we ought to read

rfrux&B. Hut if we sujipose that the

formal table once existed in the text,

in an order of arrangement agreeing

with the Analytica, this conjectural

change would be unnecessary.
Wait/, has made some changes in

the text of this chapter, which appear
to me partly for the better, partly not

for the better. Both Hekker and Husse-

maker (Firmin Didot) retain the old

text; but this old text was a pu/./.le

to the ancient commentators, even

anterior to Alexander of Aphrodisias.
I will here give first the text of 1 ek-

ker, next the changes made by Waltz :

my own opinion does not wholly
coincide with either. I shall cite the

text from p. 19, b. 19, leaving out the

portion between lines 30 and 3fi, which

does not bear upon the matter here

discussed, while it obscures the legiti

mate sequence of Aristotle s reasoning.

(Hekker.) &quot;Orav 8e TO tcrri rpi-
TOV Trpoa-KarriynpfiTai, tJ8rj 8i^S&amp;gt;s

\(-

yovrai ai dvrid((T(is. Xtyw 6e olov

ecrTi 8 i icato s S.v6 pmiros TO

(&amp;lt;rri rpirov (prjp.1 crvyKfirrdai ovnp.a

T] pflfM (V TT) K&amp;lt;lTa&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;d(T(l.
WOTf 8lh
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After this very subtle and obscure distinction between

propositions secundi adjacentis, and those tertii adjacentis,

TOUTO TfTTapa fo~Tai TCI/TO, a&amp;gt;v ra I Ketcrcrat ^ rq&amp;gt;

ov 8iK.ala&amp;gt; (25),

p,fi&amp;gt;
8vo npbs TTJV KaTaffoao-iv Kal OTTO- : wore Kal

f) aTrofpacris. TfTTapa ovv

(pacriv ffi Kara TO OTOI^OVV co? at

o~Tfprjo~fis, TO. 8c 8vo ov. Xeyco 8

6Yt ro f O~T iv fj
T co 8 t K a t co TT po ar-

(A) eort diKaios avdpanros

(0) eo~Tiv ov 8iKaios avdpanros

earai. (Here follow the first pairs of

Antitheses, or the first Quaternion of

propositions in the order as given)

(B) OVK eon SiKatoj avdpanros.

(D) OVK fO-TIV OV SlKaiOS av

Kfipevov TI (38) Trpoo-Tfdev. (Here
follow the second pairs of Antitheses,
or the second Quaternion of proposi

tions, again in the order from which

TO yap f CTT iv fVTavoa Kai TO ov K

f (TT i TW StKoico Trpoo-Kfio eTat

Kttl TW OV SlKOlQ) (30). AVTOI

u,ev ovv 8vo di TtKeti rai, aXXai O ovo

Trpbs TO OVK avd panr os a&amp;gt;s VTTO-
{

I have departed above)

(E) 6OTI StKOlOS OVK (ivdpCiTTOS (F) OuK OTt 8lKalOS OVK avdpCOTTOS.

(G) fo~Tiv ov StKaio? OVK avdpanros .. (H) OVK fo~Tiv ov SiKatof OVK avdpunros*

TrXeiovs 8e TOVTUV OVK f&ovTaL OVTI- secundi adjacentis, there was only one

dfo-eis. avTai 8f (the second Quater- Quaternion or two couples of anti-

nion) xwP f (Kfivav (first Quaternion) thetical propositions,

avral KO^ eavras to~ovTai, cos

OVK avdpanros ^pco^trat.

In this text Waitz makes three

alterations : 1. In line 24, instead of

fj
TOO SiKai co irpoo-Kfio-fTat. fj

TCO ov

he reads, fj
TCO

dvdpanra&amp;gt;

fj
TOO OVK dvBpanrat.

2. In line 30 he makes a similar

change ;
instead of TCO SIKO/CO 717300-

Ktio-fTai Kal TCO ov 8tKai co he reads,

TCO dvdpanrai irpoo-Kfio-fTai Kal TCO OVK

In line 33, instead of Trpoa-Ttdfv, he

reads 7rpoo~Tfd(vros.

Of these three alterations the first

appears to me good, but insufficient
;

the second not good, though the pas

sage as it stands in Bekker requires

amendment
;
and the third, a change

for the worse.

The purpose of Aristotle is here

twofold. First, to give the reason

Next, to assign
the distinction between the first and
the second Quaternion in propositions
tertii adjacentis.

Now the first of these two purposes
is marked out in line 25, which I

think we ought to read not by sub

stituting the words of Waitz in place
of the words of Bekker, but by retain

ing the words of Bekker and inserting
the words of Waitz as an addition to

them. The passage after such addi

tion will stand thus
\tya&amp;gt;

8 on TO

eo~Tiv
TJ

TO) 8iKai(&amp;gt;) 7rpoo~Kfio~(Tai fj
T&amp;lt;5

ov
d(Kat6&amp;gt;,

Kat
fj

r&amp;lt;5 avBpunrto fj
r&amp;lt;5 OVK

dvdpanro), wore Kai
T] dn6&amp;lt;pao-is.

T(T-

Tapa ovv eorai. Here Aristotle de

clares the reason why (ovV) there come
to be four couples of propositions;
that reason is, because eo-rt and OVK

eon may be joined either with OIKOIOS

or with ov OIKUIOS, and either with

avdpanros or with OVK avBpamos. Both

why, when the propositions were I these alternatives must be specified in

tertii adjacentis, there were two Qua-
j

order to make out a reason why there

ternions or four couples of antithetical are two Quaternions or four couples

propositions; whereas in propositions of antithetical propositions. But the
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in respect to the application of the negative, Aristotle

touches on the relation of contrariety between propo-

passage, as read by Hekker, gives only

one of these alternatives, while the

passage, as read by Waitz, gives only

the other. Accordingly, neither of

them separately is sufficient ;
but both

of them taken together furnish the

reason required, and thus answer

Aristotle s purpose.
Aristotle now proceeds to enunciate

the first of the two Quaternions, and

then proceeds to line 30, where the

reading of Bekker is irrelevant and

unmeaning ;
but the amendment of

Waitz appears to me still worse, being

positively incorrect in statement of

fact. Waitz reads TO yap e a- r i v

(vravda (in the first Quaternion,

which has just been enunciated) &amp;lt;a\

TO OV K O~ T IV TO)
fp&&amp;gt;77

KfifTfTOL KOI T OV K d V

TTpO(T-

O) 7T O&amp;gt;.

These last words are incorrect in fact,

for OVK avdpcmos does not appear in

the first Quaternion, but is reserved

for the second. While the reading of

Wait?; is thus evidently wrong, that

of Bekker asserts nothing to the pur

pose. It is useless to tell us merely
that (cmv and OVK fcrTiv attach both

to fiiKntoj and to ov Sixmos in this

first Quaternion (Vrav0a), because

that characteristic is equally true of

the second Quaternion (presently to

follow), and therefore constitutes no

distinction between the two. To

bring out the meaning intended by
Aristotle I think we ought here also

to retain the words of Bekker, and to

add after them some, though not all,

of the words of Waitz. The passage
would then stand thus TO yap &amp;lt;rrti&amp;gt;

tvravda KCI\ TO OVK to~Ti TO&amp;gt; otKata)

irpoo~Kfi(TfTai KOI TO&amp;gt; ov fiiKa/ca, gut

Ttf di&amp;gt;$pci&amp;gt;7r&&amp;gt;,
dXX ov T&&amp;gt; OVK

avdpu&amp;gt;-

ira&amp;gt;. Or perhaps *ai ov TO&amp;gt; OVK av-

6p&amp;lt;j)ir(p might suffice in the last clause

VOL. I.

(being a smaller change), though dXX

ov seem the proper terms to declare

the meaning. In the reading which

I propose, the sequence intended by
Aristotle is clear and intelligible.

Having first told us that foriv and

OVK ecrri, being joined alternately with

otKruoj and with ov fitKatoy, and also

with avQpatnos and OVK tivdpwnos,
make up two Quaternions, he proceeds

to enunciate the distinctive character

belonging to the first Quaternion of

the two, viz., that in it eo-ri and OVK

to-Tiv are joined both with orator and

ov SiKaios, and also with (ivdpanros,

but not ivith OVK uv6 punros. This

is exactly the truth.

Aristotle next proceeds to the second

Quaternion, where he points out, as

the characteristic distinction, that OVK

avOpanros conies in and avQpunros dis

appears, while SiKdior and ov &LKUIOS

remain included, as in the first. This is

declared plainly by Aristotle in lino

37 : avreu p.fv ovv 8vo dvr/Kcii/rat

(referring to the two pairs of an

tithetical propositions in the first

Quaternion), XXat be n po s TO

OVK av6punros u&amp;gt;s VTroKfiufvov

Tt TVpO(TT(6tV f(TTl 8/KatOS OVK flvdpd)-

TTOS-OVK fO~Tl SlKOtOS OVK
&quot;ivdptoTTOS,

tCTTlV OV 8iKCllOS OVK (ll&amp;gt;6p(i)1TOS-OVK

(CTTIV OV SlKdlOS OVK
(ivdp&amp;lt;l)TTOS

. \\ hdl

we read these words, nXXat fie fivo

Trpov TO OVK avdpuTTOs uis vnoKfip-t-

vov TI irpoo-Tfdfv, as applied to the

second Quaternion, we see that there

must have been some words pre

ceding which excluded OVK
av6pu&amp;gt;-

iros from the first Quaternion. Waitz

contends for the necessity of changing

npoo-Ttdfv into irpoorfQfvros. I do

not concur with his reasons for the

change ;
the words that follow, p. 20,

line 2, wr ovopaTi TW OVK uvdpui-
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sitions. The universal affirmation Omne est animal

justum has for its contrary Nullum est animal justum.
It is plain that both these propositions will never be

true at once. But the negatives or contradictories of

both may well be true at once ; thus, Non omne animal

est justum (the contradictory of the first) and Est all-

quid animal justum (the contradictory of the second)

may be and are both alike true. If the affirmative

proposition Omnis homo est non Justus be true, the

negative Nullus est homo Justus must also be true
;

if

the affirmative Est aliquis homo Justus be true, the

negative Non omnis homo est non Justus must also be

true. In singular propositions, wherever the negative
or denial is true, the indefinite affirmative

(e/r /j.eraOe-

o-ea)?, in the language of Theophrastus) corresponding
to it will also be true

;
in universal propositions, the

same will not always hold. Thus, if you ask, Is

Sokrates wise? and receive for answer No, you are

warranted in affirming, Sokrates is not wise (the inde

finite affirmation). But if you ask, Are all men wise?

and the answer is No, you are not warranted in affirm

ing, All men are not wise. This last is the contrary of

the proposition, All men are wise
;
and two contraries

may both be false. You are warranted in declaring only
the contradictory negative, Not all men are wise.

a

Neither the indefinite noun (OVK civOpwrros), nor the

IT os
xpo&amp;gt;/xfi&amp;gt;ai (wpoor^pw/aevot), are a

|
Boethius. Even earlier than the time

reasonable justification of Trpoartdtv of Alexander (Schol. p. 122, b. 47)
o v K av 6 p COTT of a&amp;gt;s viro * e i- . there was divergence in the MSS. of

v 6 v TI irpoo-Tfdtv being very t Aristotle ; several read rw
8iKqi&amp;lt;o (p.

analogous to OVK avdpuiras us
oi&amp;gt;o/ia.

This long note, for the purpose of

restoring clearness to an obscure text,

will appear amply justified if the

reader will turn to the perplexities

and complaints of the ancient Scho

liasts, revealed by Ammonias and

19, b. 25), several others read ro&amp;gt;

dvdpwircp. I think that all of them
were right in what they retained, and

wrong by omission only or mainly.
*

Aristot. De Interpret, p. 20, a.

16-30.



CHAP. IV. SUBJECT TO BE ONE, AND PREDICATE ONE. 179

indefinite verb (ov -rpe-^ei ov EtVcuo?) is a real and true

negation, though it appears to be such. For every

negation ought to be either true or false
;
but non

homo, if nothing be appended to it, is not more true

or false (indeed less so) than homo.&quot;

The transposition of substantive and adjective makes

no difference in the meaning of the phrase ;
Est albus

homo is equivalent to Est homo albus. If it were not

equivalent, there would be two negations corresponding
to the same affirmation ; but we have shown that there

can be only one negation corresponding to one affirm

ation, so as to make up an Antiphasis*
In one and the same proposition, it is indispensable

that the subject be one and the predicate one
;

if not,

the proposition will not be one, but two or more. Both

the subject and the predicate indeed may consist of

several words
;
but in each case the several words must

coalesce to make one total unity ;
otherwise the pro

position will not be one. Thus, we may predicate of

man animal, bipes, mansuetwn; but these three coalesce

into one, so that the proposition will be a single one.

On the other hand the three terms homo, albus, am-

bulans, do not coalesce into one
;

and therefore, if

we predicate all respecting the same subject, or if we
affirm the same predicate respecting all three, express

ing them all by one word, the proposition will not be

one, but several.

Aristotle follows this up by a remark interesting to

* Aristot.Dc Intcrpr. p.20,a. 31,seq. phrase of Ammonius in a portion of
b
Ibid. b. 1-12. That tort XCVKOS the Scholia, p. 121, a. 27). But he

Opamos, and (&amp;lt;rr\v
avdpa&amp;gt;nos

Xev- prefers to deduce it as a corollary

KOS, mean exactly the same, neither , from a general doctrine much less cvi-

more nor less we might have sup

posed that Aristotle would have

asserted without any proof; that he

would have been content dirb rStv

Tritrrovcrdai (to use the

dent than the statement itself; and
after all, his deduction is not conclu

sive, as Waitz has already remarked

(ad Organ. I. p. 351).
Ibid. b. 13-22.

N 2
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note, because we see how much his generalities were

intended to bear upon the actual practice of his day,
in regard to dialectical disputation. In dialectic exer

cise, the respondent undertook to defend a thesis, so as

to avoid inconsistency between one answer and another,

against any questions which might be put by the op

ponent. Both the form of the questions, and the form

of the answers, were determined beforehand. No ques
tion was admissible which tended to elicit information

or a positive declaration from the respondent. A pro

position was tendered to him, and he was required to

announce whether he affirmed or denied it. The ques
tion might be put in either one of two ways : either

by the affirmative alone, or by putting both the affirm

ative and the negative ;
either in the form, Is Rhetoric

estimable ? or in the form, Is Rhetoric estimable or

not ? To the first form the respondent answered Yes

or No : to the second form, he replied by repeating
either the affirmative or the negative, as he preferred.

But it was not allowable to ask him, W/iat is Rhetoric ?

so as to put him under the necessity of enunciating an

explanation of his own. a

Under these canons of dialectic debate, each question
was required to be really and truly one, so as to admit

of a definite answer in one word. The questioner was

either unfair or unskilful, if he wrapped up two ques
tions really distinct in the same word, and thus com

pelled the respondent either to admit them both, or to

deny them both, at once. Against this inconvenience

Aristotle seeks to guard, by explaining what are the

conditions under which one and the same word does in

fact include more than one question. He had before

brought to view the case of an equivocal term, which

* See the Scholia of Ammonias, p. 127 Br.
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involves such duplication : if himatIon means both

horse and man, it will often happen that questions

respecting himation cannot be truly answered either

by Yes or No. He now brings to view a different case

in which the like ambiguity is involved. To constitute

one proposition, it is essential both that the subject
should be one, and that the predicate should be one

;

either of them indeed may be called by two or three

names, but these names must coalesce into one. Thus,

animal, bipes, mansuetum coalesce into homo, and may
be employed either as one subject or as one pre
dicate

;
but homo, albm, ambulans, do not coalesce

into one
;

so that if we say, Kalllas est homo, albus*

ambulans, the proposition is not one but three.&quot; Ac

cordingly, the respondent cannot make one answer to

a question thus complicated. We thus find Aristotle

laying down principles and probably no one had ever

attempted to do so before him for the correct manage
ment of that dialectical debate which he analyses so

copiously in the Topica.
There are cases (he proceeds to state) in which two

predicates may be truly affirmed, taken separately,

respecting a given subject, but in which they cannot

be truly affirmed, taken together.
13

Kallias is a currier,

Kallias is good both these propositions may be true
;

yet the proposition, Kallias is a good currier, may
not be true. The two predicates are both of them

accidental co-inhering in the same individual ;
but

do not fuse themselves into one. So, too, we may
truly say, Homer is a poet ; but we cannot truly say,

Homer is.
c We see by this last remark,

d how distinctly

Aristot. De Interpret, p. 20, b.
|

b
Aristot. De Interp. p. 21, a. 7,

2, seq. ; Ammonius, Schol. pp. 127-
j
seq.

128, a. 21, Br. Compare DC Hophist.
&amp;lt; Ibid p. 21, a. 27.

Elench. p. 169, a. G-15.
d

Compare Schol. (ad Anal. Prior. I.)
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Aristotle assigned a double meaning to est : first,

per se, as meaning existence
; next, relatively, as per

forming the function of copula in predication. He
tells us, in reply either to Plato or to some other con

temporaries, that though we may truly say, Non-Ens
est opinabile, we cannot truly say Non-Ens est, becaiise

the real meaning of the first of these propositions is,

Non-Ens est opinabile non esse*

Aristotle now discusses the so-called MODAL Pro

positions the Possible and the Necessary. What
is the appropriate form of Antiphasis in the case of

such propositions, where possible to be, or necessary

to be, is joined toy the simple is. After a chapter of

some length, he declares that the form of Antiphasis

suitable for the Simple proposition will not suit for

a Modal proposition ;
and that in the latter the sign

of negation must be annexed to the modal adjective

possible, not possible, fyc. His reasoning here is

not merely involved, but substantially incorrect ; for,

in truth, both in one and in the other, the sign of

contradictory negation ought to be annexed to the

copula.
b From the Antiphasis in Modals Aristotle

p. 146, a. 19-27
;

also Eudemi Frag
ment, cxiv. p. 167, ed. Spengel.
Eudemus considered ecru/ as one

term in the proposition. Alexander

dissented from this, and regarded it

as being only a copula between the

terms, crwdfcrtats fJLrjvvTiKov popiov ru&amp;gt;v

(V rr) Trpordcrfi opa&amp;gt;v.

*
Aristot. De Interpr. p. 21, a. 32

;

compare Rhetorica, ii. p. 1402, a. 5.

The remark of Aristotle seems to

bear upon the doctrine laid down by
Plato in the Sophistes, p. 258 the

close of the long discussion which

begins, p. 237, about TO
p.r) ov, as

also alludes to the Republic ;
as if

Plato had delivered the same doctrine

in both ;
which is not the fact. See

Plato and the Other Companions of

Sokrates, vol. II. ch. xxvii. pp. 447-

458, seq.
b

Aristot. De Interpr. p. 21, a. 34-

p. 22, a. 13. See the note of Waitz,

ad Organ, I. p. 359, who points out

the error of Aristotle, partly indicated

by Ammonius in the Scholia.

The rule does not hold in propo

sitions with the sign of universality

attached to the subject ;
but it is at

least the same for Modals and Non-

Ammonius tells us in the Scholia, p.
: modals.

112, b. 5, p. 129. b. 20, Br. Ammonius
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proceeds to legitimate sequences admissible in such

propositions, how far any one of them can be inferred

from any other.
a He sets out four tables, each con

taining four modal determinations interchangeable with

each other.

l.

1. Possible (physically) to be.

2. Possible (logically) to be.

3. Not impossible to be.

4. Not necessary to be.

2.

1. Possible (physically) not to be.

2. Possible (logically) not to be.

3. Not impossible not to be.

4. Not necessary not to be.

3.

1. Not possible (physically) to be.

2. Not possible (logically) to be.

3. Impossible to be.

4. Necessary not to be.

4.

1. Not possible (physically) not to be.

2. Not possible (logically) not to be.

3. Impossible not to be.

4. Necessary to be.

Aristotle canvasses these tables at some length, and

amends them partly by making the fourth case of

the second table change place with the fourth of

the first.
b He then discusses whether we can cor

rectly say, that the necessary to be, is also possible

to be. If not, then we might say correctly that the

necessary to be is not possible to be ; for one side or

other of a legitimate Antiphasis may always be truly

affirmed. Yet this would be absurd : accordingly we
must admit that the necessary to be is also possible to

be. Here, however, we fall seemingly into a different

absurdity ;
for the possible to be is also possible not to be ;

and how can we allow that what is necessary to be is at

the same time possible not to be? To escape from such

absurdities on both sides, we must distinguish two

*
Aristot. De Interpr. p. 22, a. 14-

j

the order of the propositions in the

b. 28. I tables, and to place the Necessary
b

Ibid. b. 22, AeiVerat roLwv, &c. ;
! before the Possible. M. Barthelerny

Ammonius, Schol. p. 133, b. 5-27-36. . St. Hilaire has inserted (in the note

Aristotle also intimates (p. 23, a. to his Translation, p. 197) tables with

18) that it would be better to reverse this reversed order.
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modes of the Possible : one, in which the affirmative

and negative are alike possible ;
the other in which the

affirmative alone is possible, because it is always and

constantly realized. If a man is actually walking, we

know that it is possible for him to walk
;
and even when

he is not walking, we say the same, because we believe

that he may walk if he chooses. He is not always

walking ; and in his case, as in all other intermittent

realities, the affirmative and the negative are alike

possible. But this is not true in the case of necessary,

constant, and sempiternal realities. With them there

is no alternative possibility, but only the possibility of

their doing or continuing to do. The celestial bodies

revolve, sempiternally and necessarily ;
it is therefore

possible for them to revolve ; but there is no alternative

possibility ;
it is not possible for them not to revolve.

Perpetual reality thus includes the unilateral, but not

the bilateral, possibility.*

Having thus stated that possible to be, in this unilat

eral and equivocal sense but in no other, is a legitimate

consequence of necessary to be, Aristotle proceeds to

lay down a tripartite distinction which surprises us in

this place.
&quot;

It is plain from what has been said that

that which is by Necessity, is in Act or Actuality ;

so that if things sempiternal are prior, Actuality is

prior to Possibility. Some things, like the first (or

celestial) substances, are Actualities without Possibility ;

others (the generated and perishable substances) which

are prior in nature but posterior in generation, are

Actualities along with Possibility ;
while a third class

are Possibilities only, and never come into Actuality&quot;

(such as the largest number, or the least magnitude) .

b

*
Aristot. De Interpr. p. 22, b. 29-

D. 23, a. 1G.

b
Aristot. De Interpret, p. 23, a.

21-26.
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Now the sentence just translated (enunciating a

doctrine of Aristotle s First Philosophy rather than of

Logic) appears decidedly to contradict what he had said

three lines before, viz., that in one certain sense, the

necessary to be included and implied the possible to

be ; that is, a possibility or potentiality unilateral only,

not bilateral ;
for we are here told that the celestial

substance is Actuality without Possibility (or Poten

tiality), so that the unilateral sense of this last term is

disallowed. On the other hand, a third sense of the

same term is recognized and distinguished ;
a sense

neither bilateral nor unilateral, but the negation of

both. This third sense is hardly intelligible, giving as

it does an impossible Possible
;

it seems a self-contradic

tory description/ At best, it can only be understood as

a limit in the mathematical sense; a terminus towards

which potentiality may come constantly nearer and

nearer, but which it can never reach. The first, or

bilateral potentiality, is the only sense at once consistent,

legitimate, and conformable to ordinary speech. Ari

stotle himself admits that the second and third are

equivocal meanings,
15

departing from the first as the

m M. Barthelemy St. Hilaire, in the I If we read the thirteenth chapter
note to his translation (p. 197) calls

[

of Analytica Priora I. (p. 32, a. 18-29)
it justly

&quot;

le possible qui n est i we shall see that TO eV5fxPfVnv is

jamais ; et qui par cela meme, porte declared to be OVK dvayKaiov, and that

en lui une sorte d impossibility.&quot; It in the definition of TO iv8(^6p.(vov,

contradicts both the two explanations ! the words ov
/J.T)

ovros dvayKaiov are

of bwarbv which Aristotle had given expressly inserted. When TO avay-
a few lines before. 1. Svvarbv on. KOIQV is said tVSt^fcr^at, this is said

tvtpyfl. 2. 8vvarbv on ivtpyr](r(i(v only in an equivocal sense of eV8e-

av (p. 23, a. 10). xrdai TO yap dvayKaiov ofKOWfitDS
b Aristot. De Interpr. p. 23, a. 5. eVoVxftr&zt Xtyopfv.

TOVTO fttv TOVTOV \dpiv t
&quot;&amp;lt;-p

r
l
ru

&amp;lt;&quot;i

Vi ov On the meaning of TO tv8(\dft.fvov,

7r&amp;lt;ra Svi a^iv r&amp;lt;av avriKfiptvutv, ot S translated above, in the table,
&quot;

pos-

o&amp;lt;rat \fyovrai Kara TO avrb fi&os. sible (logically) to be, and its re-

tviai 8* Swdfifis 6/io)ioi/ioi dffiv rb lation to TO ftwarov, see Waitz ad

yap Swarbv ov^ tirrXij Xt-yfTni, dXXa Organ. I. pp. 375-8. Compare Prantl.

TO piv 6Yi d\i]d(s o&amp;gt;s (vtpyda ov, &c. Gesch. der Ixjgik, I. pp. 166-8.
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legitimate meaning ;
but if equivocal departure to so

great an extent were allowed, the term, put to such

multifarious service, becomes unfit for accurate phi

losophical reasoning. And we find this illustrated by
the contradiction into which Aristotle himself falls in

the course of a few lines. The sentence of First Phi

losophy (which I translated in the last page) is a

correction of the logical statement immediately pre

ceding it, in so far as it suppresses the necessary

Possible, or the unilateral potentiality. But on the

other hand the same sentence introduces a new con

fusion by its third variety the impossible Potential,

departing from all clear and consistent meaning of

potentiality, and coinciding only with the explanation
of Non-Ens, as given by Aristotle elsewhere.*

The contrast of Actual and Potential stands so pro

minently forward in Aristotle s First Philosophy, and

is, when correctly understood, so valuable an element

in First Philosophy generally, that we cannot be too

careful against those misapplications of it into which he

himself sometimes falls. The sense of Potentiality, as

including the alternative of either affirmative or nega
tive may be or may not be is quite essential in com

prehending the ontological theories of Aristotle
;
and

when he professes to drop the may not be and leave

only the may be, this is not merely an equivocal sense

of the word, but an entire renunciation of its genuine
sense. In common parlance, indeed, we speak ellip-

m
Aristot. De Interpr. p. 21, a.

32 : TO 8e pf] ov, on Soao&quot;ToV,

OVK d\r)des flifflv ov TI 8oa yap

The triple enumeration given by
Aristotle (1. Actuality without Po

tentiality. 2. Actuality with Poten-

avTov OVK t(mv OTI eariv, dXX OTI
| tiality. 3. Potentiality without Ac-

OVK faTiv. To pi] ov is the true !

tuality) presents a neat symmetry
description of that which Aristotle

j

which stands in the place of philoso-

improperly calls Swapis tj
ovdenorf phical exactness.
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tically, and say, It may be, when we really mean, It

may or may not be. But the last or negative half,

though not expressly announced, is always included in

the thought and belief of the speaker and understood

by the hearer.*

Many logicians, and Sir William Hamilton very

emphatically, have considered the Modality of pro

positions as improper to be included in the province of

Logic, and have treated the proceeding of Aristotle in

thus including it, as one among several cases in which

he had transcended the legitimate boundaries of the

science.
1* This criticism, to which I cannot subscribe,

is founded upon one peculiar view of the proper de

finition and limits of Logic. Sir W. Hamilton lays
down the limitation peremptorily, and he is war

ranted in doing this for himself; but it is a question
about which there has been great diversity of view

among expositors, and he has no right to blame others

who enlarge it. My purpose in the present volume

is to explain how the subject presented itself to Ari

stotle. He was the first author that ever attempted
to present Logic in a scientific aspect ;

and it is hardly
fair to try him by restrictions emanating from critics

much later. Yet, if he is to be tried upon this point,
I think the latitude in which he indulges preferable
to the restricted doctrine of Sir. W. Hamilton.

In the treatise now before us (De Interpretatione)
Aristotle announces his intention to explain the Pro

position or Enunciative Speech, the conjunction of a

See Trendelenburg ad Aristot. for those who differ from most of its

De Auima, pp. 303-307. conclusions. Compare the
opj&amp;gt;osite

b See pp. 143-5 of the article, view, as advocated by M. Barthelemy
&quot;

Logic,&quot; in Sir William Hamilton s , St. Hilaire, Logique d Aristote, Pre-

Discussions on Philosophy a very face, pp. Ixii.-lxviii.

learned and instructive article, even
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noun and a verb ;
as distinguished, first, from its two

constituents (noun and verb) separately taken
; next,

from other modes of speech, also combining the two

(precative, interrogative, &c.). All speech (he says),

the noun or verb separately, as well as the proposition

conjointly, is, in the first instance, a sign of certain

mental states common to the speaker with his hearers
;

and, in the second instance, a sign of certain things or

facts, resembling (or correlating with) these mental

states.* The noun, pronounced separately, and the

verb, pronounced separately, are each signs of a certain

thought in the speaker s mind, without either truth or

falsehood
;
the Proposition, or conjunction of the two,

goes farther and declares truth or falsehood. The

words pronounced (he says) follow the thoughts in

the mind, expressing an opinion (i.e. belief or dis

belief) entertained in the mind
;
the verbal affirmation

or negation gives utterance to a mental affirmation or

negation a feeling of belief or disbelief that some

thing is, or that something is not.
b

Thus, Aristotle

intends to give a theory of the Proposition, leaving
other modes of speech to Rhetoric or Poetry :

c the

Proposition he considers under two distinct aspects.

m
Aristot. De Interpr. p. 16, a.

j

6fl rols eV rfj Siavoiq, em Se (vavria

3-8 : eori fitv ovv ra ev rfj (paivi/ \ fio^a TJ
rov tvavriov, &C. Ib. p. 24, b. 1 :

T&amp;lt;av (V TTJ ^VXTI VO0t}ftaTev o~vp./3oXa wore e?7rep eVi 8d|r/s ovrcoy fxfl
&amp;gt;

fto&quot;t

a)i/ fjLevroi ravra arjjueia Trpcorcor, ! Se at tv rfj &amp;lt;pu&amp;gt;vfj KarcKpacrfis KUI dno-

TCIVTU Tracri Tradrffiura rrjs ^v^s, 0acrets cru/i/3oXa TUIV eV rfj tyvx?},

KOI &v Tcivra 6/iotco/iaru, 7rpiiyp.ara 8rj\ov OTI Kal Karac^acret tvavria p.ev

rj8r) ravrd. Ibid., a. 13 : TCI ^.tv ovv , dnofpacris fj irepi rov avrov KfidoXov,

ovofjLara. aiira KOI ra pr^iaTa foiKf rw
[

&C. Ib. p. 17, a. 22 : ecrrt 6e
j] an\f)

(ivtv (rvvdecrecas K.u.1 StaipeVewy vor]p.aTi drro(j)ava-is (pu&amp;gt;vfj crrjuavTiKr) itfpi rov

ovre yap ^fvbos OVT d\r]6es ira&amp;gt;. Inrap-^fiv TI
f/ pf] vndpxfiv, &C.

Ib. p. 17, a. 2 : Xoyos aircxpavTiKos, fv
j

c
Aristot. De Interpr. p. 17, a. 5.

w TO dXrjdevfiv f/ \fsfv8((rdai VTrdp^et. ol /j.fv ovv XXoi (Xdyot) d(pirr0&amp;lt;ocrav

Compare p. 20, a. 34. prjropiKrjs yap fj ironjriKrjs oiKfiorepa rj

b
Aristot. De Interpret, p. 23, a. o-Kn/ay 6 8e dmxpavriKos rfjs vvv 6tu&amp;gt;-

o_ : ra p,tv eV rr/ (faatvf) ajcoXov- pins.
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In its first or subjective aspect, it declares the state

of the speaker s mind, as to belief or disbelief. In

its second or objective aspect, it declares a truth or

falsehood correlating with such belief or disbelief, for

the information of the hearer. Now the Mode be

longing to a proposition of this sort, in virtue of its

form, is to be true or false. But there are also other

propositions other varieties of speech enunciative

which differ from the Simple or Assertory Proposition

having the form is or is not, and which have distinct

modes belonging to them, besides that of being true or

false. Thus we have the Necessary Proposition, de

claring that a thing is so by necessity, that it must be so,

or cannot but be so
; again, the Problematical Proposi

tion, enunciating that a thing may or may not be so.

These two modes attach to the form of the proposition,
and are quite distinct from those which attach to its

matter as simply affirmed or denied
; as when, in

stead of saying, John is sick, we say, John is sick

of a fever, John is dangerously sick, with a merely
material modification. Such adverbs, modifying the

matter affirmed or denied, are numerous, and may
be diversified almost without limit. But they are

not to be placed in the same category with the two

just mentioned, which modify the form of the pro

position, and correspond to a state of mind distinct

from simple belief or disbelief, expressed by a simple
affirmation or negation.

11 In the case of each of the

Ammonius (in the Scholia on De

Interpret, p. 130, a. 16, seq., Brand.)

ranks all modal propositions under

the same category, and considers the

number of them to be, not indeed in

finite, but very great. He gives as

examples :
&quot; The moon changes fast ;

Plato loves Dion vehemently&quot; Sir W.

Hamilton adopts the same view as

Ammonius :

&quot; Modes may be con

ceived without end all must be ad

mitted, if any are ; the line of distinc

tion attempted to be drawn is futile.&quot;

(Discussions on Phil, ut sup. p. 14&quot;).)

On the other hand, we learn from

Ammonius that most of the Aristo-
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two, Aristotle has laid down rules (correct or incor

rect) for constructing the legitimate Antiphasis, and

for determining other propositions equipollent to, or

following upon, the propositions given ; rules distinct

from those applying to the simple affirmation. When

telian interpreters preceding him

reckoned the simple proposition TO

vnapxeiv as a modal
;
and Aristotle

himself seems so to mention it

(Analytica Priora, I. ii. p. 25, a. 1) ;

besides that he enumerates true and

false, which undoubtedly attach to TO

virapxeiv, as examples of modes (De

Interpret, c. 12, p. 22, a. 13). Am-
monius himself protests against this

doctrine of the former interpreters.

Mr. John Stuart Mill (System of

Logic, Bk. I. ch. iv. s. 2) says :

&quot; A
remark of a similar nature may be

applied to most of those distinctions

among propositions which are said to

have reference to their modality; as

difference of tense or time
;
the sun

did rise, is rising, will rise. . . . The
circumstance of time is properly con

sidered as attaching to the copula,

which is the sign of predication, and

not to the predicate. If the same

cannot be said of such modifications as

these, Caesar is perhaps dead
;

it is

possible that Cresar is dead
;

it is only
because these fall altogether under

another head; being properly asser

tions not of anything relating to the

fact itself, but of the state of our own
mind in regard to it

; namely, our

absence of disbelief of it. Thus,
Ccesar may be dead, means, T am not

sure that Ccesar is alive.&quot;

I do not know whether Mr. Mill

means that the function of the copula
is different in these problematical

propositions, from what it is in the

categorical propositions : I think there

is no difference. But his remark

that the problematical proposition is

an assertion of the state of our

minds in regard to the fact, appears
to me perfectly just. Only, we ought
to add, that this is equally true about

the categorical proposition. It is

equally true about all the three fol

lowing propositions : 1. The three

angles of a triangle may or may not

be equal to two right angles. 2. The
three angles of a triangle are equal to

two right angles. 3. The three angles
of a triangle are necessarily equal to

two right angles. In each of these

three propositions, an assertion of the

state of our minds is involved, and a

different state of mind in each. This

is the subjective aspect of the propo
sition

;
it belongs to the form rather

than to the matter, and may be con

sidered as a mode. The commentators

preceding Ammonius did so consider

it, and said that the categorical pro

position had its mode as well as the

others. Ammonius differed from them,

treating the categorical as having no

mode as the standard unit or point
of departure.

The propositions now known as

Hypothetical and Disjunctive, which

may also be regarded as in a certain

sense Modals, are not expressly con

sidered by Aristotle. In the Anal.

Prior. I. xliv. p. 50, a. 1P-38, he ad

verts to hypothetical syllogisms, and

intimates his intention of discussing

them more at length : but this inten

tion has not been executed, in the

works that we possess.
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we say of anything, It may be or may not be, we enun

ciate here only one proposition, not two ; we declare

a state of mind which is neither belief nor disbelief,

as in the case of the Simple Proposition, but some

thing wavering between the two
; yet which is never

theless frequent, familiar to every one, and useful to

be made known by a special form of proposition

adapted to it the Problematical. On the other hand,
when we say, It is by necessity must be cannot but be

we declare our belief, and something more besides
;

we declare that the supposition of the opposite of

what we believe, would involve a contradiction would

contradict some definition or axiom to which we have

already sworn adherence. This again is a state of

mind known, distinguishable, and the same in all,

subjectively ; though as to the objective correlate

what constitutes the Necessary, several different opi
nions have been entertained.

In every complete theory of enunciative speech, these

modal propositions deserve to be separately explained,
both in their substantive meaning and in their relation

to other propositions. Their characteristic propert^
as Modals belongs to form rather than to matter z

and Aristotle ought not to be considered as unphilo-1

sophical for introducing them into the Organon, even\
if we adopt the restricted view of Logic taken by Sir

W. Hamilton, that it takes no cognizance of the matter

of propositions, but only of their form. But though
I dissent from Hamilton s criticisms on this point, I do

not concur with the opposing critics who think that

Aristotle has handled the Modal Propositions in a satis

factory manner. On the contrary, I think that the

equivocal sense which he assigns to the Potential or

Possible, and his inconsistency in sometimes admit

ting, sometimes denying, a Potential that is always
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actual, and a Potential that is never actual are

serious impediments to any consistent Logic. The Pro

blematical Proposition does not admit of being cut in

half ;
and if we are to recognize a necessary Possible,

or an impossible Possible, we ought to find different

phrases by which to designate them.

We must observe that the distinction of Problematical

and Necessary Propositions corresponds, in the mind of

Aristotle, to that capital and characteristic doctrine

of his Ontology and Physics, already touched on in

this chapter. He thought, as we have seen, that in

the vast circumferential region of the Kosmos, from

the outer sidereal sphere down to the lunar sphere,

celestial substance was a necessary existence and energy,

sempiternal and uniform in its rotations and influence
;

and that through its beneficent influence, pervading
the concavity between the lunar sphere and the terres

trial centre (which included the four elements with

their compounds) there prevailed a regularizing ten

dency called Nature ; modified, however, and partly

counteracted by independent and irregular forces called

Spontaneity and Chance, essentially unknowable and

unpredictable. The irregular sequences thus named

by Aristotle were the objective correlate of the Prob

lematical Proposition in Logic. In these sublunary

sequences, as to future time, may or may not was

all that could be attained, even by the highest know

ledge ; certainty, either of affirmation or negation, was

out of the question. On the other hand, the neces

sary and uniform energies of the celestial substance,

formed the objective correlate of the Necessary Proposi
tion in Logic ;

this substance was not merely an ex

istence, but an existence necessary and unchangeable.
I shall say more on this when 1 come to treat of

Aristotle as a kosmical and physical philosopher ;
at
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present it is enough to remark that he considers the

Problematical Proposition in Logic to be not purely

subjective, as an expression of the speaker s ignorance,

but something more, namely, to correlate with an

objective essentially unknowable to all.

The last paragraph of the treatise De Interpretatione

discusses the question of Contraries and Contradictories,

and makes out that the greatest breadth of opposition

is that between a proposition and its contradictory

(Kallias is just Kallias is not just), not that between

a proposition and what is called its contrary (Kallias

is just Kallias is unjust) ; therefore, that according
to the definition of contrary, the true contrary of a

proposition is its contradictory.* This paragraph is

not connected with that which precedes ; moreover,
both the reasoning and the conclusion differ from

what wo read as well in this treatise as in other

portions of Aristotle. Accordingly, Ammonius in the

Scholia, while informing us that Porphyry had declined

to include it in his commentary, intimates also his own
belief that it is not genuine, but the work of another

hand. At best (Ammonius thinks), if we must con

sider it as the work of Aristotle, it has been composed

by him only as a dialectical exercise, to debate an

unsettled question .

b
I think the latter hypothesis not

improbable. The paragraph has certainly reference to

discussions which we do not know, and it may have

been composed when Aristotle had not fully made up
his mind on the distinction between Contrary and Con

tradictory. Considering the difficult problems that he

undertook to solve, we may be sure that he must have

Aristot. De Intcrpr. p. 23, a. 27,

-q-
b Scholia ad Arist. pp. 135-139, Dr.

scq. ntBavwt fjLtv
ov p.ti/Toi a\r]6u&amp;gt;s Xf-yo-

\i.ivu&amp;gt;v X(ryo&amp;gt;f,
&C. (p. 135, b. 15

; also

p. 136, a. 42.)

VOL. I. O
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written down several trains of thought merely pre

liminary and tentative. Moreover, we know that he

had composed a distinct treatise
* De Oppositis,

a which

is unfortunately lost, but in which he must have in

cluded this very topic the distinction between Con

trary and Contradictory.
Whatever may have been the real origin and pur

pose of this last paragraph, I think it unsuitable as

a portion of the treatise De Interpretatione. It nul

lifies, or at least overclouds, one of the best parts of

that treatise, the clear determination of Antiphasis and

its consequences.

If, now, we compare the theory of the Proposition as

given by Aristotle in this treatise, with that which we
read in the Sophistes of Plato, we shall find Plato already

conceiving the proposition as composed indispensably
of noun and verb, and as being either affirmative or

negative, for both of which he indicates the technical

terms.
b He has no technical term for either subject

or predicate ;
but he conceives the proposition as be

longing to its subject: we may be mistaken in the

predicates, but we are not mistaken in the subject.

Aristotle enlarges and improves upon this theory. He
not only has a technical term for affirmation and

negation, and for negative noun and verb, but also

for subject and predicate ; again, for the mode of signi

fication belonging to noun and verb, each separately,
as distinguished from the mode of signification belong-

Scholia ad Categorias, p. 83, a.

17-19, b. 10, p. 84, a. 29, p. 86, b.

42, p. 88, a. 30. It seems much re

ferred to by Simplikius, who tells us

that the Stoics adopted most of its

principles (p. 83, a. 21, b. 7).
&quot;

Plato, Sophistes, pp. 261-262.

Kui dnorfxHriv. ib. p. 263 E.

In the so-called Platonic Definitions,

we read tv
Kara&amp;lt;pdcrfi

Kal
dno&amp;lt;j)d&amp;lt;ri

(p. 413 C.); but these are probably
alter Aristotle s time. In another

of these Definitions (413 D.) we read

dir6(f)a&amp;lt;ris,
where the word ought to

be a7r6(j)avcris.

Plato, Sophist, p. 263 A-C.
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ing to tliem conjointly, when brought together in a

proposition. He follows Plato in insisting upon the

characteristic feature of the proposition aptitude for

being true or false ;
but he gives an ampler definition

of it, and he introduces the novel and important dis

tribution of propositions according to the quantity
of the subject. Until this last distribution had been

made, it was impossible to appreciate the true value

and bearing of each Antiphasis, and the correct language
for expressing it, so as to say neither more nor less.

We see, by reading the Sophistes, that Plato did

not conceive the Antiphasis correctly, as distinguished
from Contrariety on the one hand, and from mere

Difference on the other. He saw that the negative
of any proposition does not affirm the contrary of its

affirmative ;
but he knew no other alternative except

to say, that it affirms only something different from the

affirmative. His theory in the Sophistes recognizes

nothing but affirmative propositions, with the predi
cate of contrariety on one hand, or of difference on

the other
;

a he ignores, or jumps over, the intermediate

station of propositions affirming nothing at all, but

simply denying a pre-understood affirmative. There

were other contemporaries, Antisthenes among them,
who declared contradiction to be an impossibility ;

b an

opinion coinciding at bottom with what I have just

Plato, Sophistes, p. 257, B : OVK in the Platonic Lexicon. Compare
ap*, fvavrinv orav dmtyacris Aty^Tat the same dialogue, Sophistes, p. 2(Jii ;

(rrjpait&amp;gt;(t.v, &amp;lt;my^copr;(Top,5, roaovrov \ also Kuthydfiimis, p. 298, A. Plato

8t ftiivov, OTI r&amp;lt;t&amp;gt;v u\\u&amp;gt;v TI p.rj-
&amp;gt; does not seem to take account of

v v f t ro p. ) ic a i TO o u -npnriGt- negative propositions as such. See

fj,vu rutv im&amp;lt;&amp;gt;vTu&amp;gt;v ovofuiTtav, fid\\ov Plato and the Other Companions
8f ru&amp;gt;v Trpayndrtov, nfpl S.TT hv Kirjrai ot Sokratcs, vol. II. ch. xxvii. pp.
TCI tni&amp;lt;f)d(yydp.(va vcrrtpov TTJS diro&amp;lt;f)d-

446-455.
b

Aristot. Topica, I. xi. p. 104, b.

20; Metaphys. A. p. 1024, b. 32;
Analytic. Poster. I. xxv. p. 86, b. 34.

o 2

The term avrifyanis, and its deri

vative djTKpai-tKwr, are not rccognix.cd
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cited from Plato himself. We see, in the Thesetetus,

the Euthydemus, the Sophistes, and elsewhere, how

great was the difficulty felt by philosophers of that age
to find a proper locus standi for false propositions, so

as to prove them theoretically possible, to assign a

legitimate function for the negative, and to escape

from the interdict of Parmenides, who eliminated Non-

Ens as unmeaning and incogitable. Even after the

death of Aristotle, the acute disputation of Stilpon

suggested many problems, but yielded few solutions;

and Menedemus went so far as to disallow negative

propositions altogether.*

Such being the conditions under which philosophers

debated in the age of Aristotle, we can appreciate the

full value of a positive theory of propositions such as

that which we read in his treatise De Interpretatione.

It is, so far as we know, the first positive theory thereof

that was ever set out
;

the first attempt to classify pro

positions in such a manner that a legitimate Antiphasis
could be assigned to each

;
the first declaration that to

each affirmative proposition there belonged one appro

priate negative, and to each negative proposition one

appropriate counter -
affirmative, and one only; the

earliest effort to construct a theory for this purpose, such

as to hold ground against all the puzzling questions of

acute disputants.
b The clear determination of the Anti

phasis in each case the distinction of Contradictory

Diogen. Laert. ii. 134-135. See

the long discussioa in the Platonic

Theretetus (pp. 187-196), in which

Sok rates in vain endeavours to pro
duce some theory whereby ^fvS^?
Soa may be rendered possible.

Hobbes, also, in his Computation or

Logic (De Corp. c. iii. 6), followed

by Destutt Tracy, disallows the ne

gative proposition per se, and treats

it as a clumsy disguise of the affirma

tive ( K
ptTa6(&amp;lt;rfo&amp;gt;s,

to use the phrase
of Theophrastus. Mr, John Stuart

Mill has justly criticized this part
of Hobbes s theory (System of Logic,

Book I. ch. iv. 2).
b

Aristot. De Interpr. p. 17, a. 36 :

TOS &amp;lt;ro&amp;lt;)ioTiK.us eVoXijffets.
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antithesis from Contrary antithesis between propo
sitions this was an important logical doctrine never

advanced before Aristotle ;
and the importance of it

becomes manifest when we read the arguments of Plato

and Antisthenes, the former overleaping and ignoring
the contradictory opposition, the latter maintaining that

it was a process theoretically indefensible. But in order

that these two modes of antithesis should be clearly

contrasted, each with its proper characteristic, it was

requisite that the distinction of quantity between dif

ferent propositions should also be brought to view,

and considered in conjunction with the distinction of

quality. Until this was done, the Maxim of Contra

diction, denied by some, could not be shown in its true

force or with its proper limits. Now, we find it done,&quot;

for the first time, in the treatise before us. Here the

Contradictory antithesis (opposition both in quantity
and quality) in which one proposition must be true and

the other false, is contrasted with the Contrary (propo
sitions opposite in quality, but both of them universal).

Aristotle s terminology is not in all respects fully deve

loped ;
in regard, especially, to the quantity of propo

sitions it is less advanced than in his own later trea

tises ; but from the theory of the De Interpretatione
all the distinctions current among later logicians, take

their rise.

The distinction of Contradictory and Contrary is

fundamental in ratiocinative Logic, and lies at the

Wo sco, from the argument in employs several pages in confuting

the Metaphysica of Aristotle, that
j

them.

there were persons in his day who
tie:. led or refused to admit the Maxim
of Contradiction ;

and who held that

contradictory propositions might lx&amp;gt;th

lie true or both false (Aristut. Metaph.
r. p. 1006, a. 1

; p. 1000, a. 24), He

the Antinomies in the Platonic

Panneuides (pp. 154-155), some of

which destroy or set aside the Maxim
of Contradiction ( 1 lato and the

Other Companions of iSokrates. vol. II.

ch. xxv. p, 300),
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bottom of the syllogistic theory as delivered in the

Analytica Priora. The precision with which Aristotle

designates the Universal proposition with its exact con

tradictory antithesis, is remarkable in his day. Some,

however, of his observations respecting the place and

functions of the negative particle (ou), must be under

stood with reference to the variable order of words in

a Greek or Latin sentence ;
for instance, the distinc

tion between Kallias non est Justus and Kallias est non

Justus does not suggest itself to one speaking English
or French.* Moreover, the Aristotelian theory of the

Proposition is encumbered with various unnecessary
subtleties ; and the introduction of the Modals (though

they belong, in my opinion, legitimately to a com

plete logical theory) renders the doctrine so intri

cate and complicated, that a judicious teacher will

The diagram or parallelogram of thius and the Schoolmen to modern

logical antithesis, which is said to times (Ueberweg, System der Logik,
have begun with Apuleius, and to sect. 72, p. 174) is as follows :

have been transmitted through Boe- !

A. Omnis homo est Justus.

L Aliquis homo est Justus.

But the parallelogram set out by
Aristotle in the treatise De Interpre-

tatione, or at least in the Analytica

E. Nullus homo est, Justus.

0. Aliquis homo non est Justus.

Priora, is different, and intended for a

different purpose. He puts it thus :

1. Omnis homo est Justus .

4. Non omnis homo est non Justus

2. Non omnis homo est Justus.

3. Omnis homo est non Justus.

Here Proposition (1) is an affirmative,

of which (2) is the direct and appro

priate negative : also Proposition (3)
is an affirmative (Aristotle so considers

it), of which (4) is the direct and ap

propriate negative. The great aim
of Aristotle is to mark out clearly
what is the appropriate negative or

A.7r6&amp;lt;pa(Tis
to each K.aru^aaris (/-&quot;

a

ano^ncris /iias Karat^acrfcoy, p. 17, b.

38), making np together the pair
which he calls Afrikaans, standing
in Contradictory Opposition ;

and to

distinguish this appropriate negative
from another proposition which com

prises the particle of negation, but

which is really a new affirmative.

The true negatives of homo est

Justus Omnis homo est Justus are,

Homo non est Justus Non omnis

homo est Justus. If you say, Homo
est non Justus Omnis homo est non

Justus, these are not negative pro

positions, but new affirmatives (e

/jifTadeo-evs in the language of Theo-

phrastus).
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prefer, in explaining the subject, to leave them for

second or ulterior study, when the simpler relations

between categorical propositions have been made evi

dent and familiar. The force of this remark will be

felt more when we go through the Analytica Priora.

The two principal relations to be considered in the

theory of Propositions Opposition and Equipollence
would have come out far more clearly in the treatise

De Interpretatione, if the discussion of the Modals had

been reserved for a separate chapter.
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CHAPTEE V.

ANALYTICA PRIORA I.

REVIEWING the treatise De Interpretatione, we have

followed Aristotle in his first attempt to define what

a Proposition is, to point out its constituent elements,

and to specify some of its leading varieties. The cha

racteristic feature of the Proposition he stated to be

That it declares, in the first instance, the mental state

of the speaker as to belief or disbelief, and, in., its

ulterior or final bearing, a state of facts to which

such belief or disbelief corresponds. It is thus signi

ficant of truth or falsehood
;

and this is its logical

character (belonging to Analytic and Dialectic), as

distinguished from its rhetorical character, with other

aspects besides. Aristotle farther indicated the two

principal discriminative attributes of propositions as

logically regarded, passing under the names of quan-

tity and quality. He took great pains, in regard to

the quality, to explain what was the special negative

proposition in true contradictory antithesis to each

affirmative. He stated and enforced the important

separation of contradictory propositions from contrary ;

and he even parted off (which the Greek and Latin

languages admit, though the French and English will

hardly do so) the true negative from the indeterminate

affirmative. He touched also upon equipollent propo

sitions, though he did not go far into them. Thus

commenced with Aristotle the systematic study of pro

positions, classified according to their meaning and their

various interdependences with each other as to truth
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and falsehood their mutual consistency or incompati

bility. Men, who had long been talking good Greek

fluently and familiarly, were taught to reflect upon the

conjunctions of words that they habitually employed,
and to pay heed to the conditions of correct speech in

reference to its primary purpose of affirmation and

denial, for the interchange of beliefs and disbeliefs,

the communication of truth, and the rectification of

falsehood. To many of Aristotle s contemporaries this

first attempt to theorize upon the forms of locution

familiar to every one would probably appear hardly
less strange than the interrogative dialectic of Sokrates,

when he declared himself not to know what was meant

by justice, virtue, piety, temperance, government, &c. ;

when he astonished his hearers by asking them to

rescue him from this state of ignorance, and to com
municate to him some portion of their supposed pleni
tude of knowledge.

Aristotle tells us expressly that the theory of the

Syllogism, both demonstrative and dialectic, on which we
are now about to enter, was his own work altogether and

from the beginning ;
that no one had ever attempted it

before ; that he therefore found no basis to work upon,
but was obliged to elaborate his own theory, from the

very rudiments, by long and laborious application. In

tins point of view, he contrasts Logic pointedly with

Rhetoric, on which there had been a series of writers

and teachers, each profiting by the labours of his pre
decessors. There is no reason to contest the claim

to originality here advanced by Aristotle. He was the

See the remarkable passage at

the close of the Sophistic! Elenchi,

p. 183, b. 34-p. 184, b. U : ra^mjs 8e

TTJS irpayp-ardas ou TO p.tv TJV TO fie OVK

rjv irpoffipyacrp.(vov, dXX ov8(i&amp;gt; rrair-

t KCU irtpi p-tv ru&amp;gt;v pijro-

pixov

\iy(&amp;gt;p.(va, Kfpi

navrcXuis ov8e

Xrycu&amp;gt;,
dXX

77

TroXXu KOI na\aui ra

8f roil
&amp;lt;TV\\ayie(r6ui

v &amp;lt;7AX&amp;lt;&amp;gt;

no\vv
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first who endeavoured, by careful study and multiplied

comparison of propositions, to elicit general truths

respecting their ratiocinative interdependence, and to

found thereupon precepts for regulating the conduct of

demonstration and dialectic.*

He begins the Analytica Priora by setting forth his

5
Sir Wm. Hamilton, Lectures on

Logic, Lect. v. pp. 87-91, vol. III. :

&quot; The principles of Contradiction and

Excluded Middle can both be traced

back to Plato, by whom they were

enounced and frequently applied ;

though it was not till long after, that

either of them obtained a distinctive

appellation. To take the principle of

Contradiction first. This law Plato

frequently employs, but the most

remarkable passages are found in the

Phrcdo (p. 103), in the Sophista (p.

252), and in the Republic (iv. 436,
vii. 525). This law was however

more distinctively and emphatically
enounced by Aristotle Follow

ing Aristotle, the Peripatetics esta

blished this law as the highest prin

ciple of knowledge. From the Greek

Aristotelians it obtained the name by
which it has subsequently been de

nominated, the principle, or law, or

axiom, of Contradiction (dt a&amp;gt;/zu rrjs

avri(j)d(Ti&amp;gt;s)
The law of Ex

cluded Middle between two contra

dictories remounts, as I have said,

also to Plato
; though the Second

Alcibiades, in which it is most clearly

expressed (p. 139; also Sophista, p.

250) must be admitted to be spu
rious This law, though uni

versally recognized as a principle in

the Greek Peripatetic school, and in

the schools of the middle ages, only
received the distinctive appellation

by which it is now known at a com

paratively modern date.&quot;

The passages of Plato, to which Sir

VV. Haiuilton here refers, will not be

found to bear out his assertion that

Plato &quot; enounced and frequently ap

plied the principles of Contradiction

and Excluded Middle.&quot; These two

principles are both of them enun

ciated, denominated, and distinctly

explained by Aristotle, but by no one

before him, as far as our knowledge
extends. The conception of the two

maxims, in their generality, depends

upon the clear distinction between

Contradictory Opposition and Con

trary Opposition ;
which is fully

brought out by Aristotle, but not

adverted to, or at least never broadly
and generally set forth, by Plato.

Indeed it is remarkable that the word

Avritpaa-is, the technical term for

Contradiction, nevers occurs in Plato
;

at least it is not recognized in the

Lexicon Platonicum. Aristotle puts

it in the foreground of his logical ex

position ; for, without it, he could

not have explained what he meant by

Contradictory Opposition. See Cate-

goriae pp. 13-14, and elsewhere in the

treatise De Interpretatione and in the

Metaphysica. Respecting the idea of

the Negative as put forth by Plato in

the Sophistes (not coinciding either

with Contradictory Opposition or with

Contrary Opposition), see Plato and

the Other Companions of Sokrates,

vol. II. ch. xxvii. pp. 449-459. I have

remarked in that chapter, and the

reader ought to recollect, that the

philosophical views set out by Plato

in the Sophistes differ on many points

from what we read in other Platonic

dialogues.
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general purpose, and defining his principal terms and

phrases. His manner is one of geometrical plainness
and strictness. It may perhaps have been common to

him with various contemporary geometers, whose works

are now lost ;
but it presents an entire novelty in Grecian

philosophy and literature. It departed not merely from

the manner of the rhetoricians and the physical philo

sophers (as far as we know them, not excluding even

Demokritus), but also from Sokrates and the Sokratic

school. For though Sokrates and Plato were perpetu

ally calling for definitions, and did much to make others

feel the want of such, they neither of them evinced

aptitude or readiness to supply the want. The new
manner of Aristotle is adapted to an undertaking which

he himself describes as original, in which he has no

predecessors, and is compelled to dig his own founda

tions. It is essentially didactic and expository, arid

contrasts strikingly with the mixture of dramatic live

liness and dialectical subtlety which we find in Plato.

The terminology of Aristotle in the Analytica is to

a certain extent different from that in the treatise De

Interpretatione. The Enunciation
( A7ro&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;aiAm-) appears

under the new name of IfyoTcum, Proposition (in the

literal sense) or Premiss ; while, instead of Noun
and Verb, we have the word Term

(&quot;0/909), applied
alike both to Subject and to Predicate.* We pass now

*
Aristot. Analyt. Prior. I. i. p. 24,

b. 10 : (jpov fie KuAd&amp;gt; (Is ov 8iii\v(T(ii

T) nporao is, oiov TO T KHTTjyopovpfvov
Kal TO Kaff ov Kan/yopfrrat, &C.

&quot;Opoy
Te)~miiiits seems to have

been a technical word first employed

by Aristotle himself to designate

subject and predicate as the extremes

of a proposition, which latter he con

ceives as the interval l&amp;gt;etween the

termini fiido-Tr;/ia. (Analyt. Prior.

I. xv. p. 35, a. 12. &amp;lt;TTf
t)i)TiKo&amp;gt;v

fita-

dTtov, &c. See Alexander, Pchol.

pp. 145-140.).

In the Topica Aristotle employs

opos in a very different sense \&amp;lt;

&amp;gt;y&amp;lt;&amp;gt;s

6 TO TI TIV (Ivai
crrip.aiv&amp;lt;i&amp;gt;v (Topic. I. v.

p. 101, b. 30) hardly distinguished

from opurpas. The Scholia take little

notice of this remarkable variat on of

meaning, as between tsyo treatises of

the Organon so intimately connected

(pp. 25G-257, Br.).
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from the region of declared truth, into that of inferen
tial or reasoned truth. We find the proposition looked

at, not merely as communicating truth in itself, but as

generating and helping to guarantee certain ulterior

propositions, which communicate something additional

or different. The primary purpose of the Analytica is

announced to be, to treat of Demonstration and demon
strative Science

;
but the secondary purpose, running

parallel with it and serving as illustrative counterpart,

is, to treat also of Dialectic
;
both of them a

being

applications of the inferential or ratiocinative process,

the theory of which Aristotle intends to unfold.

The three treatises 1, Analytica Priora, 2, Analytica

Posteriora, 3, Topica with Sophistici Elenchi thus

belong all to one general scheme ; to the theory of the

Syllogism, with its distinct applications, first, to demon

strative or didactic _sciejLCe^. and, next, to &quot;dialectical

debate*. The scheme is plainly announced at the com

mencement of the Analytica Priora ;
which treatise dis

cusses the Syllogism generally, while the Analytica Pos

teriora deals with Demonstration, and the Topica with

Dialectic. The first chapter of the Analytica Priora

and the last chapter of the Sophistiei Elenchi (closing the

Topica), form a preface and a conclusion to the whole.

The exposition of the Syllogism, Aristotle distinctly

announces, precedes that of Demonstration (and for

the same reason also precedes that of Dialectic), be

cause it is more general : every demonstration is a

sort of syllogism, but every syllogism is not a demon

stration.
1*

As a foundation for the syllogistic theory, proposi

tions are classified according to their quantity (more

formally than in the treatise De Interpretatione) into

Auulyt. Prior. I. i. p. 24, a. 25.
b

Ibid. I. iv. p. 25, b. 30.
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Universal, Particular, and Indefinite or Indeterminate ;

Aristotle does not recognize the Singular Proposition
as a distinct variety. In regard to the Universal Pro

position, he introduces a different phraseology according
as it is looked at from the side of the Subject, or from

that of the Predicate. The Subject is, or is not, in the

whole Predicate ;
the Predicate is affirmed or denied

respecting all or everyone of the Subject.
15 The minor

term of the Syllogism (in the first mode of the first

figure) is declared to be in the whole middle term
; the

major is declared to belong to, or to be predicable of,

all and every the middle term. Aristotle says that the

two are the same ; we ought rather to say that each is

the concomitant and correlate of the other, though his

phraseology is such as to obscure the correlation.

The definition given of a Syllogism is very clear and

remarkable :

&quot;

It is a speech in which, some positions

having been laid down, something different from these

positions follows as a necessary consequence from their

being laid down.&quot; In a perfect Syllogism nothing
additional is required to make the necessity of the con

sequence obvious as well as complete. But there are

also imperfect Syllogisms, in which such necessity,

though equally complete, is not so obviously conve}
red

in the premisses, but requires some change to be effected

in the position of the terms in order to render it con

spicuous.

*
Arist. Anal. Prior. I. i. p. 24, a.

17. The Particular (fv ptptt), here

for the first time expressly distin

guished by Aristotle, is thus de-

lined : iv n*p(t S TO TIVI % pr) TIVI

f) /zr;
jravr U

b
Ibid. b. 2G : TO 8&quot; tv oXw tlvm tTt-

pOV (Tfpto, K0.\ TO KCITU ITdlTtlS KdTTjyO-

pf urdai. daTfpov OaTtpov, T(ivrui&amp;gt; f(TTi

TO.VTOV, i.e. dvTf&amp;lt;TTpaiJ.p.(v&amp;lt;as,
as

Waitz remarks in note. Julius Pacius

says: &quot;Idem re, sed ratione dif-

ferunt lit ascensus et descensus
; nam

subjectum dicitur esse vel non esse

in toto attribute, quia attributum

dicitur de omni vel de nullo subjccto
&quot;

(p. 128).
*

Aristot. Anal. Prior. I. i. p. 24,
b 18-26. The same, with a little

difference of wording, at the com-



200 ANALYTICA PRIORA I. CHAP. V.

The term Syllogism has acquired, through the in

fluence of Aristotle, a meaning so definite and technical,

that we do not easily conceive it in any other meaning.
But in Plato and other contemporaries it bears a much
wider sense, being equivalent to reasoning generally,

to the process of comparison, abstraction, generali

zation.
8

It was Aristotle who consecrated the word,
so as to mean exclusively the reasoning embodied in

propositions of definite form and number. Having
already analysed propositions separately taken, and

discriminated them into various classes according to

their constituent elements, he now proceeds to con

sider propositions in combination. Two propositions,

if properly framed, will conduct to a third, different

from themselves, but which will be necessarily true

if they are true. Aristotle calls the three together
a Syllogism.

b He undertakes to show how it must

be framed in order that its conclusion shall be neces

sarily true, if the premisses are true. He furnishes

schemes whereby the cast and arrangement of pre

misses, proper for attaining truth, may be recognized ;

together with the nature of the conclusion, warrantable

under each arrangement.
In the Analytica Priora, we find ourselves involved,

from and after the second chapter, in the distinction

of Modal propositions, the necessary and the possible.

The rules respecting the simple Assertory propositions

mencement of Topica, p. 100, a. 25.

Compare also Analyt. Poster. I. x.

p. 76, b. 33 : o&amp;lt;ro&amp;gt;i&amp;gt; ovra&amp;gt;v r&amp;lt;a ineaia,

fivai yivfrai TO tru^iTrepacrfta.
* See especially Plato, Theretet. p.

186, B-D., where 6
trvAXoyi&amp;lt;T/ioj

and

TO. dva\oyiap.aTa are equivalents.
b Julius Pacius (ad Analyt. Prior.

I. i.) says that it is a mistake on the

part of most logicians to treat the

Syllogism as including three proposi

tions (ut vulgus logicorum putat).

He considers the premisses alone as

constituting the Syllogism ;
th con

clusion is not a part thereof, but

something distinct and superadded.
It appears to me that the vulgus

logicorum are here in the right.
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are thus, even from the beginning, given in conjunc
tion and contrast with those respecting the Modals.

This is one among many causes of the difficulty and

obscurity with which the treatise is beset. Theo-

phrastus and Eudemus seem also to have followed

their master by giving prominence to the Modals :

a

recent expositors avoid the difficulty, some by omit

ting them altogether, others by deferring them until

the simple assertory propositions have been first made*

clear. I shall follow the example of these last; but

it deserves to be kept in mind, as illustrating Ari
stotle s point of view, that he regards the Modals as

principal varieties of the proposition, co-ordinate in

logical position with the simple assertory.
Before entering on combinations of propositions,

Aristotle begins by shewing what can be done with

single propositions, in view to the investigation or

proving of truth. A single proposition may be con

verted ; that is, its subject and predicate may be made
to change places. If a proposition be true, will it be

true when thus converted, or (in other words) will its

converse be true ? If false, will its converse be false ?

If this be not always the case, what are the conditions

and limits under which (assuming the proposition to

be true) the process of conversion leads to assured

truth, in each variety of propositions, affirmative or

negative, universal or particular ? As far as we
know, Aristotle was the first person that ever put
to himself this question ; though the answer to it is

indispensable to any theory of the process of proving
or disproving. He answers it before he enters upon
the Syllogism.
The rules which he lays down on the subject have

Eudemi Fragments, cii.-ciii. p. 145, ed. Spengel.
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passed into all logical treatises. They are now familiar
;

and readers are apt to fancy that there never was any

novelty in them that every one knows them without

being told. Such fancy would be illusory. These

rules are very far from being self-evident, any more

than the maxims of Contradiction and of the Ex
cluded Middle. Not one of the rules could have

been laid down with its proper limits, until the dis

crimination of propositions, both as to quality (affirma

tive or negative), and as to quantity (universal or

particular), had been put prominently forward and

appreciated in all its bearings. The rule for trust

worthy conversion is different for each variety of

propositions. The Universal Negative may be con

verted simply; that is, the predicate may become

subject, and the subject may become predicate the

proposition being true after conversion, if it was true

before. But the Universal Affirmative cannot be thus

converted simply. It admits of conversion only in the

manner called by logicians per accidens : if the predicate

change places with the subject, we cannot be sure that

the proposition thus changed will be true, unless the

new subject be lowered in quantity from universal to

particular ; e.g. the proposition, All men are animals,

has for its legitimate converse not, All animals are

men, but only, Some animals are men. The Par

ticular Affirmative may be converted simply : if it be

true that Some animals are men, it will also be true

that Some men are animals. But, lastly, if the true

proposition to be converted be a Particular Negative,
it cannot be converted at all, so as to make sure that

the converse will be true also.&quot;

Here then are four separate rules laid down, one for

*
Aristot. Analyt. Prior. I. ii. p. 25, a. 1-26.
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each variety of propositions. The rules for the second

and third variety are proved by the rule for the first

(the Universal Negative), which is thus the basis of

all. But how does Aristotle prove the rule for the

Universal Negative itself ? He proceeds as follows :

&quot; If A cannot be predicated of any one among the B s,

neither can B be predicated of any one among the A s.

For if it could be predicated of any one among them

(say C), the proposition that A cannot be predicated of

any B would not be true
;
since C is one among the

B s.&quot;

a Here we have a proof given which is no proof
at all. If I disbelieved or doubted the proposition to

be proved, I should equally disbelieve or doubt the pro

position given to prove it. The proof only becomes

valid, when you add a farther assumption which

Aristotle has not distinctly enunciated, viz. : That

if some A (e.g. C) is B, then some B must also be

A
;
which would be contrary to the fundamental

supposition. But this farther assumption cannot be

granted here, because it would imply that we already
know the rule respecting the convertibility of Par

ticular Affirmatives, viz., that they admit of being
converted simply. Now the rule about Particular

Affirmatives is afterwards itself proved by help of the

preceding demonstration respecting the Universal Nega-

Aristot. Analyt. Prior. I. ii. p. ing the legitimacy of Conversion, see-

25, a. 15 : 1 1 ovv p.r)8(v\ TU&amp;gt;V B TO A ing that we are forced to assume

vTrapx&quot;,
ov8t TU&amp;gt;V A oi&Wi V7rap|et conversion in our process for distin-

ro B. tl yap nvi, olov TO&amp;gt; T, OVK guishing valid from invalid syl-

a\jj6fs fcrrai TO (iTjfavl TUIV B TO A
(

logisms. Moreover the lieductio ad

uTrdpx&quot;&quot;
T0

7&quot;P
r ruiv B ri to~rit&amp;gt;. Abstirdiim assumes the two funda-

Julius Facius (p. 129) proves the mental Maxims of Contradiction and

Universal Negative to be conver- Excluded Middle, though these are

tible rimpliciter, by a lieductio ad less obvious, and stand more in

Ab&urdum cast into a syllogism in need of proof than the simple con-

the First figure. But it is surely version of the Universal Negative,

unphilosophical to employ the rules the point that they arc brought to

of Syllogism as a means of prov- establish.

VOL. i. r
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tive. As the proof stands, therefore, Aristotle demon
strates each of these by means of the other ; which is

not admissible.

Even the friends and companions of Aristotle were

not satisfied with his manner of establishing this funda

mental rule as to the conversion of propositions. Eude-

mus is said to have given a different proof; and

Theophrastus assumed as self-evident, without any

proof, that the Universal Negative might always be

converted simply .

b
It appears to me that no other or

better evidence of it can be offered, than the trial upon

particular cases, that is to say, Induction. Nothing
is gained by dividing (as Aristotle does) the whole A
into parts, one of which is C ;

nor can I agree with

Theophrastus in thinking that every learner would

assent to it at first hearing, especially at a time when
no universal maxims respecting the logical value of

propositions had ever been proclaimed. Still less would

a Megaric dialectician, if he had never heard the maxim

before, be satisfied to stand upon an alleged a priori

necessity without asking for evidence. Now there is

no other evidence except by exemplifying the formula,

*
Waitz, in his note (p. 374), en

deavours, but I think without success,

to show that Aristotle s proof is not

open to the criticism here advanced.

He admits that it is obscurely indi

cated, but the amplification of it

given by himself still remains exposed
to the same objection.

b See the Scholia of Alexander on

this passage, p. 148, a. 30-45, Brandis
;

Eudemi Fragm. ci.-cv. pp. 145-149,
ed. Spengel.

c We find Aristotle declaring in

Topica, II. viii. p. 113, b. 15, that in

converting a true Universal Affirma

tive proposition, the negative of the

Subject of the convertend is always

true of the negative of the Predicate

of the convertend
;

e. g. If eveiy man
is an animal, every thing which is not

an animal is not a man. This is to

be assumed (he says) upon the evi

dence of Induction uncontradicted

iteration of particular cases, extended

to all cases universally Aa/i/Sarett/ 8

f
fTrayuiyrjsj olov fl o avdpanos fwoi/,

TO
[AT]

&amp;lt;aov OVK avOpaTTOS 6fj.oia&amp;gt;s
be

Kai eVt TUIV oXXa/j/ eVt Trdiruv

ovv TO TOIOVTOV dto&amp;gt;Tf oi/.

The rule for the simple conversion

of the Universal Negative rests upon
the same evidence of Induction, never

contradicted.
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No A is B, in separate propositions already known to

the learner as true or false, and by challenging him

to produce any one case, in which, when it is true to

say No A is B, it is not equally true to say, No B
is A ; the universality of the maxim being liable to be

overthrown by any one contradictory instance.* If this

proof does not convince him, no better can be produced.
In a short time, doubtless, he will acquiesce in the

general formula at first hearing, and he may even

come to regard it as self-evident. It will recall to

his memory an aggregate of separate cases each indi

vidually forgotten, summing up their united effect

under the same aspect, and thus impressing upon him

the general truth as if it were not only authoritative

but self-authorized.

Aristotle passes next to Affirmatives, both Universal

and Particular. First, if A can be predicated of all B,

then B can be predicated of some A ;
for if B cannot be

predicated of any A, then (by the rule for the Uni-

*
Dr.

&quot;\Vallis, in one of his acute

controversial treatises against Hobbes,
remarks upon this as the process pur
sued by Euclid in his demonstra
tions: &quot;You tell us next that an

Induction, without enumeration of all

the particulars, is not sufficient to

infer a conclusion. Yes, Sir, if after

the enumeration of some particulars,
there comes a general clause, and the

tike in other cases (as hero it doth),
this may pass for a proofe till there

be a possibility of giving some in

stance to the contrary, which here

you will never be able to doe. And
if such an Induction may not pass
for proofe, there is never a proportion
in Euclid demonstrated. For all

along he takes no other course, or at

least grounds his Demonstrations on

Propositions no otherwise demon

strated. As, for instance, he pro-

poseth it in general (i. c. 1.) To

make, an equilateral trianyle on a line

given. And then he shows you how
to do it upon the line A 15, which he

there shows you, and leaves you to

supply : And the same, by the ///.&amp;lt;

means, may lie done upon any other

strait line ; and then infers his general

conclusion. Yet I have not heard any
man object that the Induction was
not sufficient, because he did not

actually performe it in all lines pos
sible.&quot; (Wallis, Duo Correction to

Mr. Hobbes, Oxon. 1656, sect. v. p.

42.) This is induction by parity of

reasoning.

So also Aristot. Analyt. Poster. I.

IV. p. 73, b. 32 : TO xadiiXov fie vtrdpytt

TOTf, OTaV (TTl ToC rVdlTOy Kdi TTOJTOU

p
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versa! Negative) neither can A be predicated of any B.

Again, if A can be predicated of some B, in this case

also, and for the same reason, B can be predicated of

some A.a Here the rule for the Universal Negative,

supposed already established, is applied legitimately to

prove the rules for Affirmatives. But in the first case,

that of the Universal, it fails to prove some in the sense

of not-all or some-at-most, which is required ; whereas,
the rules for both cases can be proved by Induction,

like the formula about the Universal Negative. When
we come to the Particular Negative, Aristotle lays

down the position, that it does not admit of being

necessarily converted in any way. He gives no proof
of this, beyond one single exemplification : If some

animal is not a man, you are not thereby warranted

in asserting the converse, that some man is not an

animal .

b
It is plain that such an exemplification is

only an appeal to Induction : you produce one par
ticular example, which is entering on the track of

Induction ; and one example alone is sufficient to

establish the negative of an universal proposition.

*
Aristot. Analyt. Prior. I. ii. p. 25,

a. 17-22.
&quot;

Ibid. p. 25, a. 22-26.
c

Though some may fancy that the

rule for converting the Universal

Negative is intuitively known, yet

every one must see that the rule for

converting the Universal Affirmative

is not thus self-evident, or derived

from natural intuition. In fact, I

believe that every learner at first

hears it with great surprise. Some
are apt to fancy that the Universal

Affirmative (like the Particular Affir

mative) may be converted simply.
Indeed this error is not unfrequently
committed in actual reasoning; all

the more easily, because there is a

class of cases (with subject and pre
dicate co-extensive) where the con

verse of the Universal Affirmative

is really true. Also, in the case of

the Particular Negative, there are

many true propositions in which the

simple converse is true. A novice

might incautiously generalize upon
these instances, and conclude that

both were convertible simply. Nor
could you convince him of his error

except by producing examples in

which, when a true proposition of

this kind is converted simply, the

resulting converse is notoriously false.

The appeal to various separate cases
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The converse of a Particular Negative is not in all

cases true, though it may be true in many cases.

From one proposition taken singly, no new proposi

tion can be inferred
;
for purposes of inference, two

propositions at least are required.* This brings us to

the rules of the Syllogism, where two propositions as

premisses conduct us to a third which necessarily follows

from them ;
and we are introduced to the well-known

three Figures with their various Modes.b To form a

valid Syllogism, there must be three terms and no

more
;
the two, which appear as Subject and Predicate

of the conclusion, are called the minor term (or minor

extreme) and the major term (or major extreme) re

spectively ;
while the third or m iddle term must appear

in each of the premisses, but not in the conclusion.

These terms are called extremes and middle, from the

position which they occupy in every perfect Syllogism
that is in what Aristotle ranks as the First among the

three figures. In his way of enunciating the Syllogism,
this middle position formed a conspicuous feature ;

whereas the modern arrangement disguises it, though
the denomination middle term is still retained. Ari

stotle usually employs letters of the alphabet, which he

was the first to select as abbreviations for exposition ;

c

is the only basis on which we can I usage dcs lettres repre&quot;sentant
ties

rest for testing the correctness or idees
; c est un precede tout a fait

incorrectness of all these maxims pro- | alge&quot;brique, c est a dire, de gene rulisa-

claimed as universal. I tion. Deja, dans 1 Hermeneia, ch. 13,

Aiialyt. Prior. 1. xv. p. 34, a. 17
;

1 et suiv., Aristote a fait usage do

xxiii. p. 40, b. 35
; Analyt. Poster. I.

iii. p. 73, a. 7.

b
Aristot. Analyt. Prior. I. iv. p.

25, b. 20, seq.

tableaux jxjur representcr sa pensee re-

lativement a la consecution des mo-
dales. 11 parle encore specialement de

figures explicatives, liv. 2. des Derniers

M. Barthelemy St. Ililaire (Logi- Analytiques, ch. 17, 7. Vingt pas-

que d Aristote, vol. ii. p. 7, n.), refer- i sages de 1 Histoire des Animaux attes-

ring to the examples of Conversion in tent qu il joignait des dessins a ses ob-

chap. ii., observes :

&quot; Voici le premier servations et a ses theories zoologiques.



214 ANALYTICA PRIORA I. CHAP. V.

and he has two ways (conforming to what he had said in

the first chapter of the present treatise) of enunciating the

modes of the First figure. In one way, he begins with

the major extreme (Predicate of the conclusion) : A
may be predicated of all B, B may be predicated of all

C ; therefore, A may be predicated of all C (Universal

Affirmative). Again, A cannot be predicated of any B,

B can be predicated of all C ; therefore, A cannot be

predicated of any C (Universal Negative). In the

other way, he begins with the minor term (Subject
of the conclusion) : C is in the whole B, B is in the

Avhole A
; therefore, C is in the whole A (Universal

Affirmative). And, C is in the whole B, B is not in

the whole A ; therefore, C is not in the whole A
(Universal Negative). We see thus that in Aristotle s

way of enunciating the First figure, the middle term is

really placed between the two extremes,
4

though this is

not so in the Second and Third figures. In the modern

way of enunciating these figures, the middle term is

never placed between the two extremes
; yet the deno

mination middle still remains.

The Modes of each figure are distinguished by the

different character and relation of the two premisses,

according as these are either affirmative or negative,

either universal or particular. Accordingly, there are

four possible varieties of each, and sixteen possible

modes or varieties of combinations between the two.

Lcs illustrations pittoresques datent

done de fort loin. L emploi symbo-

lique des lettres a ete applique aussi

par Aristote a la Physique. 11 1 avait

emprunte, sans doute, aux precedes
des mathematiciens.&quot;

We may remark, however, that

when Aristotle proceeds to specify
those combinations of propositions

which do not give a valid conclusion,

he is not satisfied with giving letters

of the alphabet : he superadds special

illustrative examples (Analyt. Prior.

I. v. p. 27, a. 7, 12, 34, 38).
1

Aristot. Analyt. Prior. I. iv. p. 25,

b. 35: Ka\&amp;gt; 8e pecrov, 6 KOI avro tv

ttXXw Kdl aXXo fV TOVT6) fO-TlV, O KUl

TT) 6((T(i yivfrai pecrov.
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Aristotle goes through most of the sixteen modes, and
shows that in the First figure there are only four

among them that are legitimate, carrying with them
a necessary conclusion. He shows, farther, that in all

the four there are two conditions observed, and that

both these conditions are indispensable in the First

figure : (1) The major proposition must be universal,
either affirmative or negative ; (2) The minor propo
sition must be affirmative, either universal or particular
or indefinite. Such must be the character of the pre

misses, in the First figure, wherever the conclusion is

valid and necessary ;
and vice versd, the conclusion will

be valid and necessary, when such is the character

of the premisses/
In regard to the four valid modes (Barbara, Celarent,

Darii, Ferio, as we read in the scholastic Logic) Ari

stotle declares at once in general language that the

conclusion follows necessarily ;
which he illustrates by

setting down in alphabetical letters the skeleton of a

syllogism in Barbara. If A is predicated of all B, and

I? of all C, A must necessarily be predicated of all C.

But he does not justify it by any real example ; he

produces no special syllogism with real terms, and with

a conclusion known beforehand to be true. He seems

to think that the general doctrine will be accepted as

evident without any such corroboration. He counts

upon the learner s memory and phantasy for supplying,
out of the past discourse of common life, propositions

conforming to the conditions in which the symbolical
letters have been placed, and for not supplying any
contradictory examples. This might suffice for a

treatise ; but we may reasonably believe that Aristotle,

when teaching in his school, would superadd illustra-

*
Aristot. Analyt Prior. 1. iv. p. 20, b. 2G, et sup.



21G ANALYTICA PRIORA I. CHAP. V.

tive examples ;
for the doctrine was then novel, and he

is not unmindful of the errors into which learners often

fall spontaneously.*

When he deals with the remaining or invalid modes

of the First figure, his manner of showing their in

validity is different, and in itself somewhat curious.
&quot; If (he says) the major term is affirmed of all the

middle, while the middle is denied of all the minor, no

necessary consequence follows from such being the fact,

nor will there be any syllogism of the two extremes ;

for it is equally possible, either that the major term

may be affirmed of all the minor, or that it may be

denied of all the minor
;
so that no conclusion, either

universal or particular, is necessary in all cases.&quot; Ex

amples of such double possibility are then exhibited :

first, of three terms arranged in two propositions (A and

E), in which, from the terms specially chosen, the major

happens to be truly affirmable of all the minor
; so that

the third proposition is an universal Affirmative :

Ma
iidd!e

d

I
Animal is predicable of every Man ;

M
Minor

and

j
Man is not predicable of any Horse ;

Son \
Animal is predicable of every Horse.

Next, a second example is set out with new terms, in

which the major happens not to be truly predicable of

any of the minor ; thus exhibiting as third proposition
an universal Negative :

1
Animal is predicable of every Man ;

j
Man is not l^edicable of any Stone;

Miuor! f Animal is not predicable of any Stone.

Here we see that the full exposition of a syllogism is

*

Analyt. Poster. I. xxiv. p. 85, b. 21.
h

Aiuilyt. Prior. 1. iv. p. 20, a. 2, scq.
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indicated with real terms common and familiar to every
one

; alphabetical symbols would not have sufficed, for

the learner must himself recognize the one conclusion

as true, the other as false. Hence we are taught that,

after two premisses thus conditioned, if we venture to

join together the major and minor so as to form a pre
tended conclusion, we may in some cases obtain a true

proposition universally Affirmative, in other cases a

true proposition universally Negative. Therefore (Ari

stotle, argues) there is no one necessary conclusion, the

same in all cases, derivable from such premisses ;
in other

words, this mode of syllogism is invalid and proves

nothing. He applies the like reasoning to all the

other invalid modes of the First figure ; setting them

aside in the same way, and producing examples wherein

double and opposite conclusions (improperly so called),

both true, are obtained in different cases from the like

arrangement of premisses.
This mode of reasoning plainly depends upon an

appeal to prior experience. The validity or invalidity
of each mode of the First figure is tested by applying
it to different particular cases, each of which is familiar

and known to the learner aliumle : in one case, the

conjunction of the major and minor terms in the third

proposition makes an universal Affirmative which he

knows to be true
;
in another case, the like conjunction

makes an universal Negative, which he also knows to

be true
; so that there is no one necessary (i.e. no one

uniform and trustworthy) conclusion derivable from

such premisses.* In other words, these modes of the

Though M. Barthelemy St. Hilaire First figure (A E A, or A E K)

(note, p. 19) declares Aristotle s ex- are not clearly set forth by Aristotle

{xjsition to l&amp;gt;e a moilel of analysis, it himself, while they are rendered still

apjiears to me that the grounds for darker by some of his best common-

disallowing this invalid mode of the tators. Thus Wait/ says (p. 381):
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First figure are not valid or available in form ; the

negation being sufficiently proved by one single undis

puted example.
We are now introduced to the Second figure, in

which each of the two premisses has the middle term

as Predicate.&quot; To give a legitimate conclusion in this

figure, one or other of the premisses must be negative,
and the major premiss must be universal

; moreover no

affirmative conclusions can ever be obtained in it none

but negative conclusions, universal or particular. In

this Second figure too, Aristotle recognizes four valid

&quot;Per exempla allata probat (Ari-

stoteles) quod demonstrare debebat ex

ipsa ratione quam siuguli termini inter

se habeant : est enim proprium artis

logicas, ut terminorum rationem cog-

noscat, dum res ignoret. Nuin de Caio

pradicetur animal nescit, scit de

Caio pra;dicari animal, si animal de

hornine et homo de Caio prsedicetur.&quot;

This comment of Waitz appears to

me founded in error. Aristotle had
uo means of shewing the invalidity
of the mode A E in the First figure,

except by an appeal to particular

examples. The invalidity of the in

valid modes, and the validity of the

valid modes, rest alike upon this

ultimate reference to examples of pro-

]&amp;gt;ositions
known to be true or false,

by prior experience of the learner.

The valid modes are those which will

stand this trial and verification
;
the

invalid modes are those which will

not stand it. Not till such verifica

tion has been made, is one warranted

in generalizing the result, and enun

ciating a formula applicable to un
known particulars (rationem termi

norum cognoscere, dum res ignoret).
It was impossible for Aristotle to do
what Waitz requires of him. I take

the opposite ground, and regret that

he did not set forth the fundamental

test of appeal to example and expe

rience, in a more emphatic and unmis-

takeable manner.

M. Barthelemy St. Hilaire (in the

note to his translation, p. 14) does not

lend any additional clearness; when
he talks of the &quot; conclusion

&quot;

from the

propositionsA and E inthe First figure.

Julius Pacius says (p. 134) :
&quot;

Si tamen

conclusio dici de-bet, qiue non colli-

gitur ex propositionibus,&quot; &c. More

over, M. St. Hilaire (p. 19) slurs over

the legitimate foundation, the appeal
to experience, much as Aristotle him
self does :

&quot;

Puis, prenant des ex-

emples ou la conclusion est de toute

evidence, Aristote les applique suc-

cessivement a chacune de ces combi-

naisons
; celles qui donnent la conclu

sion fournie tfailleurs par le ban sens,

sont concluantes ou syllogistiques,

les autres sont asyllogistiques.&quot;

Analyt. Prior. I. v. p. 26, b. 34.

As Aristotle enunciates a proposition

by putting the predicate before the

subject, he says that in this Second

figure the middle term comes irparov

TTf Ofvei. In the Third figure, for the

same reason, he calls it eardrop rfy

Bivti, vi. p. 28, a 15.
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modes; setting aside the other possible modes as in

valid* (in the same way as he had done in the First

figure), because the third proposition or conjunction
of the major term with the minor, might in some cases

be a true universal affirmative, in other cases a true

universal negative. As to the third and fourth of the

valid modes, he demonstrates them by assuming the

contradictory of the conclusion, together with the major

premiss, and then showing that these two premisses
form a new syllogism, which leads to a conclusion con

tradicting the minor premiss. This method, called

Reductio ad Impossibile, is here employed for the first

time
;
and employed without being ushered in or

defined, as if it were familiarly known.b

Lastly, we have the Third figure, wherein the middle

term is the Subject in both premisses. Here one at

least of the premisses must be universal, either affirma

tive or negative. But no universal conclusions can be

obtained in this figure ;
all the conclusions are par

ticular. Aristotle recognizes six legitimate modes
;

in all of which the conclusions are particular, four of

them being affirmative, two negative. The other

possible modes he sets aside as in the two preceding

figures.

But Aristotle assigns to the First figure a marked

superiority as compared with the Second and Third.

It is the only one that yields perfect syllogisms ;
those

m
Analyt. Prior. I. v. p. 27, a. 18.

In those invalid modes, Aristotle says

there is no syllogism ; therefore we
cannot properly speak of a conclusion,

but only of a third proposition, con

joining the major with the minor.
b
Analyt. Prior. I. v. p. 27, a. 15,

26, seq. It is said to involve virodfais,

p. 28, a. 7 ; to be vnodtvtus, xxiii.

p. 41, a. 25
;
to be rov vnodta-fus

p.tpos, as .opposed to SfinTiKos, xxiii.

p. 40, b. 25.

M. It. St. Hilaire remarks justly,

that Aristotle mii^ht be expected to

de6ne or explain what it is, on first

mentioning it (note, p. 22).

Analyt. Prior. I. vi. p. 28, a. 10-

p. 29, a. 18.
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furnished by the other two are all imperfect. The
cardinal principle of syllogistic proof, as he conceives

it, is That whatever can be affirmed or denied of a

whole, can be affirmed or denied of any part thereof.*

The major proposition affirms or denies something

universally respecting a certain whole
;
the minor pro

position declares a certain part to be included in that

whole. To this principle the four modes of the First

figure manifestly and unmistakably conform, without

any transformation of their premisses. But in the

other figures such conformity does not obviously ap

pear, and must be demonstrated by reducing their

syllogisms to the First figure ; either ostensively by
exposition of a particular case, and conversion of the

premisses, or by Reductio ad Impossibile. Aristotle,

accordingly, claims authority for the Second and Third

figures only so far as they can be reduced to the First.
b

We must, however, observe that in this process of reduc

tion no new evidence is taken in
; the matter of evi

dence remains unchanged, and the form alone is altered,

according to laws of logical conversion which Ari

stotle has already laid down and justified. Another

ground of the superiority and perfection which he

claims for the First figure, is, that it is the only one

in which every variety of conclusion can be proved ;

and especially the only one in which the Universal

Affirmative can be proved the great aim of scientific

research. Whereas, in the Second figure we can prove

Syllogism, I. iv. p. 25, b. 32 : orav

opoi rpds ovTos f^axri irpbs a\\t]\ovs

*

Analyt. Prior. I. xli. p. 49, b.

37 : oXcos yap o
fj,r)

f&amp;lt;mv a&amp;gt;s o\ov

npbs fitpos KOI aXXo npbs TOVTO us

fj-fpos npbs oXov, ( ovbevos TU&amp;gt;V TOIOV-

TUV 8fiKVV(TlV 6 8flKVVto)V, COOTC f&amp;gt;v8t
T)

tivdl t) fJLT] tlval, dvdyKT) TU&amp;gt;V aKpUV

wore TOV (cr^arov tv 6Ao&amp;gt; fivai
rq&amp;gt;

oAo&amp;gt;

yiverai crv\\oyicrp.6s.

He had before said this about the

relation of the three terms in the

tivai cruXXoytcr/ioi/ rt\fiov (Dictum de

Omni et Nullo).
b

Ibid. I. vii. p. 29, a. 30-b. 25.
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only negative conclusions, universal or particular; and

in the Third figure only particular conclusions, affirma

tive or negative.
8

Such are the main principles of syllogistic inference

and rules for syllogistic reasoning, as laid down by
Aristotle. During the mediaeval period, they were

allowed to ramify into endless subtle technicalities, and

to absorb the attention of teachers and studious men,

long after the time when other useful branches of

science and literature were pressing for attention.

Through such prolonged monopoly which Aristotle,

among the most encyclopedical of all writers, never

thought of claiming for them they have become so

discredited, that it is difficult to call back attention to

them as they stood in the Aristotelian age. We have

to remind the reader, again, that though language was

then used with great ability for rhetorical and dia

lectical purposes, there existed as yet hardly any

systematic or scientific study of it in either of these

branches. The scheme and the terminology of any
such science were alike unknown, and Aristotle was

obliged to construct it himself from the foundation.

The rhetorical and dialectical teaching as then given

(he tells us) was mere unscientific routine, prescribing

specimens of art to be committed to memory : respecting

syllogism (or the conditions of legitimate deductive infer

ence) absolutely nothing had been said.
b Under these

*
Analyt. Prior. I. iv. p. 26, b. 30,

|

a. 1, b. 2 : btontp raffia piv
8&quot; TJV f)

6t8a&amp;lt;rKttAia TOIS

Trap ai/rcof ov yap rt^vrfv &amp;lt;!AA TI
p. 27, a. 1, p. 2S, a. 9, p. 29, a. 15.

An admissible syllogism in the Se

cond or Third figure is sometimes
]
OTTO rrjs Tt^vrjs fofidirff iraiStvfiv vi

called bwarbs as opposed to rfXttos, ! \dpftavov .... irtp\ 8 ToCtrvA-

p. 41, b. 33. Compare Kamj*, ^ e Aoyifto-^ai TravreAwr ov&iv
Hrkenntniss-Theorie des Aristoteles, d^n^tv irpuTtpov AAo Aeytn/,
p. 245, Leipzig, 1870. dAA

fj rpi^f/ ^rnvvrts iro\vv
*

Aristot. Sophist. Elench. p. 184, \pnvnv 7roj/oi
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circumstances, his theory of names, notions, and pro

positions as employed for purposes of exposition and

ratiocination, is a remarkable example of original in

ventive power. He had to work it out by patient and

laborious research. No way was open to him except

the diligent comparison and analysis of propositions.

And though all students have now become familiar

with the various classes of terms and propositions,

together with their principal characteristics and rela

tions, yet to frame and designate such classes for the

first time without any precedent to follow, to deter

mine for each the rules and conditions of logical con

vertibility, to put together the constituents of the

Syllogism, with its graduation of Figures and difference

of Modes, and with a selection, justified by reasons

given, between the valid and the invalid modes all

this implies a high order of original systematizing

genius, and must have required the most laborious and

multiplied comparisons between propositions in detail.

The preceding abridgement of Aristotle s exposition

of the Syllogism applies only to propositions simply
affirmative or simply negative. But Aristotle himself,

as already remarked, complicates the exposition by put

ting the Modal propositions (Possible, Necessary) upon
the same line as the above-mentioned Simple proposi

tions. I have noticed, in dealing with the treatise De

Interpretatione, the confusion that has arisen from thus

elevating the Modals into a line of classification co

ordinate with propositions simply Assertory. In the

Analytica, this confusion is still more sensibly felt,

from the introduction of syllogisms in which one of the

premisses is necessary, while the other is only possible.

We may remark, however, that, in the Analytica,
Aristotle is stricter in defining the Possible than he

had been in the De Interpretatione ;
for he now disjoins
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the Possible altogether from the Necessary, making it

equivalent to the Problematical (not merely may be, but

may be or may not be)* In the middle, too, of his diffuse

exposition of the Modals, he inserts one important

remark, respecting universal propositions generally,
which belongs quite as much to the preceding ex

position about propositions simply assertory. He ob

serves that universal propositions have nothing to do

with time, present, past, or future ; but are to be under

stood in a sense absolute and unqualified.
1*

Having finished with the Modals, Aristotle proceeds
to lay it down, that all demonstration must fall under

one or other of the three figures just described
;
and

therefore that all may be reduced ultimately to the two
first modes of the First figure. You cannot proceed a

step with two terms only and one proposition only.
You must have two propositions including three terms

;

the middle term occupying the place assigned to it in

one or other of the three figures. This is obviously
true when you demonstrate by direct or ostensive

syllogism ; and it is no less true when you proceed

by Reductio ad Impossibile. This last is one mode of

syllogizing from an hypothesis or assumption :

d

your

Analyt. Prior. I. viii. p. 29, a.

32
; xiii. p. 32, a. 20-36 : TO yap

dvayKaiov 6fji(ovvfJL(as (vBt^fcrdai \tyo-

fji(i&amp;gt;.
In xiv.

}). 33, b. 22, he ex

cludes this equivocal meaning of TO

Xap.ftdvfiv fj.f)
tv rols ovaynaiots, aXXa

Kara TOV dprjfjitvov &iopl(Tfidv. See

xiii. p. 32, a. 33, where TO i&amp;gt;8-

Xfrrdai \mdp\tiv is asserted to l&amp;gt;e

equivalent to or convertible with TO

tv&f\fa6ai fif] virdpxftv ; and xix.

p. 38, a. 35 : TO ( dvdyKrjs OVK f)v

tv&( \6pfvov. Theophrastus and

Eudemus differed from Aristotle about

his theory of the Modals in several

points (Scholia ad Analyt. Priora, pp.

161, b. 30; 162, b. 23; 166, a. 12,

b. 15, Brand.). Respecting the want

of clearness in Aristotle about TO tv-

8x6fjLfvoi&amp;gt;,
see Waitz s note ad p. 32,

b. 16. Moreover, he sometimes uses

vTrdpxov in the widest sense, including

ivbf)(6fuvov and dvayKmov, xxiii. p.

40, b. 24.
&quot;

Analyt. Prior. I. xv. p. 34, b. 7.
c

Ibid, xxiii. p. 40, b. 20, p. 41,

a. 4-20.
4

Ibid. p. 40, b. 25 : tri
tj SCIKTIKUS

f) % inro0((rt)f TOV & t v n o 6 i-

(T ( o&amp;gt; r p.fpos TO 8ui TOV
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conclusion being disputed, you prove it indirectly, by

assuming its contradictory to be true, and constructing
a new syllogism by means of that contradictory together
with a second premiss admitted to be true

;
the con

clusion of this new syllogism being a proposition

obviously false or known beforehand to be false. Your

demonstration must be conducted by a regular syllogism,

as it is when you proceed directly and ostensively. The

difference is, that the conclusion which you obtain is

not that which you wish ultimately to arrive at, but

something notoriously false. But as this false conclu

sion arises from your assumption or hypothesis that the

contradictory of the conclusion originally disputed was

true, you have indirectly made out your case that this

contradictory must have been false, and therefore that

the conclusion originally disputed was true. All this,

however, has been demonstration by regular syllogism,

but starting from an hypothesis assumed and admitted

as one of the premisses.
5

Aristotle here again enforces what he had before

urged that in every valid syllogism, one premiss
at least must be affirmative, and one premiss at

least must be universal. If the conclusion be uni

versal, both premisses must be so likewise
;

if it be

particular, one of the premisses may not be uni

versal. But without one universal premiss at least,

there can be no syllogistic proof. If you have a

thesis to support, you cannot assume (or ask to be

conceded to you) that very thesis, without committing

Aristotle uses the phrase &amp;lt;rvXXoyjo-/xos

ft; VTTode ere (as, not oiiXXoyttr^ios

imoOeriKos. This bears upon the

question as to his views upon what
&amp;lt;T t u&amp;gt; s bfiKvvnva-i.v, orav ufivvarov TI

\ subsequently received the title of

a

Analyt. Prior. I. xxiii. p. 41, a.

23 : irdvTts yap ol 8ia rnv ddvvuTov

irfpaivovTfs TO p.ev \lsev8os crvXXoyi-

foi/rai, TO 8 f upx^js e v TT o 6 t -

(Tvp.fta.ivri

It deserves to be remarked that
hypothetical syllogisms ; a subject to

which I shall advert in a future note.
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petitio principii (i. e. qucesiti or probandi) ; you must as

sume (or ask to have conceded to you) some universal

proposition containing it and more besides
;
under which

universal you may bring the subject of your thesis as a

minor, and thus the premisses necessary for supporting
it will be completed. Aristotle illustrates this by giving
a demonstration that the angles at the base of an

isosceles triangle are equal ; justifying every step in the

reasoning by an appeal to some universal
proposition.&quot;

Again, every demonstration is effected by two pro

positions (an even number) and by three terms (an odd

number) ; though the same proposition may perhaps be

demonstrable by more than one pair of premisses, or

through more than one middle term;
11

that is, by two
or more distinct syllogisms. If there be more than

three terms and two propositions, either the syllogism
will no longer be one but several

;
or there must be

particulars introduced for the purpose of obtaining an

universal by induction
;
or something will be included,

superfluous and not essential to the demonstration, per

haps for the purpose of concealing from the respondent
the real inference meant. In the case (afterwards
called Sorites} where the ultimate conclusion is ob

tained through several mean terms in continuous series,

the number of terms will always exceed by one the

number of propositions ;
but the numbers may be odd

or even, according to circumstances. As terms are

added, the total of intermediate conclusions, if drawn

&quot;

Analyt. Prior. I. xxiv. p. 41, b.
;

b

Analyt. Prior. I. xxv. p. 41, b. 36,
G-31. The demonstration &amp;lt;;iven (b. seq.

13-22) is different from that which we
read in Euclid, and is not easy to

follow. It is more clearly explained

by Waitz (p. 434) than either by
Julius Pacius or by M. Earth. St.

c
Ibid. xxv. p. 42, a. 23:

eorat eti^/Mpa, et ^17 eaywyjjy 77

KpvtyftoS rj
TU Of (iXXoV TO&amp;gt;1/ TUlOVTOiV

\apiv. Ib. a. 38 : ovros 6 Xo-yoy fj
ov

crtiXXcXoyiorai i)
n\(iu&amp;gt; rtov avayKau&v

Hilaire (p. 108). i qpfaryKt irpiis rr^v 6i&amp;lt;ri

VOL. I.
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out in form, will come to be far greater than that of

the terms or propositions, multiplying as it will do

in an increasing ratio to them.a

It will be seen clearly from the foregoing remarks

that there is a great difference between one thesis and

another as to facility of attack or defence in Dialectic.

If the thesis be an Universal Affirmative proposition,
it can be demonstrated only in the First figure, and

only by one combination of premisses ; while, on the

other hand, it can be impugned either by an universal

negative, which can be demonstrated both in the First

and Second figures, or by a particular negative, which

can be demonstrated in all the three figures. Hence an

Universal Affirmative thesis is at once the hardest to

defend and the easiest to oppugn : more so than either

a Particular Affirmative, which can be proved both in

the First and Third figures ;
or a Universal Negative,

which can be proved either in First or Second. 5 To the

opponent, an universal thesis affords an easier victory
than a particular thesis

;
in fact, speaking generally,

his task is easier than that of the defendant.

In the Analytics Priora, Aristotle proceeds to tell us

that he contemplates not only theory, but also practice
and art. The reader must be taught, not merely to

understand the principles of Syllogism, but likewise

where he can find the matter for constructing syllogisms

readily, and how he can obtain the principles of demon
stration pertinent to each thesis propounded.
A thesis being propounded in appropriate terms, with

&quot;

Analyt. Prior. I. xxv. p. 42, b. \r)\^6p.fda ras mpl txacrrov ap^ds, vvv

5-26. f)8r) \(KTfOV ov yap povov tcrcoy 8(1
b

Ibid. I. xxvi. p. 42, b. 27-p. 43, . TTJV yevemv 6ea&amp;gt;pfiv
TCOV

arv\\oyicrp.&amp;lt;ov,

a. 15. ! aXXo /cat TTJV 8vvap.iv f\fiv TOV iroiflv.

Ibid. I. xxvii. p. 43, a. 20: TT&amp;gt;S The second section of Book I. here

V (VTTOpT](TOp.eV avTOL TTpOS TO Tl6fp.fVOV

L&amp;lt;av. Kiti 8ia Trntas f&amp;gt;8ov

begins.
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subject and predicate, how are you the propounder to

seek out arguments for its defence ? In the first place,

Aristotle reverts to the distinction already laid down
at the beginning of the Categorise.* Individual things
or persons are subjects only, never appearing as pre
dicates this is the lowest extremity of the logical

scale : at the opposite extremity of the scale, there are

the highest generalities, predicates only, and not sub

jects of any predication, though sometimes supposed to

be such, as matters of dialectic discussion.
b Between

the lowest and highest we have intermediate or grad
uated generalities, appearing sometimes as subjects,

sometimes as predicates ;
and it is among these that

the materials both of problems for debate, and of pre
misses for proof, are usually found.

You must begin by putting down, along with the

matter in hand itself, its definition and its propria ; after

that, its other predicates ; next, those predicates which

cannot belong to it
; lastly, those other subjects, of which

it may itself be predicated. You must classify its various

predicates distinguishing the essential, the propria, and

the accidental ; also distinguishing the true and unques

tionable, from the problematical and hypothetical.
d You

must look out for those predicates which belong to it as

subject universally, and not to certain portions of it

only ;
since universal propositions are indispensable in

syllogistic proof, and indefinite propositions can only be

reckoned as particular. When a subject is included

in some larger genus as, for example, man in animal

Analyt. Prior. I. xxvii. p. 43, a.

25, seq.
b

Ibid. p. 43, a. 39: TT\T,V w
Kara Soai/. Cf. Schol. of Alexander,

p. 175, a. 44, Br. : eVSo^toy KOI 5m-

\(KTIKO&amp;gt;S, ZxTTTfp fllTfV (V ToiS ToTTl-

Kols, that even thcprincipi-a of science

may be debated
;

for example, in book

B. of the Metaphysica. Aristotle does

not recognize either TO ov or TO tv as

true genera, but only as predicates.
c

Ibid. a. 40-43.
d

Ibid. b. 8 : cal TOVTW irdia 8o-
fHTTlKtoS K(ll TTOia Kni&quot; d\r]d(laV.

Q 2
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you must not look for the affirmative or negative pre
dicates which belong to animal universally (since all

these will of course belong to man also) but for those

which distinguish man from other animals
; nor must

you, in searching for those lower subjects of which man
is the predicate, fix your attention on the higher genus
animal

;
for animal will of course be predicable of all

those of which man is predicable. You must collect

what pertains to man specially, either as predicate or

as subject ;
nor merely that which pertains to him ne

cessarily and universally, but also usually and in the

majority of cases; for most of the problems debated

belong to this latter class, and the worth of the con

clusion will be co-ordinate with that of the premisses.*

Do not select predicates that are predicable
b both of the

predicate and subject ; for no valid affirmative conclu

sion can be obtained from them.

Thus, when the thesis to be maintained is an uni

versal affirmative (e.g. A is predicable of all E), you will

survey all the subjects to which A will apply as pre

dicate, and all the predicates applying to E as subject.

If these two lists coincide in any point, a middle term

will be found for the construction of a good syllogism in

the First figure. Let B represent the list of predicates

*

Analyt. Prior. I. xxvii. p. 43, b.

10-35.
b
Ibid. b. 36 : trt TO Traaiv fnop-tva

OVK fK\fKTfov ov yap eVrai crvAArrytcr-

p,os f avrutv. The phrase ra iracriv

fTTopeva, as denoting predicates appli

cable both to the predicate and to the

subject, is curious. We should hardly
understand it, if it were not explained
a little further on, p. 44, b. 21. Both
the Scholiast and the modern com
mentators understand ra naa-iv eVo-

fifva in this sense
;
and I do not ven

ture to depart from them. At the

same time, when I read six lines after

wards (p. 44, b. 26) the words olov fl

TO. eiropeva enarepcf ravra tcrriv in

which the same meaning as that

which the commentators ascribe to

ra irao-tv
eVo/xez&amp;gt;a

is given in its own

special and appropriate terms, and thus

the same supposition unnecessarily

repeated I cannot help suspecting

that Aristotle intends TO. iraa-iv eVo-

fjifva to mean something different ;
to

mean such wide and universal pre

dicates as TO ev and TO ov, which soar

above the Categories and apply to

every thing, but denote no real

genera.
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belonging universally to A
; D, the list of predicates

which cannot belong to it; C, the list of subjects to

which A pertains universally as predicate. Likewise,

let F represent the list of predicates belonging uni

versally to E ; H, the list of predicates that cannot

belong to E; Gr, the list of subjects to which E is

applicable as predicate. If, under these suppositions,

there is any coincidence between the list C and the list F,

you can construct a syllogism (in Barbara, Fig. 1), de

monstrating that A belongs to all E
;
since the predicate

in F belongs to all E, and A universally to the subject
in C. If the list C coincides in any point with the list

Gr, you can prove that A belongs to some E, by a

syllogism (in Darapti, Fig. 3). If, on the other hand,
the list F coincides in any point with the list D, you
can prove that A cannot belong to any E : for the

predicate in U cannot belong to any A, and therefore

(by converting simply the universal negative) A cannot

belong as predicate to any D ;
but D coincides with F,

and F belongs to all E
; accordingly, a syllogism (in

Celarent, Fig. 1), may be constructed, shewing that

A cannot belong to any E. So also, if B coincides in

any point with H, the same conclusion can be proved :

for the predicate in B belongs to all A, but B coin

cides with II, which belongs to no E
;
whence you

obtain a syllogism (in Camestres, Fig. 2), shewing that no

A belongs to E.
a In collecting the predicates and sub

jects both of A and of E, the highest and most universal

expression of them is to be preferred, as affording the

largest grasp for the purpose of obtaining a suitable

middle term.
b

It will be seen (as has been declared

Analyt. Prior. I. xxviii. p. 43, b.

39-p. 44, a. 35.
b Ibid. p. 44, a. 39. Alexander and

Philoponus (Scholia, p. 177, a. 19, 39,

Brandis) point out an inconsistency

between what Aristotle says here and

what he had said in one of the pre

ceding paragraphs, dissuading the in

quirer from attending to the highest

generalities, and recommending him
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already) that every syllogism obtained will have three

terms and two propositions ;
and that it will be in one

or other of the three figures above described.*

The way just pointed out is the only way towards

obtaining a suitable middle term. If, for example, you
find some predicate applicable both to A and E, this

will not conduct you to a valid syllogism ; you will only
obtain a syllogism in the Second figure with two

affirmative premisses, which will not warrant any con

clusion. Or if you find some predicate which cannot

belong either to A or to E, this again will only give

you a syllogism in the Second figure with two negative

premisses, which leads to nothing. So also, if you have

a term of which A can be predicated, but which can

not be predicated of E, you derive from it only a

syllogism in the First figure, with its minor negative ;

and this, too, is invalid. Lastly, if you have a subject, of

which neither A nor E can be predicated, your syllogism
constructed from these conditions will have both its

premisses negative, and will therefore be worthless.
b

In the survey prescribed, nothing is gained by look

ing out for predicates (of A and E) which are different

or opposite : we must collect such as are identical, since

our purpose is to obtain from them a suitable middle

term, which must be the same in both premisses. It is

true that if the list B (containing the predicates uni

versally belonging to A) and the list F (containing the

predicates universally belonging to E) are incompatible

to look only at both subject and predi- , (simply Z, aSiopco-rov), also KT (TO

cate in their special place on the logical KadoXov T) to simple T (aSidpioroi ).

scale. Alexander s way of removing This appears to me not inconsistent

the inconsistency is not successful : with the recommendation which Ari-

I doubt if there be an inconsistency, stotle had given before.

1 understand Aristotle here to mean Analyt. Prior. I. xxviii. p. 44, b.

only that the universal expression fi-20.

KZ (TO Ka06\ov Z) is to be preferred
b

Ibid. 1. xxviii. p. 44, b. 25-37.

to the indefinite or indeterminate
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or contrary to each other, you will arrive at a syllogism

proving that no A can belong to E. But this syllogism
will proceed, not so much from the fact that B and F
are incompatible, as from the other fact, distinct though

correlative, that B will to a certain extent coincide with

H (the list of predicates which cannot belong to E). The

middle term and the syllogism constituted thereby, is de

rived from the coincidence between B and H, not from

the opposition between B and F. Those who derive it

from the latter, overlook or disregard the real source, and

adopt a point of view merely incidental and irrelevant.&quot;

The precept here delivered That in order to obtain

middle terms and good syllogisms, you must study arid

collect both the predicates and the subjects of the two

terms of your thesis Aristotle declares to be equally

applicable to all demonstration, whether direct or by

way of Rediictlo ad Impossibile. In both the process of

demonstration is the same involving two premisses,
three terms, and one of the three a suitable middle term.

The only difference is, that in the direct demonstration,
both premisses are propounded as true, while in the

Reductlo ad Lnpossibile, one of the premisses is assumed

as true though known to be false, and the conclusion

also.
b In the other cases of hypothetical syllogism

your attention must be directed, not to the original quce-

situm, but to the condition annexed thereto ; yet the

search for predicates, subjects, and a middle term, must

be conducted in the same manner. Sometimes, by the

m
Analyt. Prior. I. xxviii. p. 44, b. i Neither Alexander, nor Waltz, nor

38-p. 45, a. 22.
&amp;lt;rv/i/3&amp;lt;uWt 617 rols I St. Hilaire clears it up completely.

OVTU&amp;gt;S (TTLcrKoifovcri npu(T(Tnft\( n (iv See Schol. pp. 178, b., 17i), a. lirandis.

(i\\r]v 68ov TIJS uvayKtiias, 8 HI TO \av- Aristotle concludes by saying that

Gavtiv TTJV ravTOTTjTa TUIV B teal TWV 0. syllogisms from an hypothesis ought
b

Ibid. I. xxix. p. 45, a. 25-b. 15. to be reviewed and classified into

Ibid. I. xxix. p. 45, b. 15-20.
j

varieties (iriaKtyao-dai fie fiel Kal

This paragraph is very obscure. 8i(\dv
no&amp;lt;rax&amp;lt;os

of e vno6i&amp;lt;T*s
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help of a condition extraneous to the premisses, you

may demonstrate an universal from a particular : e.g.,

Suppose C (the list of subjects to which A belongs as

predicate) and G (the list of subjects to which E belongs

as predicate) to be identical ;
and suppose farther that

the subjects in G are the only ones to which E belongs

as predicate (this seems to be the extraneous or extra-

syllogistic condition assumed, on which Aristotle s argu
ment turns) ; then, A will be applicable to all E. Or

if D (the list of predicates which cannot belong to A)
and G (the list of subjects to which E belongs as pre

dicate) are identical ; then, assuming the like extra

neous condition, A will not be applicable to any E.a In

both these cases, the conclusion is more universal than

the premisses ;
but it is because we take in an hypo

thetical assumption, in addition to the premisses.

Aristotle has now shewn a method of procedure
common to all investigations and proper for the solution

of all problems, wherever soluble. He has shewn, first,

all the conditions and varieties of probative Syllogism,

two premisses and three terms, with the place required
for the middle term in each of the three figures ; next,

the quarter in which we are to look for all the materials

necessary or suitable for constructing valid syllogisms.

Having the two terms of the thesis given, we must

study the predicates and subjects belonging to both, and

must provide a large list of them
;
out of which list we

must make selection according to the purpose of the

moment. Our selection will be different, according as

we wish to prove or to refute, and according as the

conclusion that we wish to prove is an universal or a

(b. 20). But it is doubtful whether
|

the note of M. Barthelemy St. Hilaire,

he himself ever executed this classi

fication. It was done in the Analy-
tica of his successor Theophrastus
(Schul. p. 179, a. 6, 24). Compare

p. 140.

Analyt. Prior. I. xxix, p. 45, b.

21-30,
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particular. The lesson here given will be most useful

in teaching the reasoner to confine his attention to the

sort of materials really promising, so that he may avoid

wasting his time upon such as are irrelevant.*

This method of procedure is alike applicable to de

monstration in Philosophy or in any of the special

sciences,
b and to debate in Dialectic. In both, the pre

misses or prindpia of syllogisms must be put together
in the same manner, in order to make the syllogism
valid. In both, too, the range of topics falling under

examination is large and varied
;
each topic will have

its own separate premisses or prindpia, which must be

searched out and selected in the way above described.

Experience alone can furnish these piincipia, in each

separate branch or department. Astronomical experi

ence the observed facts and phenomena of astronomy
have furnished the data for the scientific and demon

strative treatment of astronomy. The like with every
other branch of science or art. When the facts in

each branch are brought together, it will be the pro
vince of the logician or analytical philosopher to set

*

Analyt. Prior. I. xxix, p. 45, b.

36-xxx. p. 46, a. 10.
b

Ibid. p. 40, a. 8 : KOTO,
p.fi&amp;gt; 0X17-

Qtiav (K TU&amp;gt;V KOT uKrjQeiav 8 lay f-

ypanp.fvu&amp;gt;v vTriipxfi-v, ds 8e TOVS

8iu\(KTiKovs av\\oyicrpovs fK riav Kara

Julius Pacius (p. 257) remarks upon
the word Siayfypap-ptvcdv as indicating
that Aristotle, while alluding to

special sciences distinguishable from

philosophy on one side, and from

dialectic on the other, had in view

geometrical demonstrations.
c

Analyt. Prior. I. xxx. p. 4G,

a. 10-20 : at 8
/&amp;gt;x

a T &amp;lt;*v &amp;lt;ru\Ao-

yi(T^.u}V KaduiXuv p.(v tipr/irai i8iai

8f naff (KdcrTTjv at TrXficrrat. bio TUS

p.fl&amp;gt; llpxas TUS TTf/Jt (K.(l(TTOl&amp;gt; F/MTfl-

pias fern Trapa8ovvai. Aeya&amp;gt;
8 olov

TTJV dcTTpoXoyiKrjv per ffjinfipiav rf/s

doT/joXo-yiKrjv eirurnjfuis \i]&amp;lt;p6evT(i&amp;gt;v

yap iKavtas TU&amp;gt;V
(f)mvop.i&amp;gt;oii&amp;gt;

ovruts

fvptdrjcrav ai dcrrpoXoytKal dno8fl.^fif.

oiroiavovv

(Xfl Tf)(vr)v re /cat

What Aristotle says here of astro

nomical observation and experience as

furnishing the basis for astronomical

science stands in marked contrast

with Plato, who rejects this basis,

and puts aside, with a sort of con

tempt, astronomical observation (Re

public. vii. pp. 530-531) ; treating
acoustics also in a similar way. Com
pare Aristot. Metaphys. A. p. 1073,
a. (5, seq., with the commentary of

ISonitz, p. 506.
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out the demonstrations in a manner clear and fit for

For if nothing in the way of true matter of factuse.

has been omitted from our observation, we shall be able

to discover and unfold the demonstration, on every

point where demonstration is possible ; and, wherever

it is not possible, to make the impossibility manifest.*

For the fuller development of these important prin

ciples, the reader is referred to the treatise on Dialectic,

entitled Topica, which we shall come to in a future

chapter. There is nothing in all Aristotle s writings
more remarkable than the testimony here afforded, how

completely he considered all the generalities of demon
strative science and deductive reasoning to rest alto

gether on experience and inductive observation.

We are next introduced to a comparison between the

syllogistic method, as above described and systematized,
and the process called logical Division into genera and

species; a process much relied upon by other philo

sophers, and especially by Plato. This logical Division,

according to Aristotle, is a mere fragment of the syllo

gistic procedure ; nothing better than a feeble syllogism.
b

Those who employed it were ignorant both of Syllpgism
and of its conditions. They tried to demonstrate

what never can be demonstrated the essential con

stitution of the subject. Instead of selecting a middle

a

Analyt. Prior. I. xxx. p. 46, a.

22-27 : coore av hrj(f)6fi TCI \nrap\ovra

TTfpt fKCKTTOV, TJftfTfpOV TJ8r) TO.S aTTO-

&fifis CToifiMS f/j.&amp;lt;pavi(iv.
el yap

fj.rj8ei&amp;gt;
Kara TTJV Icrropiav rtapa-

hfKpdfirj TU&amp;gt;V dXr/^ws virnp^6vroi)i&amp;gt; Tols

TTf&amp;gt;iiyp.acnv, f^o/jifv Ttepl anavros ov

fJ,V CCTTIV UTr68fllS, TCIVTTJV fVptlv KCll

a7ro8fiKi&amp;gt;vvai, ov 8e
p.fj TT(&amp;lt;pvKev

OTTO-

8fiir, TOVTO iroifiv (fiavepov.

Kespecting the word toropui in

vestigation and record of matters of

fact the first sentence of Herodotus

may be compared with Aristotle,

Histor. Animal, p. 491, a. 12
;
also p.

757, b. 35
;
Rhetoric, p. 1359, b. 32.

b
Analyt. Prior. I. xxxi. p. 46, a. 33.

Alexander, in Scholia, p. 180, a. 14.

The Platonic method of Biaipecns is

exemplified in the dialogues called

Sophistes and Politicus
; compare also

Philebus, c. v., p. 15.
c

Analyt. Prior. I. xxxi. p. 46, a.

34 : irpS)rov 8 avro TOVTO
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term, as the Syllogism requires, more universal than

the subject but less universal (or not more so) than the

predicate, they inverted the proper order, and took for

their middle term the highest universal. What really

requires to be demonstrated, they never demonstrated

but assume.

Thus, they take the subject man, and propose to

prove that mait-w mortal. They begin by laying down
that man is an animal, and that every animal is either

mortal or immortal. Here, the most universal term,

animal, is selected as middle or as medium of proof;
while after all, the conclusion demonstrated is, not

that man is mortal, but that man is either mortal or

immortal. The position that man is mortal, is assumed

but not
proved.&quot; Moreover, by this method of logical

division, all the steps are affirmative and none nega
tive

; there cannot be any refutation of error. Nor can

any proof be given thus respecting yenux, or proprium,
or accident; ; the yeuus is assumed, and the method

proceeds from thence to xpecies and differentia. No
doubtful matter can be settled, and no unknown point

elucidated by this method
; nothing can be done except

to arrange in a certain order what is already ascertained

and. unquestionable. To many investigations, accord

ingly, the method is altogether inapplicable ;
while even

where it is applicable, it leads to no useful conclusion.
15

We now come to that which Aristotle indicates as the

third section of this First Book of the Analytica Priora.

In the first section he explained the construction and con

stituents of Syllogism, the varieties of figure and mode,
and the conditions indispensable to a valid conclusion.

In the second section he tells us where we are to look

roi/y xpu&amp;gt;fn(vovs avrf) ndvrus. nai nd-
j

*

Analyt. Prior. I. xxxi. p. 40, b.

6(iv iirt\tipovv cos error ftviHirav nfpl 1-1-.

ovcrias dn68(iiv yivrdat na\ TOV rl
\

b
Ibid. h. 2(i-37. Alexander in

fa~riv. Schol. p. 180, b. 1.
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for the premisses of syllogisms, and how we may obtain

a stock of materials, apt and ready for use when re

quired. There remains one more task to complete his

plan that he should teach the manner of reducing

argumentation as it actually occurs (often invalid, and

even when valid, often elliptical and disorderly), to the

figures of syllogism as above set forth, for the purpose
of testing its validity/ In performing this third part

(Aristotle says) we shall at the same time confirm

and illustrate the two preceding parts ; for truth ought
in every way to be consistent with itself.

b

When a piece of reasoning is before us, we must first

try to disengage the two syllogistic premisses (which are

more easily disengaged than the three terms), and note

which of them is universal or particular. The reasoner,

however, may not have set out both of them clearly :

sometimes he will leave out the major, sometimes the

minor, and sometimes, even when enunciating both of

them, he will join with them irrelevant matter. In

either of these cases we must ourselves supply what is

wanting and strike out the irrelevant. Without this

aid, reduction to regular syllogism is impracticable ;

but it is not always easy to see what the exact deficiency

is. Sometimes indeed the conclusion may follow neces

sarily from what is implied in the premisses, while yet
the premisses themselves do not form a correct syllo

gism ; for though every such syllogism carries with it

necessity, there may be necessity without a syllogism.
In the process of reduction, we must first disengage
and set down the two premisses, then the three terms ;

out of which three, that one which appears twice will

be the middle term. If we do not find one term twice

*

Analyt. Prior. I. xxxii. p. 47, a.

- . XOITTOJ/ yap en TOVTO rf/s crKe^fcos-
(i yap TT)V re yivtcriv ra&amp;gt;v

&amp;lt;rv\\oyi(T-

en f TOVS

dvaXvoip.fv fls TO TrpofiprjfjLfva

re~\os av f i

tv (cat roC e vplaKtiv fxm ~ b
Ibid. a. 8.
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repeated, we have got no middle and no real syllo

gism. Whether the syllogism when obtained will be

in the first, second, or third figure, will depend upon
the place of the middle term in the two premisses. We
know by the nature of the conclusion which of the

three figures to look for, since we have already seen

what conclusions can be demonstrated in each.
a

Sometimes we may get premisses which look like

those of a true syllogism, but are not so in reality ;

the major proposition ought to be an universal, but it

may happen to be only indefinite, and the syllogism
will not in all cases be valid

; yet the distinction be

tween the two often passes unnoticed.
b Another source

of fallacy is, that we may set out the terms incorrectly;

by putting (in modern phrase) the abstract instead of

the concrete, or abstract in one premiss and concrete

in the other. To guard against this, we ought to use

the concrete term in preference to the abstract. For

example, let the major proposition be, Health cannot

belong to any disease
;
and the minor, Disease can

belong to any man
; Ergo, Health cannot belong to

any man. This conclusion seems valid, but is not really

so. We ought to substitute concrete terms to this

effect : It is impossible that the sick can be well
; Any

man may be sick
; Ergo, It is impossible that any man

can be well. To the syllogism, now, as stated in these

concrete terms, we may object, that the major is not

Analyt. Prior. I. xxxii. p. 47, a.

10-b. 14.
h

Ibid. I. xxxiii. p.47,b. 1G-40: avrr)

fjitv
ovv

f] diraTr] yivtrai eV TO&amp;gt; irapa

U.IKOOV tos yup oi8ev &ia(f)(pov nirtiv

T o 8 ru&amp;gt;8f virtipxtiv, rj
robe rw-

M. B. St. Hilaire observes in his

note (p. 155) :

&quot; L erreur vient unique-

inent decequ on con fond 1 universel et

I indetermine&quot; separes par une nuance

tres faible d expression, qn on ne doit

pas cependant negliger.&quot; Julius Pa-

cius (p. 264) gives the same explana
tion at greater length; but theexample
chosen by Aristotle (o Apio-ro^fV^s-

tart 8invorjTos Aptcrrofjifi^js) appears

open to other objections besides.
c

Analyt. Prior. I. xxxiv, p. 48, a.

1-28.
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true. A person who is at the present moment sick

may at a future time become well. There is therefore

no valid syllogism.&quot;

1 When we take the concrete man,
Ave may say with truth that the two contraries, health-

sickness, knowledge-ignorance, may both alike belong
to him

; though not to the same individual at the same

time.

Again, we must not suppose that we can always find

one distinct and separate name belonging to each term.

Sometimes one or all of the three terms can only be

expressed by an entire phrase or proposition. In such

cases it is very difficult to reduce the reasoning into

regular syllogism. We may even be deceived into

fancying that there are syllogisms without any middle

term at all, because there is no single word to express
it. For example, let A represent equal to two right

angles ; B, triangle ; C, isosceles. Then we have a

regular syllogism, with an explicit and single-worded
middle term ;

A belongs first to B, and then to C

through B as middle term (triangle). But how do we
know that A belongs to B ? We know it by demon

stration
;

for it is a demonstrable, truth that every

triangle has its three angles equal to two right angles.

Yet there is no other more general truth about triangles

from which it is a deduction ; it belongs to the triangle

per %
,
and follows from the fundamental properties of

the figure.
1* There is, however, a middle term in the

demonstration, though it is not single-worded and ex

plicit ;
it is a declaratory proposition or a fact. We must

not suppose that there can be any demonstration with

out a middle term, either single-worded or many-worded.

*

Analyt. Prior. I. xxxiv. p. 48, a.
j

ovrtos del \ijTrreov ws r68c TI, aXX

2-23. See the Hcholion of Alexander, I more \6yov, ontp &amp;lt;TVfj.fla.ivfi

p. 181, b. 16-27, Brandis.
b
Analyt. Prior. I. xxxv. p. 48, a.

30-39 : (pavtpov UTL T&amp;lt;J futrov oi/x

rov \fx6evros. A good Scholion of

Philoponus is given, p. 181, b. 28-45,

Brand.
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When we are reducing any reasoning to a syllogistic

form, and tracing out the three terms of which it is com

posed, we must expose or set out these terms in the

nominative case ; but when we actually construct the syl

logism or put the terms into propositions, we shall find

that one or other of the oblique cases, genitive, dative,

&c., is required.* Moreover, when we say, this be

longs to that, or this may be truly predicated of that,

we must recollect that there are many distinct varieties

in the relation of predicate to subject. Each of the

Categories has its own distinct relation to the subject;

predication secundwn quid is distinguished from predi

cation simpliciter, simple from combined or compound,
&c. This applies to negatives as well as affirmatives.

11

There will be a material difference in setting out the

terms of the syllogism, according as the predication is

qualified (secundum quid} or absolute (simpliciter). If

it be qualified, the qualification attaches to the predi

cate, not to the subject : when the major proposition

is a qualified predication, we must consider the quali

fication as belonging, not to the middle term, but to

the major term, and as destined to re-appear in the

conclusion. If the qualification be attached to the

middle term, it cannot appear in the conclusion, and

any conclusion that embraces it will not be proved.

Suppose the conclusion to be proved is, The whole

some is knowledge quatenus bonum or quod Uonuui e*t ;

the three terms of the syllogism must stand thus :

*
Analyt. Prior. I. xxxvi. p. 48, a.

]

Alexander remarks in the Scholia (p.

40-|&amp;gt;.
4 .l, a. 5. cirrXcoj Xtyoptv yap 183, a. 2) that the distinction between

TOVTO Kara irdvTutv, OTI TOVS p.iv opovs \ simple and compound predication has

i fi 6(Ttov Kara ras (cXrjo-fts ru&amp;gt;v ovo-
j

already teen adverted to liy Aristotle

fjn
iTQiv TUS &( npoTua-f is fyirTfov Kara in Du Interpretations (see p. 20, 1).

TUS ticda-rov irruHrtis. Several ex- 35) ;
and that it was largely treated

amples are given of this precept. by Theophrastus in his work, Hepi Ka-
b

Ibid. I. xxxvii. p. 49, a. 0-10. rn^aaeajs, not preserved.
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Major Bonum is knowable, quatenus bonum or quod
bonum est.

Minor The wholesome is bonum.

Ergo The wholesome is knowable, quatenus bonum,
&c.

For every syllogism in which the conclusion is qua

lified, the terms must be set out accordingly.*

We are permitted, and it is often convenient, to

exchange one phrase or term for another of equivalent

signification, and also one word against any equivalent

phrase. By doing this, we often facilitate the setting

out of the terms. We must carefully note the different

meanings of the same substantive noun, according as the

definite article is or is not prefixed. We must not

reckon it the same term, if it appears in one premiss
with the definite article, and in the other without the

definite articled Nor is it the same proposition to say
B is predicable of C (indefinite), and B is predicable of

all C (universal). In setting out the syllogism, it

is not sufficient that the major premiss should be in

definite ;
the major premiss must be universal

;
and

the minor premiss also, if the conclusion is to be uni

versal. If the major premiss be universal, while the

minor premiss is only affirmative indefinite, the con

clusion cannot be universal, but will be no more than

indefinite, that is, counting as particular.

a

Analyt. Prior. I. xxxviii. p. 49, a.

11-b. 2. (fiavfpbv ovv OTI tv rols ev

c
Ib. I. xli. p. 49, b. 14-32. The

Scholion of Alexander (Schol. p. 184,

a. 22-40) alludes to the peculiar

opovs. Alexander explains ot ev
fj-epet.

j

mode, called by Theophrastus KOTO.

wi (Schol. p. 183, b. 32, Br.) , Trpoo-X^ti/, of stating the premisses

fj.epfi crvAXoyKr/xoTs
1 OVTCD \rjTrreov rovs

to be those in which the predicate has

a qualifying adjunct tacked to it.

b
Analyt. Prior. I. xxxix.-xl. p. 49,

b. 3-13. ou ravrov ecm TO eivai
Ti]i&amp;gt;

of the syllogism : two terms only,

the major and the middle, being

enunciated, while the third or minor

was included potentially, but not

ayaBov KOI TO elvai TTJV f)8oi&amp;gt;T]v ;

enunciated. Theophrastus however
TO ayadov, &c. did not recognize the distinction of
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There is no fear of our being misled by setting out

a particular case for the purpose of the general demon

stration ; for we never make reference to the specialties

of the particular case, but deal with it as the geometer
deals with the diagram that he draws. He calls the

line A B, straight, a foot long, and without breadth, but

he does not draw any conclusion from these assumptions.
All that syllogistic demonstration either requires or

employs, is, terms that are related to each other either

as whole to part or as part to whole. Without this, no

demonstration can be made : the exposition of the

particular case is intended as an appeal to the senses,

for facilitating the march of the student, but is not

essential to demonstration,*

Aristotle reminds us once more of what he had before

said, that in the Second and Third figures, not all varie

ties of conclusion are possible, but only some varieties
;

accordingly, when we are reducing a piece of reasoning
to the syllogistic form, the nature of the conclusion will

inform us which of the three figures we must look for.

In the case where the question debated relates to a defi

nition, and the reasoning which we are trying to reduce

turns upon one part only of that definition, we must

take care to look for our three terms only in regard to

meaning to which Aristotle alludes

in this chapter. He construed as an

universal minor, what Aristotle treats

as only an indefinite minor. The

liability to mistake the Indefinite

for an Universal is here again ad

verted to.

*
Analyt. Prior. I. xli. p. 50, a. 1 :

Ka\ TO) aicrddvfcrdai., TOV ^avduvovra

\tyovrty ov yap oirrcor us iiffv TOVTGIV

ov^ oiov T* (iTrodd^drjvai, oxrirfp ( lav

AAoyt(r/xos-

his chapter is a very remarkable

VOL. I.

Thi

statement of the Nominalistic doc

trine
; perceiving or conceiving all

the real specialties of a particular case,

but attending to, or reasoning upon,

only a portion of them.

Plato treats it as a mark of the

inferior scientific value of Geometry,
as compared with true and pure Dia

lectic, that the geometer cannot de

monstrate through Ideas and Uni-

versals alone, but is compelled to

help himself by visible particular dia

grams or illustrations. (Plato, Hepub.
vi. pp. 510-511, viL p. 533, C.)

R
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that particular part, and not in regard to the whole defi

nition.* All the modes of the Second and Third figures

can be reduced to the First, by conversion of one or other

of the premisses ; except the fourth mode (Baroco) of

the Second, and the fifth mode (Bocardo) of the Third,

which can be proved only by Reductio ad Absurdum.b

No syllogisms from an Hypothesis, however, are

reducible to any of the three figures ; for they are

not proved by syllogism alone : they require besides

an extra-syllogistic assumption granted or understood

between speaker and hearer. Suppose an hypothetical

proposition given, with antecedent and consequent : you

may perhaps prove or refute by syllogism either the

antecedent separately, or the consequent separately, or

both of them separately ;
but you cannot directly either

prove or refute by syllogism the conjunction of the two

asserted in the hypothetical. The speaker must ascer

tain beforehand that this will be granted to him;
otherwise he cannot proceed. The same is true about

the procedure by Reductio ad Absurdum, which involves

an hypothesis over and above the syllogism. In employ

ing such Reductio ad Absurdum, you prove syllogisti-

cally a certain conclusion from certain premisses ;
but

the conclusion is manifestly false ; therefore, one at least

of the premisses from which it follows must be false

also. But if this reasoning is to have force, the hearer

must know aliunde that the conclusion is false; your

syllogism has not shewn it to be false, but has shewn it

to be hypothetically true
;
and unless the hearer is pre

pared to grant the conclusion to be false, your purpose is

Analyt. Prior. I. xlii., xliii. p. 50,

a. 5-15. I follow here the explana
tion given by Philoponus and Julius

Pacius, which M. Barthelemy St. Hi-

laire adopts. But the illustrative

example given by Aristotle himself

(the definition of water) does not

convey much instruction.
b

Ibid. xlv. p. 50, b. 5-p. 51, b. 2.

Ibid. xliv. p. 50, a. 16-28.
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not attained. Sometimes he will grant it without being

expressly asked, when the falsity is glaring : e.g. you

prove that the diagonal of a square is incommensurable

with the side, because if it were taken as commensurable,

an odd number might be shewn to be equal to an even

number. Few disputants will hesitate to grant that

this conclusion is false, and therefore that its con

tradictory is true
; yet this last (viz. that the

contradictory is true) has not been proved syllogis-

tically ; you must assume it by hypothesis, or depend

upon the hearer to grant it.
a

Here Aristotle expressly reserves for separate treat

ment the general subject of Syllogisms from Hypothesis.
1

Analyt. Prior. I. xliv. p. 50, a. 29-

38. See above, xxiii. p. 40, a. 25.

M. Barthelemy St. Hilaire remarks

in the note to his translation of the

Analytica Priora (p. 178) :

&quot; Ce cha-

pitre suffit a prouver qu Aristote a

distingue tres - nettement les syllo-

gismes par 1 absurde, des syllogismes

hypothetiques. Cette derniere de-

nomination est tout a fait pour lui

ce qu elle est pour nous.&quot; Of these

two statements, I think the latter is

more than we can venture to affirm,

considering that the general survey
of hypothetical syllogisms, which

Aristotle intended to draw up,
either never was really completed,
or at least has perished : the former

appears to me incorrect. Aristotle

decidedly reckons the Rediictio ad Im
possibile among hypothetical proofs.

But he understands by Reductio ad

Impossibile something rather wider

than what the moderns understand

by it. It now means only, that you
take the contradictory of the con

clusion together with one of the pre

misses, and by means of these two

demonstrate a conclusion contradic

tory or contrary to the other premiss.

But Aristotle understood by it this,

and something more besides, namely,

whenever, by taking the contradictory
of the conclusion, together with some

other incontestable premiss, you de

monstrate, by means of the two,

some new conclusion notoriously false.

What I here say, is illustrated by the

very example which he gives in this

chapter. The incommensurability of

the diagonal (with the side of the

square) is demonstrated by Reductio

ad Impossibile ; because if it l&amp;gt;e sup

posed commensurable, you may de

monstrate that an odd number is equal
to an even number

;
a conclusion

which every one will declare to be

inadmissible, but which is not the

contradictory of either of the pre

misses whereby the true proposition

was demonstrated. .
b The expressions of Aristotle here

are remarkable, Analyt. Prior. I. xliv.

p. 50, a. 39-b. 3 : TroXXol 8t KOI

(Ttpoi irepaivovrai e turodfcrtuSf ovs

(ma Kftyao dat 8d KOI
8ta(rr)fj.r)t&amp;gt;ai

Ka-

dapias. rivfs fifv ovv at ota(popal

TovT&amp;lt;av, Kal Trofrax&jj yiverai TO t

TOVOVTOV
f]int&amp;gt;

terra) (^avtpov, OTI OVK

K 2
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In the last chapter of the first book of the Analytica

Priora, Aristotle returns to the point which we have

already considered in the treatise De Interpretation,

viz. what is really a negative proposition ;
and how the

adverb of negation must be placed in order to constitute

one. We must place this adverb immediately before

the copula and in conjunction with the copula : we must

not place it after the copula and in conjunction with the

predicate ; for, if we do so, the proposition resulting will

not be negative but affirmative (e/r p.era6ioeu)^, by trans

position, according to the technical term introduced after

wards by Theophrastus). Thus of the four propositions :

1. Est bonum.

4. Non est non bonum.

2. Non est bonum.

3. Est non bonum.

No. 1 is affirmative ; No. 3 is affirmative
(etc

Nos. 2 and 4 are negative. Wherever No. 1

is predicable, No. 4 will be predicable also ; wherever

No. 3 is predicable, No. 2 will be predicable also but

in neither case vice versa* Mistakes often flow from

incorrectly setting out the two contradictories.

eorti&amp;gt; dva\v(iv (Is TCI o^/Acra rovs

TOIOVTOVS (nAXoyicr/Liovj. *cat 81 r/v

airlav, (lpf]Kap.ev.

Syllogisms from Hypothesis were

many and various, and Aristotle in

tended to treat them in a future

treatise
;
but all that concerns the

present treatise, in his opinion, is, to

show that none of them can be re

duced to the three Figures. Among
the Syllogisms from Hypothesis, two

varieties recognized by Aristotle (be
sides 01 Biu TOV dSwarov) were 01 Kara

fj.(T(i\T)\lnv and ot Kara Troitm/ra. The
same proposition which Aristotle en

titles Kara /xerfiXij^ti/,
was afterwards

designated by the Stoics Kara irpocr-

\TJ\ISIV (Alexander ap. Schol. p. 178,

b. 6-24).
It seems that Aristotle never re

alized this intended future treatise

on Hypothetical Syllogisms ;
at least

Alexander did not know it. The sub

ject was handled more at large by
Theophrastus and Eudemus after

Aristotle (Schol. p. 184, b. 45, Br. ;

Boethius, De Syllog. Hypothetico, pp.

606-607); and was still farther ex

panded by Chrysippus and the Stoics.

Compare Prantl, Geschichte der

Logik, I. pp. 295, 377, seq. He
treats the Hypothetical Syllogism as

having no logical value, and com
mends Aristotle for declining to de

velop or formulate it
;
while Ritter

(Gesch. Phil. iii. p. 93), and, to a

certain extent, Ueberweg (System
der Logik, sect. 121, p. 326), consider

this to be a defect in Aristotle.
a
Analyt. Prior. I. xlvi. p. 51, b. 5,

ad finem. See above, Chap. IV. p.

170, seq.
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CHAPTER VI.

ANALYTICA PRIORA II.

THE Second Book of the Analytica Priora seems con

ceived with a view mainly to Dialectic and Sophistic,
as the First Book bore more upon Demonstration.8

Aristotle begins the Second Book by shortly reca

pitulating what he had stated in the First
;
and then

proceeds to touch upon some other properties of the

Syllogism. Universal syllogisms (those in which the

conclusion is universal) he says, have always more
conclusions than one

; particular syllogisms sometimes,
but not always, have more conclusions than one. If the

conclusion be .universal, it may always be converted

simply, when it is negative, or per accidens, when
it is affirmative

;
and its converse thus obtained will be

proved by the same premisses. If the conclusion be

particular, it will be convertible simply when affirmative,

and its converse thus obtained will be proved by the

same premisses ;
but it will not be convertible at all

when negative, so that the conclusion proved will be

only itself singly .

b
Moreover, in the universal syllo

gisms of the First figure (Barbara, Celarent), any of

the particulars comprehended under the minor term

may be substituted in place of the minor term as subject

of the conclusion, and the proof will hold good in re

gard to them. So, again, all or any of the particulars

comprehended in the middle term may be introduced

This is the remark of the ancient Scholiasts. See Schol. p. 188, a. 44,
b. 11.

b
Analyt. Prior. II. i. p. 53, a. 3-14.
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as subject of the conclusion in place of the minor term ;

and the conclusion will still remain true. In the

Second figure, the change is admissible only in regard
to those particulars comprehended under the subject of

the conclusion or minor term, and not (at least upon
the strength of the syllogism) in regard to those com

prehended under the middle term. Finally, wherever

the conclusion is particular, the change is admissible,

though not by reason of the syllogism, in regard to

particulars comprehended under the middle term
;

it is

not admissible as regards the minor term, which is itself

particular.

Aristotle has hitherto regarded the Syllogism with a

view to its formal characteristics : he now makes an

important observation which bears upon its matter.

Formally speaking, the two premisses are always
assumed to be true ;

but in any real case of syllogism

(form and matter combined) it is possible that either

one or both may be false. Now, Aristotle remarks that

if both the premisses are true (the syllogism being cor

rect in form), the conclusion must of necessity be true
;

but that if either or both the premisses are false, the

conclusion need not necessarily be false likewise. The

premisses being false, the conclusion may nevertheless

be true
;
but it will not be true because of or by reason

of the premisses.
b

&quot;

Analyt. Prior. II. i. p. 53, a. 14-

35. M. Barthelemy St. Hilaire, fol

lowing Pacius, justly remarks (note,

p. 203 of his translation) that the

rule as to particulars breaks down in

the cases of JSaroco, Disamis, and
Bocardo,

On the chapter in general he re

marks (note, p. 204):
&quot;

Cette theorie

des conclusions diverses, soit patentes
soit cachees, d un meme syllogisme,

!

eorii&amp;gt; d\r)des, Tr\f)v ov 8i6ri oXX on-

est surtout utile en dialectique, dans

la discussion ; ou il faut faire la plus

grande attention a ce qu on accorde a

1 adversaire, soit explicitement, soit

implicitement.&quot; This illustrates the

observation cited in the preceding
note from the Scholiasts.

b
Analyt. Prior. II. ii. p. 53, b.

5-10 : e
d\T)d&amp;lt;ov p.ev ovv OVK eoTi

(rv\\oyi(racrdai,
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First, lie would prove that if the premisses be true, the

conclusion must be true also; but the proof that he

gives does not seem more evident than the probandum
itself. Assume that if A exists, B must exist also : it

follows from hence (he argues) that if B does not exist,

neither can A exist ; which he announces as a reductio

ad absurdwn, seeing that it contradicts the fundamental

supposition of the existence of A.a Here the prolans is

indeed equally evident with the probandum, but not at

at all more evident
; one who disputes the latter, will

dispute the former also. Nothing is gained in the way
of proof by making either of them dependent on the

other. Both of them are alike self-evident ;
that is, if

a man hesitates to admit either of them, you have no

means of removing his scruples except by inviting him

to try the general maxim upon as many particular cases

as he chooses, and to see whether it does not hold good
without a single exception.

In regard to the case here put forward as illustration,

Aristotle has an observation which shews his anxiety
to maintain the characteristic principles of the Syllogism ;

one of which principles he had declared to be That

nothing less than three terms and two propositions,

could warrant the inferential step from premisses to

conclusion. In the present case he assumed, If A
exists, then B must exist

; giving only one premiss as

ground for the inference. This (he adds) does not

contravene what has been laid down before ;
for A in

the case before us represents two propositions con-

TOU yap fitort OVK t(rrw (x v^fuSon ]

which are true, and which may be

trvXXrxyioyioj- 81
fji&amp;gt;

8 alriav, tv rots produced to demonstrate it. Com-

tnopfvois \f)(6w fra&amp;gt;&quot; Pare Analyt. Poster. I. ii. p. 71, b. 19.

The true conclusion is not true by Aualyt. Prior. II. ii. p. 53, b. 11-

reason of these false premisses, but 16.

by reason of certain other premisses
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ceived in
conjunction.&quot;

Here he has given the type
of hypothetical reasoning ; not recognizing it as a

variety per se, nor following it out into its different

forms (as his successors did after him), but resolving it

into the categorical syllogism.
b He however conveys

very clearly the cardinal principle of all hypothetical
inference That if the antecedent be true, the conse

quent must be true also, but not vice versa ; if the con

sequent be false, the antecedent must be false also, but

not vice versa.

Having laid down the principle, that the conclusion

may be true, though one or both the premisses are

false, Aristotle proceeds, at great length, to illustrate it

in its application to each of the three syllogistic figures.

No portion of the Analytica is traced out more per

spicuously than the exposition of this most important

logical doctrine.

It is possible (he then continues, again at considerable

length) to invert the syllogism and to demonstrate in a

circle. That is, you may take the conclusion as premiss
for a new syllogism, together with one of the old pre

misses, transposing its terms
;
and thus you may demon

strate the other premiss. You may do this successively,

first with the major, to demonstrate the minor
; next,

with the minor, to demonstrate the major. Each of the

premisses will thus in turn be made a demonstrated con

clusion
; and the circle will be complete. But this can

be done perfectly only in Barbara, and when, besides, all

the three terms of the syllogism reciprocate with each

Ibid. b. 16-25.

tv K trot, 8vo

TO ovv A

b
Aristotle, it should be remarked,

uses the word Karr^yopmos, not in the

sense which it subsequently acquired,
;us the antithesis of virodfrucos in ap
plication to the proposition and syl

logism, but in the sense of affirmative

as opposed to (mpr^Tinos.
c

Analyt. Prior. II. ii.-iv. p. 53,

b. 26-p. 57, b. 17. At the close

(p. 57, a. 36-b. 17), the general doc

trine is summed up.
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other, or are co-extensive in import ;
so that each of

the two premisses admits of being simply converted.

In all other cases, the process of circular demonstration,

where possible at all, is more or less imperfect.*

Having thus shown under what conditions the con

clusion can be employed for the demonstration of the

premisses, Aristotle proceeds to state by what trans

formation it can be employed for the refutation of them.

This he calls converting the syllogism ; a most incon

venient use of the term convert (avTUTrpefaiv), since he

had already assigned to that same term more than one

other meaning, distinct and different, in logical proce-

dure.
b What it here means is reversing the conclusion, so

as to exchange it either for its contrary, or for its contra

dictory ; then employing this reversed proposition as

a new premiss, along with one of the previous pre

misses, so as to disprove the other of the previous

premisses i.e. to prove its contrary or contradictory.
The result will here be different, according to the

manner in which the conclusion is reversed
; according

as you exchange it for its contrary or its contradictory.

Suppose that the syllogism demonstrated is : A belongs
to all B, B belongs to all C ; -Ergo, A belongs to all

C (Barbara). Now, if we reverse this conclusion by

taking its contrary, A belongs to no C, and if we com
bine this as a new premiss with the major of the former

syllogism, A belongs to all B, we shall obtain as a

conclusion B belongs to no C ; which is the contrary of

the minor, in the form Camestres. If, on the other hand,
we reverse the conclusion by taking its contradictory,

A does not belong to all C, and combine this with the

same major, we shall have as conclusion, B does not

*

Analyt. Prior. II. v.-viii. p. 57,

b. 18-p. 59, a. 35.
* Schol. (ad Analyt. Prior, p. 59,

b. 1), p. 190, b. 20, Brandis. Com

pare the notes of M. Barthelemy St.

Ililaire, pp. 55, 242.
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belong to all
;
which is the contradictory of the minor,

arid in the form Baroco : though in the one case as in

the other the minor is disproved. The major is contra

dictorily disproved, whether it be the contrary or the

contradictory of the conclusion that is taken along with

the minor to form the new syllogism ;
but still the form

varies from Felapton to Bocardo. Aristotle shows far

ther how the same process applies to the other modes
of the First, and to the modes of the Second and Third

figures.* The new syllogism, obtained by this process
of reversal, is always in a different figure from the

syllogism reversed. Thus syllogisms in the First figure
are reversed by the Second and Third

; those in the

Second, by the First and Third
; those in the Third,

by the First and Second.b

Of this reversing process, one variety is what is

called the Reductio ad Absurdum ;
in which the con

clusion is reversed by taking its contradictory (never
its contrary), and then joining this last with one of the

premisses, in order to prove the contradictory or con

trary of the other premiss. The Reductio ad Absurdum
is distinguished from the other modes of reversal by
these characteristics: (1) That it takes the contradictory,

and not the contrary, of the conclusion ; (2) That it is

destined to meet the case where an opponent declines

to admit the conclusion
;
whereas the other cases of

reversion are only intended as confirmatory evidence

towards a person who already admits the conclusion ;

(3) That it does not appeal to or require any concession

on the part of the opponent ; for if he declines to admit

the conclusion, you presume, as a matter of course,

that he must adhere to the contradictory of the con-

*
Analyt. Prior. II. viii.-x. p. 59, b. 1-p. 61, a. 4.

b
Ibid. x. p. 61, a. 7-15. &quot;

Ibid. xi. p. 61, a. 18, seq.
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elusion ;
and you therefore take this contradictory for

granted (without asking his concurrence) as one of

the bases of a new syllogism ; (4) That it presumes as

follows : When, by the contradictory of the conclusion

joined with one of the premisses, you have demonstrated

the opposite of the other premiss, the original con

clusion itself is shown to be beyond all impeachment
on the score of form, i.e. beyond impeachment by any
one who admits the premisses. You assume to be true,

for the occasion, the very proposition which you mean

finally to prove false ; your purpose in the new syl

logism is, not to demonstrate the original conclusion,

but to prove it to be true by demonstrating its contra

dictory to be false.*

By the Reductio ad Absurdum you can in all the

three figures demonstrate all the four varieties of con

clusion, universal and particular, affirmative and nega
tive ;

with the single exception, that you cannot by
this method demonstrate in the First figure the Uni

versal Affirmative.
15 With this exception, every true

conclusion admits of being demonstrated by either of

the two ways, either directly and ostensively, or by
reduction to the impossible.

In the Second and Third figures, though not in the

First, it is possible to obtain conclusions even from two

premisses which are contradictory or contrary to each

other
;
but the conclusion will, as a matter of course,

be a self-contradictory one. Thus if in the Second

figure you have the two premisses All Science is

m

Analyt. Prior. II. xi. p. 62, a. 11 :

(fiavfpbv ovv on ov TO tvavriov, dXXa

TO dlTlK.(ifJLfVOV, {llfodfTfOV (V ajTUCTl

TOIS
&amp;lt;rv\\oyi(TfJiois.

oi/Ta&amp;gt; yap TO dvay-
Kaiov ftrrnt Kal TO (i[

ci&amp;gt;/za tv&o^ov. (I

yap Kara navros
ff tcard(pa(Tis fj

dnd-

OTI ov% 17 dno^acris,

dvdynr] TTJV KaT(i(j)acriv d\T)6(v((T0at. See

Scholia, p. 190, b. 40, seq., Brand.
b
Analyt. Prior. II. xi. p. 61, a.

35-p. 62, b. 10; xii. p. 62, a. 21.

Alexander ap. Schol. p. 191, a. 17-36,
Brand.

Ibid. xiv. p. 63, b. 12-21.
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good; No Science is good you get the conclusion

(in Camestres), No Science is Science. In opposed

propositions, the same 1

predicate must be affirmed

and denied of the same subject in one of the three

different forms All and None, All and Not All,

Some and None. This shows why such conclusions

cannot be obtained in the First figure ;
for it is the

characteristic of that figure that the middle term must

be predicate in one premiss, and subject in the other.&quot;

In dialectic discussion it will hardly be possible to get

contrary or contradictory premisses conceded by the

adversary immediately after each other, because he will

be sure to perceive the contradiction : you must mask

your purpose by asking the two questions not in imme
diate succession, but by introducing other questions

between the two, or by other indirect means as sug

gested in the Topica.
b

Aristotle now passes to certain general heads of

Fallacy, or general liabilities to Error, with which the

syllogizing process is beset. What the reasoner under

takes is, to demonstrate the conclusion before him, and

to demonstrate it in the natural and appropriate way ;

that is, from premisses both more evident in themselves

and logically prior to the conclusion. Whenever he

fails thus to demonstrate, there is error of some kind ;

but lie may err in several ways: (1) He may produce
a defective or informal syllogism ; (2) His premisses

may be more unknowable than his conclusion, or equally

a

Analyt. Prior. II. xv. p. 63, b.

22-p. 64, a. 32. Aristotle here de

clares Sub-contraries (as they were

later called), Some men are wise,
Some men are not wise, to be op
posed only in expression or verbally

(Kara TYJV \(iv ^.ovov).
b

Analyt. Prior. II. xv. p. 64, a.

33-37. See Topica, VIII. i. p. 155, a.

26
;
Julius Pacius, p. 372, note. In

the Topica, Aristotle suggests modes

of concealing the purpose of the ques

tioner and driving the adversary to

contradict himself: lv 8e rols TOTTI-

KOIS TrapafiiSoxrt p.f668ovs T&amp;gt;V Kpv-

v^ecoi/ 81 as TOVTO SodrjcrfTai (Schol.

p. 192, a. 18, Br.). Compare also

Analyt. Prior. II. xix. p. 66, a. 33.
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unknowable ; (3) His premisses, instead of being logi

cally prior to the conclusion, may be logically posterior

to it.
a

Distinct from all these three, however, Aristotle

singles out and dwells upon another mode of error,

which he calls Petitio Principii. Some truths, the

principia, are by nature knowable through or in them

selves, others are knowable only through other things.
If you confound this distinction, and ask or assume

something of the latter class as if it belonged to the

former, you commit a Petitio Principii. You may
commit it either by assuming at once that which ought
to be demonstrated, or by assuming, as if it were a

principium, something else among those matters which
in natural propriety would be demonstrated by means
of a principium. Thus, there is (let us suppose) a

natural propriety that C shall be demonstrated through
A

;
but you, overlooking this, demonstrate B through

C, and A through B. By thus inverting the legiti

mate order, you do what is tantamount to demon

strating A through itself; for your demonstration

will not hold unless you assume A at the begin

ning, in order to arrive at C. This is a mistake

made not unfrequently, and especially by some who
define parallel lines

;
for they give a definition which

cannot be understood unless parallel lines be presup
posed.

1*

When the problem is such, that it is uncertain

whether A can be predicated either of C or of B, if

Analyt. Prior. II. xvi. p. 64, b. I 6 a i, ra 8 &V a\\u v .

30-35 : ical yap d oXwr ^77 o~v\\oyi- I

b
Analyt. Prior. II. xvi. p. 64 b

l, KOI ft 6V
dyV&amp;lt;l)&amp;lt;TTOT(p&amp;lt;t&amp;gt;V fj

6

dyv&amp;lt;i&amp;gt;(TT&amp;lt;i)i&amp;gt;,

KOI (I fita TU&amp;gt;V va-riptav TO

nportpov TI yap

pd)i&amp;gt;
Tf *a itpoTfpw fa~rv. . . . ra p. e v

8 i* avr Si v u f (pv K t yvcapi(cr-

33-p. 65, a. 9. Petere principium is,

in the phrase of Aristotle, not
TTJV

iipx }v aiTflo-dai, but TO iv dp^r} aiTfi-

o-Oai, or TO e dp^fj! airtlvdai (xvi.

p. 64, b. 28, 34).
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you then assume that A is predicahle of B, you may
perhaps not commit Petitio Principii, but you certainly

fail in demonstrating the problem ; for no demonstra

tion will hold where the premiss is equally uncertain

with the conclusion. But if, besides, the case be such,

that B is identical with C, that is, either co-extensive

and reciprocally convertible with 0, or related to as

genus or species, in either of these cases you commit

Petitio Principii by assuming that A may be predicated
of B.

a For seeing that B reciprocates with C, you

might just as well demonstrate that A is predicable of

B, because it is predicable of C ;
that is, you might

demonstrate the major premiss by means of the minor

and the conclusion, as well as you can demonstrate the

conclusion by means of the major and the minor

premiss. If you cannot so demonstrate the major pre

miss, this is not because the structure of the syllogism
forbids it, but because the predicate of the major pre
miss is more extensive than the subject thereof. If it

be co-extensive and convertible with the subject, we
shall have a circular proof of three propositions in

which each may be alternately premiss and conclusion.

The like will be the case, if the Petitio Principii is in

the minor premiss arid not in the major. In the First

syllogistic figure it may be in either of the premisses ;

in the Second figure it can only be in the minor pre

miss, and that only in one mode (Camestres) of the

figure.
6 The essence of Petitio Principii consists in this,

m
Analyt. Pr. II. xvi. p. 65, a. 1-10.

b
Ibid. p. 65, a. 10 : et ovv TLS,

d&rj\ov ovros OTI TO A inrdpxfi TW

I&quot;&quot;, 6/ZOl &amp;lt;ttf 8( K(ll OTI T&amp;lt;5 B, aiTOLTO

TOO B vndp\fiv TO A, OUTTG) 8r)\ov

(I TO (v dpxfj alrdrai, aXX on OVK

diroSfLKwai, 8fj\ov ov yap dp\r] QTTO-

d(ifa&amp;gt;s TO
6p.oia&amp;gt;s &amp;lt;iorf\ov.

(I p.tv-

TOI TO B irpbs TO F OVTO&amp;gt;S e^et wore

TCIVTOV fivat, fj 8rj\ov OTI d,

(povo-iv, 77 VTrdpxei daTfpov 6tiTtpa&amp;gt;

TO ev apxfj atTeiTat. KOI yap av, OT

TU&amp;gt; B TO A vndp% i, ot (Kfivwv 8fiKi&amp;gt;voi

fl dlTlO~Tp((pOl. VVV 8f TOVTO K(i&amp;gt;\Vfl

aXX ov% 6 Tponos. fl Be TOVTO TTOIOI

TO flprjfj.evov ais Trotot *cai dvrio~Tpe(po

This chapter, in which Aristotle
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that you exhibit as trueper se that which is not really true

per se* You may commit this fault either in Demonstra

tion, when you assume for true what is not really true, or

in Dialectic, when you assume as probable and conform

able to authoritative opinion what is not really so.
b

declares the nature of Petitio Principii,

is obscure and difficult to follow. It

has been explained at some length,

first by Philoponus in the Scholia

(p. 192, a. 35, b. 24), afterwards by
Julius Pacius (p. 376, whose expla

nation is followed by M. B. St. Hilaire,

p. 288), and by Waitz (I. p. 514). But

the translation and comment given
I

iy Mr. Poste appear to me the best :

&quot;

Assuming the conclusion to be af

firmative, let us examine a syllogism
in Barbara :

All B is A.

All C is B.

.-. All C is A.

And let us first suppose that the

major premiss is a Petitio Principii ;

t. e. that the proposition All B is A
is identical with the proposition All C
is A. This can only be because the

terms B and C are identical. Next,
let us suppose that the minor premiss
is a Petitio Principii ;

i. e. that the

proposition All C is B is identical

with the proposition All C is A. This

can only be because B and A arc iden

tical. The identity of the terms is,

their convertibility or their sequence

(juirapxti, eTrerat). This however re

quires some limitation
;

for as the

major is always predicated (vrrdpxfi,

fTrerat) of the middle, and the middle

of the minor, if this were enough to

constitute Petitio Principii, every syl

logism with a problematical premiss
would be a Petitio

Principii.&quot; (See the

Appendix A, pp. 178-183, attached

to Mr. Poste s edition of Aristotle s

Sophistic! Elenchi.)

Compare, about Petitio Principii,

Aristot. Topic. VIII. xiii. p. 162,
b. 34, in which passage Aristotle

gives to the fallacy called Petitio

Principii a still larger sweep than

what he assigns to it in the Analytica
Priora. Mr. Poste s remark is per

fectly just, that according to the

above passage in the Analytica, every

syllogism with a problematical (t. e.

real as opposed to verbal) premiss
would be a Petitio Principii ; that is,

all real deductive reasoning, in the

syllogistic form, would be a Petitio

Principii. To this we may add, that,

from the passage above referred to in

the Topica, all inductive reasoning also

(reasoning from parts to whole) would
involve Petitio Principii.

Mr. Poste s explanation of this

difficult passage brings into view the

original and valuable exposition made

by Mr. John Stuart Mill of the Func
tions and Logical Value of the Syl

logism. System of Logic, Book II.

ch. iii. sect. 2 :

&quot;

It must be granted,
that in every syllogism, considered as

an argument to prove the conclusion,

there is a Petitio
Principii,&quot; &c.

Petitio Principii, if ranked among
the Fallacies, can hardly be extended

beyond the first of the five distinct

varieties enumerated in the Topica,
VIII. xiii.

a
Analyt. Prior. II. xvi. p. 65, a.

23-27 : TO yitp e dpx*) s T L Wwirat,

, ttpr/Tat ijfjLiv,
OTI TO 6Y (IVTOV Sfucvvvai,

TO
fJ.T)

8l dVTOV 8ff\OV. TOVTO 8 ?OTt,

The meaning of some lines in this

chapter (p. 65, a. 17-18) is to me very
: obscure, after all the explanations of

!
commentators.

&quot;

Ibid. p. 65, a. 35; Topic. VIII.
1

xiii. p. 162, b. 31.
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We must be careful to note, that when Aristotle

speaks of a principium as knowable in itself, or true

in itself, he does not mean that it is innate, or that

it starts up in the mind ready made without any

gradual building up or preparation. What he means

is, that it is not demonstrable deductively from any

thing else prior or more knowable by nature than

itself. He declares (as we shall see) that principia are

acquired, and mainly by Induction.

Next to Petitio Principii, Aristotle indicates another

fallacious or erroneous procedure in dialectic debate
;

misconception or misstatement of the real grounds on

which a conclusion rests Non per Hoc. You may im

pugn the thesis (set up by the respondent) directly,

by proving syllogistically its contrary or contradictory ;

or you may also impugn it indirectly by Reductio ad

Absurdum; i.e. you prove by syllogism some absurd

conclusion, which you contend to be necessarily true,

if the thesis is admitted. Suppose you impugn it in

the first method, or directly, by a syllogism containing

only two premisses and a conclusion : Non per Hoc is

inapplicable here, for if either premiss is disallowed,

the conclusion is unproved ; the respondent cannot

meet you except by questioning one or both of the

premisses of your impugning syllogism.
8 But if you

proceed by the second method or indirectly, Non per Hoc

may become applicable ;
for there may then be more

*

Analyt. Prior. II. xvii. p. 65,

b. 4 : orav dvaipedr/ ri 8(iKTiK&amp;lt;os 8ia

T&amp;gt;V A, B, T, &c.
;

xviii. 66, a. 17 :

Pacius (p. 360), and also the valuable

exposition of Mr. Poste, who has

extracted and illustrated it in Ap-
fj yap en rSiv fivo irpoTaa-euv fj

ex
j pendix B. (p. 190) of the notes to his

ir\(i6va&amp;gt;v iras tori (rvXXoytcr^os ei edition of the Sophistici Elenchi.

p.v ovv (K TOOI/ Svo, rovTfov dvdyKT] TTJV ;

The six illustrative diagrams given by

fjifv frfpav TJ
Kai dfji(porepas dvai ^ev- [

Julius Pacius afford great help, though

8fls- &c. Whoever would understand
i
the two first of them appear to roe

this difficult chapter xvii., will do well

to study it with the notes of Julius

incorrectly printed, as to the brackets

connecting the different propositions.
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than two&quot; premisses, and he may, while granting that

the absurd conclusion is correctly made out, contend

that the truth or falsehood of his thesis is noway impli
cated in it. He declares (in Aristotle s phrase) that

the absurdity or falsehood just made out does not follow

as a consequence from his thesis, but from other pre
misses independent thereof

;
that it would stand equally

proved, even though his thesis were withdrawn.* In

establishing the falsehood or absurdity you must take

care that it shall be one implicated with or dependent

upon his thesis. It is this last condition that he (the

respondent) affirms to he wanting.
1*

Aristotle tells us that this was a precaution which

the defender of a thesis was obliged often to employ in

dialectic debate, in order to guard against abuse or mis

application of Rednctio ad Absurdum on the part of oppo

nents, who (it appears) sometimes took credit for success,

when they had introduced and demonstrated some ab

surd conclusion that had little or no connection with

the thesis. But even when the absurd conclusion is

connected with the thesis continuously, by a series of

a
Analyt. Prior. II. xvii. p. 65, eauroC rt irpoiodv, &c., which I tran-

a. 38, b. 14, p. 66, a. 2, 7 : TO ^f] scribe partly on account of Dr. Ar-

irapa TOVTO (rvfifiaiveiv TO
^f(i&amp;gt;8os

nold s note, who says about irapa
here :

&quot; This is exactly expressed in

vulgar English, all along of his own
rov \ii] rrapa TTJV V((rii&amp;gt; tivai

TO \lfdSos ov n a p a T
17
v decriv

trvpftaivti TO ^fCSos OVK av
tlr) neglect, i. e. owing; to his own ne-

TT a p a rr]v B ( (r iv. gleet.&quot;

Instead of the preposition napd,
Aristotle on two occasions employs
fiiii o{rra&amp;gt; yap foral 8 ici T

f)
i&amp;gt; vir 6-

6(01
v\&amp;gt;. 65, b. 33, p. 66, a. 3.

The preposition rrapd, with ace.

case, means on account of, owing to,

&c. See Matthiaj and Kiihner s

b
Analyt. Prior. II. xvii.. p. 65, b.

33 :

crvvdiTT(ii&amp;gt; TO vvaTov OVTU&amp;gt; yap t&amp;lt;rrai

Sta TI] V \tireffiv,

Analyt. Prior. II. xvii. p. 65, a.

38 : o TToAXaKir iv TOIV \6yois fia&amp;gt;-

\tyfiv, &c. That the Reductio

(irammars, and the passage of Thucy- i ad Abfiiriium was sometimes made to

dides i. 141 : rot ao-Tos ou napa turn upon matters wholly irrelevant,

TTJV iavTov dp.(\(iai&amp;gt; oitTai we may soe from the illustration cited

/SX\|/fif, (jLt\(iv fi/ rivi Km nXXw im-tp by Aristotle, p. 65, b. 17.

VOL. 1. p
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propositions each having a common term with the pre

ceding, in either the ascending or the descending scale,

we have here more than three propositions, and the

absurd conclusion may perhaps be proved by the other

premisses, without involving the thesis. In this case the

respondent will meet you with Non per Hoc ;

& he will

point out that his thesis is not one of the premisses

requisite for demonstrating your conclusion, and is

therefore not overthrown by the absurdity thereof.

Perhaps the thesis may be false, but you have not

shown it to be so, since it is not among the premisses

necessary for proving your absurdum. An absurdum

may sometimes admit of being demonstrated by several

lines of premisses,
b each involving distinct falsehood.

Every false conclusion implies falsity in one or more

syllogistic or prosyllogistic premisses that have pre
ceded it, and is owing to or occasioned by this first

falsehood.

In impugning the thesis and in extracting from your

opponent the proper concessions to enable you to do so,

you will take care to put the interrogations in such

form and order as will best disguise the final conclusion

* In this chapter of the Analytica, the two treatises as wholes is not so

Aristotle designates the present fal- certain. I think it probable that the

lacy by the title, Non per Hoc, ov change of designation for the same

jrapa TOVTO ov Trapd TT}V 6t&amp;lt;nv (rvp.- i fallacy was deliberately adopted. It

Paivti. TO ^fv8os. He makes express is au improvement to dismiss the

reference to the Topica (i. e. to the

fifth chapter of Sophist. Elenchi,

vague term Cause.

Analyt. Prior. II. xvii. p. 66,

which he regards as part of the a. 11 : eVel THVTO ye vJ/rvSor trvp,-

Topica), where the same fallacy is ftcuvfiv oia Tr\fi6vu&amp;gt;v inroBtcretov ov8ev

designated by a different title, Non &amp;gt; io-&)r STOTTOV, olov ray TrapaXXr/Xouj

Causa pro Causa, TO avaiTiov a&amp;gt;s crvfjariTrTfiv, &c.

au-toK Tidfvai. We see plainly that
j

c

Analyt. Prior. II. xviii. p. 66, a.

this chapter of the Anal. Priora was 16-24 : 6 8e -^tvoris \6yus yivtrm

composed later than the fifth chapter i

irapa TO jrpwTov \^fvoos, &c.

of Soph. El.
; whether this is true of
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which you aim at establishing. If you intend to arrive

at it through preliminary syllogisms (prosyllogisms),

you will ask assent to the necessary premisses in a con

fused or inverted order, and will refrain from enun

ciating at once the conclusion from any of them.

Suppose that you wish to end by shewing that A may
be predicated of F, and suppose that there must be

intervening steps through B, C, D, E. You will not

put the questions in this regular order, but will first

ask him to grant that A may be predicated of B
; next,

that D may be predicated of E ; afterwards, that B may
be predicated of C, &c. You will thus try to obtain all

the concessions requisite for your final conclusion, before

he perceives your drift. If you can carry your point

by only one syllogism, and have only one middle term

to get conceded, you will do well to put the middle

term first in your questions. This is the best way to

conceal your purpose from the respondent.*
It will be his business to see that he is not thus

tripped up in the syllogistic process.
13

If you ask the

questions in the order above indicated, without enun

ciating your preliminary conclusions, he must take care

*
Analyt. Prior. II. xix. p. 66, a. yet it is the received practice among

33-b. 3 : xpi) 8&quot; ontp $i/XaTre&amp;lt;r$(u modern logicians.

dnoKpivop.(vovs, avroi/s
b
Analyt. Prior. II. xix. p. 66, a.

ntipdcrdai \avdavtiv.
!
25-32 : trpos 8t TO pf) (caracrvXXoyt-

(Ji((TOV yivrjrai o crv\\o- e&amp;lt;r6ai TrapaTT)pT)Ttov, orav &quot;ivtv T&amp;lt;av

jios, dno TOV p.(o~ov up\t&amp;lt;r6ai- pd- fru/z7rfpacr/i&amp;lt;ircoi/ epcara TOV Xo-yoi/, &c.

Xitrra yap tiv OVTU&amp;gt; \av6avot TOV drro- \Vaitz (p. 520) explains (caracruX-

Kpivi&amp;gt;p.
vov. See the explanation of

Xoytfetrftu,
&quot;

disputationum et inter-

Pacius, p. 385. Since the middle rogationum laqueis aliquem irretirc.&quot;

term does not appear in the conclu- This is, I think, more correct than

sion, the respondent is less likely to the distinction which M. Barthelcmy
be prepared for the conclusion that St. Hilaire seeks to draw,

&quot;

entre le

you want to establish. To put the Catasyllogisme et la Refutation,&quot; in

middle term first, in enunciating the the valuable notes to his translation

Syllogism, is regarded by Aristotle as of the Analytics Priora, p. 303.

a perverted and embarrassing order,

s 2
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not to concede the same term twice, either as predicate,

or as subject, or as both ; for you can arrive at no con

clusion unless he grants you a middle term
;
and no

term can be employed as middle, unless it- be repeated

twice. Knowing the conditions of a conclusion in each

of the three figures, lie will avoid making such conces

sions as will empower you to conclude in any one of

them.a
If the thesis which he defends is affirmative, the

elenchus by which you impugn it must be a negative ; so

that he will be careful not to concede the premisses for

a negative conclusion. If his thesis be negative, your

purpose will require you to meet him by an affirmative ;

accordingly he must avoid granting you any sufficient

premisses for an affirmative conclusion. He may thus

make it impossible for you to prove syllogistically the

contrary or contradictory of his thesis
;
and it is in

proving this that the elenchus or refutation consists.

If he will not grant you any affirmative proposition,
nor any universal proposition, you know, by the rules

previously laid down, that no valid syllogism can be

constructed
;
since nothing can be inferred either from

two premisses both negative, or from two premisses both

particular.
15

We have already seen that error may arise by wrong
enunciation or arrangement of the terms of a syllogism,
that is, defects in its form

;
but sometimes also, even

when the form is correct, error may arise from wrong
belief as to the matters affirmed or denied. Thus the

m
Analyt. Prior. II. xix. p. 66. a.

25-32.
b

Ibid. xx. p. 66, b. 4-17. The
reader will observe how completely
this advice given by Aristotle is

shaped for the purpose of obtaining

victory in the argument, and how
he leaves out of consideration both

the truth of what the opponent asks

to be conceded, and the belief enter

tained by the defendant. This is

exactly the procedure which he him

self makes a ground of contemptuous

reproach against the Sophists.
c

Ibid. xxi. p. 66, b. 18 : a-vpftaivtt

8* tvioTt, KadaTTtp tv rrj Qtvti ru&amp;gt;v
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same predicate may belong, immediately and essentially,

alike to several distinct subjects ;
but you may believe

(what is the truth) that it belongs to one of them, and

you may at the same time believe (erroneously) that it

does not belong to another. Suppose that A is pre-

dicable essentially both of B and C, and that A, B
and C, are all predicable essentially of D. You may
know that A is predicable of all B, and that B is pre
dicable of all D ;

but you may at the same time believe

(erroneously) that A is not predicable of any C, and

that C is predicable of all D. Under this state of know

ledge and belief, you may construct two valid syllogisms ;

the first (in Barbara, with B for its middle term)

proving that A belongs to all D
;
the second (in Celarent,

with C for its middle term) proving that A belongs to

no D. The case will be the same, even if all the terms

taken belong to the same ascending or descending

logical series. Here, then, you know one proposition ;

yet you believe the proposition contrary to it.
a How

can such a mental condition be explained ? It would,

indeed, be an impossibility, if the middle term of the two

syllogisms were the same, and if the premisses of the

one syllogism thus contradicted directly and in terms,

the premisses of the other : should that happen, you
cannot know one side of the alternative and believe the

other. But if the middle term be different, so that the

contradiction between the premisses of the one syllogism
and those of the other, is not direct, there is no impos

sibility. Thus, you know that A is predicable of all B,

opo&amp;gt;i&amp;gt; dnaTu&amp;gt;fj.t6a,
KU\ Kara rrjv VWO\TJ- ad Aristot. De Anima, p. 469

; Biese,

yjriv yivtvdai TTJV anarr^v. ,
Philos. des Aristot. i. p. 211.

The vague and general way in
*
Analyt. Prior. II. xxi. p. 66, b.

which Aristotle uses the term inro-
[

33 : wore o Trias tViOTarat, TOVTO

Aq^ir, seems to be best rendered by oXwy dtot
/x&amp;gt;j

v7roAa*i#-tvj/-

our word beliif. See Trendeleuburg
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and B of all D
;
while you believe at the same time that

A is predicable of no C, and C of all D ; the middle

term being in one syllogism B, in the other, C.
a This

last form of error is analogous to what often occurs in

respect to our knowledge of particulars. You know
that A belongs to all B, and B to all C ; you know,

therefore, that A belongs to all C. Yet you may per

haps be ignorant of the existence of C. Suppose A to

denote equal to two right angles ; B, to be the triangle

generally ; C, a particular visible triangle. You know
A B the universal proposition ; yet you may at the

same time believe that C does not exist ; and thus it

may happen that you know, and do not know, the same

thing at the same time. For, in truth, the knowledge,
that every triangle has its three angles equal to two

right angles, is not (as a mental fact) simple and

absolute, but has two distinct aspects ; one as concerns

the universal, the other as concerns the several par
ticulars. Now, assuming the case above imagined, you
possess the knowledge in the first of these two aspects,

but not in the second
;
so that the apparent contrariety

between knowledge and no knowledge is not real.
b

And in this sense the doctrine of Plato in the Menon is

partially true that learning is reminiscence. We can

never know beforehand particular cases per se ; but in

proportion as we extend our induction to each case

successively, we, as it were, recognize that, which we
knew beforehand as a general truth, to be realized in

each. Thus when we ascertain the given figure before

us to be a triangle, we know immediately that its three

angles are equal to two right angles.

a

Analyt. Pr. II. xxi. p. 67, a. 5-8.
&quot;

Ibid. p. 67, a. 19: OVTO&amp;gt; /ztK

nlv wj rrj Ka8o\ov oi8e TO F OTI dvo

opdal, a&amp;gt;s 8f rt) Ka.0
1

fKa&rov owe

ol8ev, WOT evavrias (sc.

Ibid. a. 22 : ouSa/ioC yap crvp.-

fiaivei Trpoenia-TaaGat, TO Kaff (KCUTTOV,
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We thus, by help of the universal, acquire a theo

retical knowledge of particulars, but we do not know
them by the special observation properly belonging to

each particular case ; so that we may err in respect to

them without any positive contrariety between our

cognition and our error; since what we know is the

universal, while what we err in is the particular. We
may even know that A is predicable of all B, and that

R is predicable of all C ; and yet we may believe that

A is not predicablo of C. We may know that every
mule is barren, and that the animal before us is a mule,

yet still we may believe her to be in foal
;
for perhaps

we may never have combined in our minds the par
ticular case along with the universal

proposition.&quot;
A

fortiori, therefore, we may make the like mistake, if we
know the universal only, and do not know the particular.

And this is perfectly possible. For take any one of the

visible particular instances, even one which we have

already inspected, so soon as it is out of sight we do not

know it by actual and present cognition ;
we only know

it, partly from the remembrance of past special inspec

tion, partly from the universal under which it falls.*

uXX a/ia Tfl fTrayuyti Xa/x^dfen/ TTJV
: consists of one mental act correspond-

rcoi Kara ptpos (mcrTrinrjv axriTtp ing to the major premiss; another

&c. Cf. Anal, corresponding to the minor
;
and a

third including l&amp;gt;oth the two in con

scious juxta-position. The third im

plies both the first and t?ie second
;

Post. I. ii. p. 71, b. 9, seq. ; Plato,

Menon, pp. 81 -Si .

*
Analyt. Prior. II. xxi. p. 67, a.

3G : oil yap eVtorarat ort ro A TO&amp;gt; F, &amp;lt; but the first and the second do not

HT) (rvvdap&amp;lt;av TO xaff fKiirepov. necessarily imply the third, nor does
b

Ibid. a. 39 : ov&tv yap TO&amp;gt;I/ alcr- either of them imply the other
;

6r)Ta&amp;gt;v
( o&amp;gt; TTJS ai&amp;lt;rdf]&amp;lt;T(tas yfvop.fvov though a person cognizant of the first

ur/iff, ovS&quot; av yvdrjufvoi. Tvyxavwutv, is in a certain way, and to a certain

(I
p,f) &)9 TW xado\ov leal ro (xfiv r

*l
v extent, cognizant of nil the particulars

niKfiav
(Tri(TTT)fj.T)i&amp;gt;,

aXX ov^ &amp;lt;ur TW; to which the second applies. Thus
t v f p y 1 1 v. the person who knows Ontology (the

Complete cognition (TO ivtpytiv, most universal of all sciences, rov

according to the view here set forth) ovroy jy or), knows in a certain wny
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\Ve may know in one, or other, or all, of these three

distinct ways : either by the universal
;
or specially (as

remembered) ;
or by combination of both actual and

present cognition, that is, by the application of a fore

known generality to a case submitted to our senses.

And as we may know in each of these three ways, so we

may also err or be deceived in each of the same three

ways.
a

It is therefore quite possible that we may know,
arid that we may err or be deceived about the same

thing, and that, too, without any contrariety. This is

what happens when we know both the two premisses
of the syllogism, but have never reflected on them

before, nor brought them into conjunction in our minds.

When we believe that the mule before us is in foal, we
are destitute of the actual knowledge ; yet our erroneous

belief is not for that reason contrary to knowledge ;
for

an erroneous belief, contrary to the universal propo

sition, must be represented by a counter-syllogism.
1*

all scibilia. Metaphys. A., p. 982,

a. 21 : TOVTW 8e TO p,tv Trdvra tiri-

66\ov
ri&amp;lt;mjfnji dvayxaiov

OVTOS yap ol8e TTCOS Trdvra TO. \nroK(L-

fjifva.
Ib. a. 8 : inr6\ap.^dvop.fv 5?) Trpw-

TOV jjifv (TritrTCKrdai irdira rov (ro(f)bv

o&amp;gt;s ev8(X(Tai, fir)
K.a.6* tKacrrov

f\ovra fTricrTrjfJLriv avrS&amp;gt;v. See

the Scholia of Alexander on these

passages, pp. 525, 526, Brandis
;
also

Aristot. Analyl. Post. I. xxiv. p. 86, a.

25
; Physica, VII. p. 247, a. 5. Bonitz

observes justly (Comm. ad. Metaphys.

p. 41) as to the doctrine of Aristotle :

&quot;

Scientia et ars versatur in notionibus

universalibus, solutis ac liberis a con-

ceptu singularum rerum
; ideoque,

etsi orta est a principio et experientid,

tradi tamen etiam iis potest qui ca-

reant experientia.&quot;

Analyt. Prior. II. xxi. p. 67, b. 3 :

TO yap (iricrracrdai Xeyrrai Tpt^wj, j)

wy TTJ Ka66\ov, T)
a&amp;gt;s rfj oiKflq, 77 a&amp;gt;s Tc5

evepytlv Sxrrf K.OI TO ^TTOTJ/O &U TO-

b
Ibid. b. 5 : oi/Sei/ ovv

Kai 6t6 j/at Kal T)7ra.TT)cr6ai

TO, TrX^i/ OVK cVairuur. wep
Paivei, Kal TW Kaff (Kartpav

TTJV TrpOTCKTiv Ka\
p.r) fTrf(rKfp.fJ.evft)

rrportpov. vTro\apfidv&amp;lt;t&amp;gt;v yap Kvttv
rr)i&amp;gt;

rj/jiiovov OVK f\ fl Tnv KUTa T0

f7ri&amp;lt;rrr]iJ.T)V,
ovS&quot; av 8id rrjv itT

tvavriav dTrdrr]V TTJ eTTtcm^j? o&quot;vX-

Xoyio-p-6y yap 17
evavria aTrdrr] rfj

Ka66\ov. About erroneous belief,

where a man believes the contrary of

a true conclusion, adopting a counter-

syllogism, compare Analyt. Post. I.

xvi. p. 79, b. 23 : ayvoia KOTO Sta-

Btaiv.
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It is impossible, however, for a man to believe that

one contrary is predicable of its contrary, or that one

contrary is identical with its contrary, essentially and

as an universal proposition ; though he may believe

that it is so by accident (i.e.
in some particular case,

by reason of the peculiarities of that case). In various

ways this last is possible ; but this we reserve for fuller

examination.&quot;

Whenever (Aristotle next goes on to say) the extremes

of a syllogism reciprocate or are co-extensive with each

other (i.e. when the conclusion being affirmative is con

vertible simply), the middle term must reciprocate or be

co-extensive with both.
b

If there be four terms (A, B,

*

Analyt. Prior. U. xxi. p. 67, b.

23 : aXX urwy tKf ivo ^/fi8os, TO VTTO-

Xafielv Ttva KUKCO Li&amp;gt;ai r&amp;gt;t dycidco eiVai,

(I
fJ.r)

Kara

yap ajpei rovff

fov 8e TOVTO jStXriov. This

distinction is illustrated by what we
read in Plato, Republic

1

,
v. pp. 478-

479. The impossibility of believing
that one contrary is identical with its

contrary, is maintained by Sok rates

in Plato, Thea tetus, p. 190, B-D, as

a part of the long discussion respect

ing TJrfvbrjs 8(&amp;gt;a : either theie is no

such thing as ^et/Sijs Soa, or a man

may know, and not know, the same

thing, ibid. p. 196 C. Aristotle has

here tried to show in what sense this

last-mentioned case is possible.
b

Analyt. Prior. II. xxii. p. 67, b.

27, seq. In this chapter Aristotle in

troduces us to affirmative universal

propositions convertible simpliciter ;

that is, in which the predicate must
be understood to be distributed as

well as the subject. Here, then, the

quantity of the predicate is deter

mined in thought. This is (as Julius

Pacius remarks, p. 371) in order to

lay down principles for the resolution

of Induction into Syllogism, which is

to be explained in the next chapter.
In these peculiar propositions, the

reason urged by Sir W. Hamilton for

his favourite precept of verbally indi

cating the quantity of the predicate, is

well founded as a fact : though he says
that in all propositions the quantity
of the predicate is understood in

thought, which 1 hold to be in

correct.

We may remark that this re

cognition bj
r Aristotle of a class

of universal affirmative propositions
in which predicate and subject reci

procate, contrived in order to force

Induction into the syllogistic frame

work, is at variance with his general
view both of reciprocating propositions
and of Induction. He tells us (Analyt.
Post. I. iii. p. 73, a. 18) that such re

ciprocating propositions arc very rare,

which would not be true if they are

taken to represent every Induction ;

and he forbids us emphatically to

annex the mark of universality to the

predicate ; which he has no right to

do, if he calls upon us to reason on
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C, D), such that A reciprocates with B, and C with D, and

if either A or C must necessarily be predicable of every

subject ;
then it follows that either B or D must neces

sarily also be predicable of every subject. Again, if

either A or B must necessarily be predicable of every

subject, but never both predicable of the same at once
;

and if either C or D must be predicable of every subject,

but never both predicable of the same at once
; then, if

A and C reciprocate, B arid D will also reciprocate.*

When A is predicable of all B and all C, but of no other

subject besides, and when B is predicable of all C, then A
and B must reciprocate with each other, or be co-exten

sive with each other ; that is, B may be predicated of

every subject of which A can be predicated, though B
cannot be predicated of A itself.

b

Again, when A and

B are predicable of all C, and when C reciprocates

with B, then A must also be predicable of all B.c

Lastly, suppose two pairs of opposites, A and B, C
and D

;
let A be more eligible than B, and D more

eligible than C. Then, if A C is more eligible than

B D, A will also be more eligible than D. For A is as

much worthy of pursuit as B is worthy of avoidance,

they being two opposites ; the like also respecting C
and D. If then A and D are equally worthy of pur

suit, B and C are equally worthy of avoidance ;
for each

is equal to each. Accordingly the two together,
A C, will be equal to the two together, B D. But this

would be contrary to the supposition ;
since we assumed

A to be more eligible than B, and D to be more eligible

the predicate as distributed CAnalyt. note (p. 531) : yet I do not clearly

Prior. I. xxvii., p. 43, b. 17
;
De In-

|

make them out
;
and Alexander of

terpret. p. 17, b. 14). j Aphrodisias declared them to assert
*
Analyt. Prior. II. xxii. p. 68, a.

j

what was erroneous (V$aA0ai A y,
I

Schol. p. 194, a. 40, Brandis).
b

Ibid. a. 10-21. TT\T)V avrov TOV A. c

Analyt. Prior. [I. xxii. p. 68, a.

Waltz explains these words -in his 21-25.
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than C. It will be seen that on this supposition A is

more worthy of pursuit than D, and that C is less

worthy of avoidance than B ; the greater good and the

lesser evil being more eligible than the lesser good and

the greater evil. Now apply this to a particular case

of a lover, so far forth as lover. Let A represent his

possession of those qualities which inspire reciprocity of

love towards him in the person beloved
; B, the absence

of those qualities ; D, the attainment of actual sexual

enjoyment ; C, the non-attainment thereof. In this

state of circumstances, it is evident that A is more

eligible or worthy of preference than D. The being
loved is a greater object of desire to the lover qua lover

than sexual gratification; it is.the real end or purpose
to which love aspires ; and sexual gratification is either

not at all the purpose, or at best only subordinate and

accessory. The like is the case with our other appetites
and

pursuits.&quot;

Such is the relation of the terms of a syllogism in

regard to reciprocation and antithesis. Let it next be

understood that the canons hitherto laid down belong
not merely to demonstrative and dialectic syllogisms,
but to rhetorical and other syllogisms also

;
all of

which must be constructed in one or other of the three

figures. In fact, every case of belief on evidence, what-

Analyt. Prior. II. xxii. p. 68, a. 25-

1). 17. Aristotle may be right in the

conclusion which he here emphatically
asserts

;
but 1 am surprised that he

should consider it to be proved by the

reasoning that precedes.

It is probable that Aristotle here

understood the object of eptos (as it is

conceived through most part of the

Symposion of Plato) to be a beautiful

youth : (see Plato, Sympos. pp. 218-

222
;
also Xenophon, Sympos. c. viii.,

Hiero, c. xi. 11, Memorab. I. ii.

29, 30). Yet this we must say
what the two women said when

they informed Simtetha of the faith

lessness of Delphis (Theokrit. Id. ii.

149)

Kyirt fnoi &\\a Tt iroAAo, Kal us &pa

OUK
t&amp;lt;pa.T* hrptKts
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ever be &quot;the method followed, must be tested by these

same canons. We believe everything either through

Syllogism or upon Induction.*

Though Aristotle might seem, even here, to have

emphatically contrasted Syllogism with Induction as

a ground of belief, he proceeds forthwith to indicate a

peculiar form of Syllogism which may be constructed out

of Induction. Induction, and the Syllogism from or out

of Induction (he says) is a process in which we invert

the order of the terms. Instead of concluding from the

major through the middle to the minor (i.e. concluding
that the major is predicable of the minor), we now begin
from the minor and conclude from thence through the

middle to the major (i.e..we conclude that the major is

predicable of the middle) .

b In Syllogism as hitherto de

scribed, we concluded that A the major was predicable
of C the minor, through the middle B ;

in the Syllogism
from Induction we begin by affirming that A the major
is predicable of C the minor

; next, we affirm that B
the middle is also predicable of C the minor. The two

premisses, standing thus, correspond to the Third figure

of the Syllogism (as explained in the preceding pages)
and would not therefore by themselves justify any thing
more than a particular affirmative conclusion. But we
reinforce them by introducing an extraneous assumption :

*

Analyt. Prior. II. xxiii. p. 68, b.
&quot; P it Inductio, cum per minorem ter-

13 : airavra yap 7rio~T(vop.fv

T)
f eVaycoy?)?. .

b
Analyt. Prior. II. xxiii. p. 68, b.

15 : fTTayioyr] p.ev ovv ecrri (cat 6 e

eVayeoyr/y trvXXoyi(ryx6y TO 8ta TOV

(TfpOV 6a.T(pOV aKpOV TO) fJ.(O~Q) O~V\-

\oyio-ao-0ai- olov (I ran/ AF fj.to ov TO

B, 8ia TOV F 8fl^ai TO A rw B vnap^ov
WTCO yap 7roiovfj.fda ray eVaycuyas.
Waitz in his note (p. 532) says : eucpoj/ TO&amp;gt;

minum demonstratur medium prcedi-

cari de majore.&quot;
This is an erroneous

explanation. It should have been :

&quot; demonstratur majorem prcedicari de

media&quot; Analyt. Prior. II. xxiii. 68,

b. 32 : Kal Tponov Tiva aj/TtKelrat ff

tTrayay T)
TW

crv\\oyio~p.a&amp;gt;-
6 p.tv yap

8ia TOV fifcrov TO aKpov T(O rpiVw

, f)
fie 8ta TOV TpiTOV TO
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That the minor C is co-extensive with the middle B,
and comprises the entire aggregate of individuals of

which B is the universal or class-term. By reason

of this assumption the minor proposition becomes con

vertible simply, and we are enabled to infer (according
to the last preceding chapter) an universal affirmative

conclusion, that the major term A is predicable of

the middle term B. Thus, let A (the major term)
mean the class-term, long-lived ;

let B (the middle

term) mean the class-term, bile-less, or the having no

bile
; let C (the minor term) mean the individual

animals man, horse, mule, &c., coming under the

class-term B, bile-less.
a We are supposed to know,

E

Analyt. Prior. II. xxiii. p. G8, b.

18 : oiov fo~Td) TO A fj.aKp6ftiov, TO 8

f(f)
0) B, TO %0\r)V p.T) (XOV *$ V ^*

F, TO KClff fKCKTTOV
fj.a K p 6 (3 1 O V, OlOV

nvOpoinns Kal &quot;ITTTTOS Kal r]p.iovos. rw

077 F oXco virdpftei TO A- irdv yap TO

rt^oXoi/ pciKpoftiov dXXfi Kal TO B, TO

fif] (\flV X ^ 1
?&quot;)

ITdVTl VTtdpXd T&amp;lt;B T.

fl OVV dvTiOTp((p(l TO r TO) B KOI
[Jif)

virtpTfivfi TO
p.t&amp;lt;roi&amp;gt;, dvdyKr) TO A TU

B vtrdp\iv.
I have transcribed this Greek text

as it stands in the editions of Buhle,

Bekker, Waits, and F. Didot, Yet, I

notwithstanding these high autho

rities, I venture to contend that it is i

not wholly correct
; that the word

paKpoftiov, which I have em

phasized, is neither consistent with

the context, nor suitable for the

point which Aristotle is illustrating.

Instead of iiaicp6fjiov, we ought in

that place to read a^oXov ; and 1 have

given the sense of the passage in my
English text as if it did stand ^oXor
in that place.

I proceed to justify this change.
If we turn back to the edition by
Julius I acius (1584, p. 377), we find

the text given as follows after the

woni
IJ/JLLOVOS (down to that word the

text is the same) : TO&amp;gt; 817 r oXw vndp-

%d TO A- ITav yap TO F fjiaKpofitov

dXXa Kal TO B, TO
^.77 txov X ^ 1

?
1&quot; Travr\

vndpxfi TW F. fl ovv
dvri,o-Tpt&amp;lt;pei.

TO

F TW B, (Cat
fJ.T) VTTfpTflVd TO

TO A TO) B vTrdp^fiv. Earlier

than Facius, the edition of Erasmus

(Basil. 1550) has the same text in this

chapter.
Here it will be seen that in place

of the words given in Waitz s text,

nav yap TO u^oXoi/ /ia&amp;lt;cpo/3toi/,
Pacius

gives Ttdv yap TO T p.aKp6$iov ;
an

nexing however to the letter T an

asterisk referring to the margin, where

we find the word a^oXoi/ inserted in

small letters, seemingly as a various

reading not approved by Pacius. And
M. Barthelemy St. Hilaire has accom
modated his French translation (p.

328) to the text of Pacius :
&quot; Done

A est a C tout entier, car tout C
est longeve.&quot; Boethius in his Latin

translation (p. 519) recognizes as his

original nav yap TO &^o\ov /iaKpoftiov,

but he alters the text in the words

immediately preceding :
&quot;

Ergo toti
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or

Of

to

all

have ascertained,

C
; (i.e.

that all men
that A may be predicated

horses, mules, &c., are

B (instead of toti (7) inest A, omne
enim quod sine cholera est, longaa-

vum,&quot; &c. (p. 519). The edition of

Aldus (Venet. 1495) has the text

conformable to the Latin of Boethius :

ra&amp;gt; 8f) B oXo&amp;gt; vTrdpxfi- TO A- TTO.V yap
TO (*xo\ov pjucpofiiov. Three distinct

Latin translations of the 16th century
are adapted to the same text, viz.,

that of Vives and Valentinus (Basil.

1542) ;
that published by the Junta

(Venet. 1552) ;
and that of Cyriacus

(Basil. 1563). Lastly, the two Greek

editions of Sylburg (1587) and Casau-

bon (Lugduni 1590), have the same

text also : T 8?j B oX vTrap^ei TO A-

TTO.V yap [TO f] TO a^oXov /jLaKpojBiov.

Casaulx&amp;gt;n prints in brackets the words

[TO r] before TO a^oXoi/.

Now it appears to me that the text

of Bekker and Waitz (though Waitz

gives it without any comment or ex

planation) is erroneous; neither con

sisting with itself, nor conforming to

the general view enunciated by Ari

stotle of the Syllogism from Induction.

I have cited two distinct versions,

each different from this text, as given

by the earliest editors
;
in both the

confusion appears to have been felt,

and an attempt made to avoid it,

though not successfully.

Aristotle s view of the Syllogism
from Induction is very clearly ex

plained by M. Barthelemy St. Hilaire

in the instructive notes of his transla

tion, pp. 326-328 ;
also in his Preface,

p. Ivii. :
&quot; L induction n est au fond

qu un syllogisme dont le mineur et

le moyen sont d extension egale. Du
reste, il n est qu une seule maniere dont

le moyen et le mineur puissent etre

d egale extension
;
c est qne le mineur

se compose de toutes les parties
dont le moyen representc la totalite.

D une part, tous les individus : de

1 autre, 1 espece totale qu ils forment.

L intelligence fait aussitot Equation
entre les deux termes egaux.&quot;

According to the Aristotelian text,

as given both by Pacius and the others,

A, the major term, represents long-

cevum (long-lived, the class-term or

total) ; B, the middle term, represents
vacans bile (bile-less, the class-term

or total) ; C, the minor term, repre

sents the aggregate individuals of the

class longcevum, man, horse, mule, &c.

Julius Pacius draws out the In

ductive Syllogism, thus :

1. Omnis homo, equus, asinus, &c., est longrevus.

2. Omnis homo, equus, asinus, &c., vacat bile.

Ergo:
3. Quicquid vacat bile, est longaevum.

Convertible into a Syllogism in

Barbara :

1. Omnis, homo, equus, asinus, &c., est longnevus.

2. Quicquid vacat bile, est homo, equus,&quot; asinus,

&c.

Ergo:
3. Quicquid vacat bile, est longaevum.

Here the force of the proof (or the

possibility, in this exceptional case,

of converting a syllogism in the Third

figure into another in Barbara of the

First figure) depends upon the equation
or co-extensiveness (not enunciated in

the premisses, but assumed in addi

tion to the premisses) of the minor

term C with the middle term B. But

I contend that this is not the condition

peremptorily required, or sufficient for

proof, if we suppose C the minor term

to represent omne longcevum. We
must understand C the minor term

to represent omne vacans bile, or quic-

quid vacat bile : and unless we under

stand this, the proof fails. In other

words, homo, equus, asinits, &c. (the

aggregate of individuals), must be co

extensive with the class-term bile-less
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long-lived) ; we farther know that B is predicable
of all C (i.e. that men, horses, mules, &c., belong

or vacans bile : but they need not be

co-extensive with the class-term long-
lived or lotKjcKvum. In the final con

clusion, tho subject vficans bile is dis

tributed
;
but the predicate lonycevum

is not distributed ;
this latter may

include, besides all bile-less animals,

any number of other animals, without

imjieachment of the syllogistic proof.

Such being the case, I think that

there is a mistake in the text as given

by all the editors, from Paciusdown to

Bekker and Waitz. What they give,

in setting out the terms of the Aristo

telian Syllogism from Induction, is :

t&amp;lt;TTU&amp;gt; TO A p.aKp6filOV, TO 8 to B,

TO %o\r)v p.i] f\ov j
f&amp;gt;

&amp;lt;f

S I
1

,
TO Ka.0

eKCKTTov p.a.Kp6fiiov, olov
Iiv6pu&amp;gt;-

7TOC KOI tTTTTOf KOI T)/J.LOVOS. Instead of

which the text ought to run, &amp;lt; J Se

P, TO Kaff tKao-TOV a^oXoi/, olov

*iv6a. K. In. K.
t]fj.i.

That these last

words were the original text, is seen

by the words immediately following :

TO) 8r] r oXeo vTrdp^d TO A. TTUV yap
TO (*xo\ov p.a.Kp6f$ioi&amp;gt;.

For the

reason thus assigned (in the particle

yap) is irrelevant and unmeaning if

F designates TO Kaff CKOOTOV p.aKpo-

ftiov, while it is pertinent and even

indispensable if T designates TO Kaff

fKcio-Tov a \o\ov. Pacius (or those

whose guidance he followed in his

text) api^ars to have jwrceived the

incongruity of the reason conveyed in

the words nav yap TO a^oXov naitptt-

^loi ;
fur he gives instead of these

words, Trili/ yap TO F fuucpoftiov. In

this version the. reason is indeed no

longer incongruous, but simply useless

and unnecessary ; for when we arc

told that A designates the class

longcevum, and that r designates the

individual lonywvu, we surely require!

no reason from without to satisfy us

that A is predicable of all r. The

text, as translated by lioethius and

others, escapes that particular incon

gruity, though in another way, but it

introduces a version inadmissible on

other grounds. Instead of TU&amp;gt; 817 T

oXco vrrup^e i TO A, nav yap TO
ii^o\ni&amp;gt;

paKpofiiov, Ikiethius has TW 817 B oXw

VTtdpxei TO A, Trdv yap TO ii\n\ov

paKpofiiov. This cannot be accepted,
because it enunciates the conclusion

of the syllogism as if it were one of

the premisses. We must remember
that the conclusion of the Aristotelian

Syllogism from Induction is, that A
is predicable of B, one of the pre
misses to prove it being that A is

predicable of the minor term C. P&amp;gt;ut

obviously we cannot admit as one of

the premisses the proposition that A
may be predicated of B, since this

proposition would then be used as

premiss to prove itself as conclusion.

If we examine the Aristotelian In

ductive Syllogism which is intended

to conduct us to the final probandum,
we shall see that the terms of it arc

incorrectly set out by Bekker and

Wait/,, when they give the minor term

F as designating TO *$ tKaarov p.ax-

fxifiiov.
This last is not one of the

three terms, nor has it any place in

the syllogism. The three terms arc :

1. A major the class-term or class iiaxpofiiov longfrcuni.

2. B middle the class term or class a\o\ov bile-less.

3. C minor the individual bile-less animals, man, horse, ic.

There is no term in the syllogism cor-

resjHjnding to the individual lonijirva

or long-lived animals ; this last (I re

peat) has no place in the reasoning.
We are noway concerned with the

totality of long-lived animals
; all that
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to the class bile-less). Here, then, we have two pre

misses in the Third syllogistic figure, which in them

selves would warrant us in drawing the particular

affirmative conclusion, that A is predicable of some

B, but no more. Accordingly, Aristotle directs us to

supplement these premisses by the extraneous assump
tion or postulate, that C the minor comprises all the

individual animals that are bile-less, or all those that

correspond to the class-term B
;

in other words, the

assumption, that B the middle does not denote any more

individuals than those which are covered by C the

minor that B the middle does not stretch beyond or

overpass C the minor.
b

Having the two premisses, and

the syllogism undertakes to prove is,

that in and among that totality all

bile-less animals are included
;
whether

there are or are not other long-lived

animals besides the bile-less, the syl

logism does not pretend to determine.

The equation or co-extensiveness re

quired (as described by M. Barthelemy
St. Hilaire in his note) is not between

the individual long-lived animals and

the class, bile-less animals (middle

term), but between the aggregate of

individual animals known to be bile-

less and the class, bile-less animals.

The real minor term, therefore, is (not

the individual long-lived animals, but)
the individual bile-less animals. The
two premisses of the Inductive Syllo

gism will stand thus :

Men, Horses, Mules, &c., are long-lived (major\

Men, Horses, Mules, &c., are bile-less (minor).

And, inasmuch as the subject of the

minor proposition is co-extensive with

the predicate (which, if quantified ac

cording to Hamilton s phraseology,
would be, All bile-less animals), so

that the proposition admits of being
converted simply, the middle term

will become the subject of the con

elusion, All bileless animals are long-
lived.

a

Analyt. Prior. II. xxiii. p. 68, b.

27 : 8el 8e votlv TO F TO e andvrwv

TU&amp;gt;1&amp;gt; KClff fKCHTTOV (TVyKtlflfVOV f] yap

erraycayT) 8ia ndvroav.
b

Ibid. p. 68, b. 23 : ei ovv dvri-

crrpt(pfi TO F TO) B, KOI
p.rj vntp-

Tfivd TO ftftrov, dvayKr/ TO A TW B

Julius Pacius translates this :
&quot;

Si

igitur convertatur TO r cum B, nee

medium excedat, necesse est TO A TO&amp;gt; B
inesse.&quot; These Latin words include

the same grammatical ambiguity as is

found in the Greek original : medium,
like TO pta-ov, may be either an accu

sative case governed by excedat, or a

nominative case preceding excedat.

The same may be said of the other

Latin translations, from Boethius

downwards.

But M. BarthelemySt. Hilaire in his

French translation, and Sir W. Hamil

ton in his English translation (Lectures
on Logic, Vol. II. iv. p. 358, Appen
dix), steer clear of this ambiguity. The

former says :
&quot;

Si done C est reciproque
a B, et qu il ne

de&quot;passe pas le moyen,
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this postulate besides, we acquire the right to conclude

that A is predicable of all B. But we could not draw
that conclusion from the premisses alone, or without

the postulate which declares B and C to be co-extensive.

The conclusion, then, becomes a particular exempli
fication of the general doctrine laid down in the last

chapter, respecting the reciprocation of extremes and

the consequences thereof. We thus see that this very

peculiar Syllogism from Induction is (as indeed Aristotle

himself remarks) the opposite or antithesis of a genuine

Syllogism. It has no proper middle term
;
the con

clusion in which it results is the first or major propo-

il est necessaire alors que A soit a B :&quot;

to the same purpose, Hamilton, I. c.

These words are quite plain and un

equivocal. Yet 1 do not think that

they convey the meaning of Aristotle.

In my judgment, Aristotle meant to

say :

&quot;

If then C reciprocates with B,

and if the middle term (B) does not

stretch beyond (the minor C), it is

necessary that A should be predicable
of B.&quot; To shew that this must be the

meaning, we have only to reflect on

what C and B respectively designate.

It is assumed that C designates the

sum of individual bile-less animals
;

and that B designates the class or

class-term bile-less, that is, the totality

thereof. Now the sum of individuals

included in the minor (C) cannot upon

any supposition overpass the totality ;

but it may very possibly fall short

of totality ;
or (to state the same

thing in other words) the totality

may possibly surpass the sum of indi

viduals under survey, but it cannot

possibly fall short thereof. B is here

the limit, and may jx)ssibly stretch

beyond C ;
but C cannot stretch be

yond B. Hence I contend that the

translations, both by M. Barthelemy
St. Hilaire and Sir W. Hamilton, take

VOL. I.

the wrong side in the grammatical al

ternative admissible under the words

Kn\
p.r) vntpTfivfi TO fjifvov. The only

doubt that could possibly arise in the

case was, whether the aggregate of

individuals designated by the minor

did, or did not, reach up to the totality

designated by the middle term
;

or

(changing the phrase) whether the

totality designated by the middle

term did, or did not, stretch beyond
the aggregate of individuals desig

nated by the minor. Aristotle ter

minates this doubt by the words :

&quot; And if the middle term does not

stretch beyond (the minor).&quot;
Of

course the middle term does not

stretch beyond, when the terms reci

procate ;
but when they do not re

ciprocate, the middle term must be

the more extensive of the two
;

it

can never be the less extensive of the

two, since the aggregate of indivi

duals cannot possibly exceed totality,

though it may fall short thereof.

I have given in the text what I

think the true meaning of Aristotle,

departing from the translations of

M. Barthelt-iny St. Hilaire and Sir W.
Hamilton.

T
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sition, the characteristic feature of which it is to be

immediate, or not to be demonstrated through a middle

term. Aristotle adds that the genuine Syllogism,

which demonstrates through a middle term, is by

nature prior and more effective as to cognition ;
but

that the Syllogism from Induction is to us plainer and

clearer.*

From Induction he proceeds to Example. You here

take in (besides the three terms, major, middle, and

minor, of the Syllogism) a fourth term ; that is, a

new particular case analogous to the minor. Your pur

pose here is to show not, as in the ordinary Syllogism,
that the major term is predicable of the minor, but,

as in the Inductive Syllogism that the major term

is predicable of the middle term
;
and you prove this

conclusion, not (as in the Inductive Syllogism) through
the minor term, but through the new case or fourth

term analogous to the minor.b Let A represent evil

or mischievous
; B, war against neighbours, generally ;

C, war of Athens against Thebes, an event to come
and under deliberation ; D, war of Thebes against

Phokis, a past event of which the issue is known to

have been signally mischievous. You assume as known,

first, that A is predicable of D, i.e. that the war of

Thebes against Phokis has been disastrous
; next, that

B is predicable both of C and of D, i.e. that each of

the two wars, of Athens against Thebes, and of Thebes

against Phokis, is a war of neighbours against neigh-

Analyt. Prior. II. xxiii. p. 68, b.

30-38 : eort 8 6 TOIOVTOS &amp;lt;n/XXoyr-

p-os TTJS 7rpa&amp;gt;TT]s
KOI

dp.(&amp;lt;rov Trporacreeoy
u&amp;gt;v

fjifv yap (o~n
fjL&amp;lt;Tov,

8id TOV p.fo~ov

$&amp;gt;v 8e
p.T] CO~TI, 81

vcrfi p.ev ovv Trporepos
KOI

yva&amp;gt;pifj.toTfpos 6 did TOV ptcrov

a&quot;v\\oyicrfj:6s, T]/JUV 8 eVapy/arfpoj o

did rfjS fTrayutyrjs.
b
Analyt. Prior. II. sxiv. p. 68, b.

38 : TrapaSflyfia 8 fcrriv orav rw
p.fcra&amp;gt;

TO iiKpov inrdpxov dfixOf) dta TOV opoiov
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Lours, or a conterminous war. Now from the premiss
that A is predicable of D, along with the premiss that

B is predicable of D, you infer that A is predicable of

the class B, or of conterminous wars generally ;
and

hence you draw the farther inference, that A is also

predicable of C, another particular case under the same

class B. The inference here is, in the first instance,

from part to whole
;
and finally, through that whole,

from the one part to another part of the same whole.

Induction includes in its major premiss all the parti

culars, declaring all of them to be severally subjects of

the major as predicate ;
hence it infers as conclusion,

that the major is also predicable of the middle or class-

term comprising all these particulars, but comprising
no others. Example includes not all, but only one or

a few particulars ; inferring from it or them, first, to

the entire class, next, to some new analogous particular

belonging to the class.*

These chapters respecting Induction and Example
are among the most obscure and perplexing in the

Aristotelian Analytica. The attempt to throw both

Induction and Example into the syllogistic form is

alike complicated and unfortunate
; moreover, the un

satisfactory reading and diversities in the text, among
commentators and translators, show that the reasoning

Analyt. Prior. II. xxiv. p. 69, a. To which we may add the confused

1-19. Julius Pacius (p. 400) notes description in p. 69, a. 17, 18, where

the unauthorized character of this so- TO K.pov in the first of the two lines

called Paradeigmatic Syllogism, con- signifies the major extreme in the

tradicting the rules of the figures laid second of the two the minor extreme,

down by Aristotle, and also the con-
!
See Waitz s note, p. 533.

fused manner in which the scope of I If we turn to ch. xxvii. p. 70, a. 30-

it is described : first, to infer from a 34, we shall find Aristotle on a dif-

single example to the universal ; next, ferent occasion disallowing altogether

to infer from a single example through ! this so-called Syllogism from Ex-
the universal to another parallel case, ample.

T 2
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of Aristotle has hitherto been imperfectly apprehended.*
From some of his phrases, we see that he was aware

of the essential antithesis between Induction and Syllo

gism ; yet the syllogistic forms appear to have exercised

such fascination over his mind, that he could not be

satisfied without trying to find some abnormal form of

Syllogism to represent and give validity to Induction.

In explaining generally what the Syllogism is, and

what Induction is, he informs us that the Syllogism

*
Sir W. Hamilton (Lectures on

Logic, vol. i. p. 319) says justly, that

Aristotle has been very brief and un-

explicit in his treatment of Induction.

Yet the objections that Hamilton

makes to Aristotle are very different

from those which I should make. In

the learned and valuable Appendix to

his Lectures (vol. iv. pp. 358-369), he

collects various interesting criticisms

of logicians respecting Induction as

handled by Aristotle. Ramus (in his

Scholar Dialecticas, V11I. xi.) says

very truly: &quot;Quidvero sit Inductio,

perobscure ab Aristotele declaratur ;

nee ab interpretibus intelligitur, quo
modo syllogismus per medium con-

cludat majus extremum de minore
;

inductio, majus de medio per minus.&quot;

The Inductive Syllogism, as con

structed by Aristotle, requires a reci

procating minor premiss. It may,
indeed, be cited (as I have already

remarked) in support of Hamilton s

favourite precept of quantifying the

predicate. The predicate of this minor

must be assumed as quantified in

thought, the subject being taken as

co-extensive therewith. Therefore

Hamilton s demand that it shall be

quantified in speech has really in this

case that foundation which he er

roneously claims for it in all cases.

He complains that Lambert and some
other logicians dispense with the

necessity of quantifying the predicate
of the minor by making it dis

junctive ;
and adds the remarkable

statement that &quot; the recent German

logicians, Herbart, Twesten, Dro-

bisch, &c., following Lambert, make
the Inductive Syllogism a byeword

&quot;

(p. 366). I agree with them in

thinking the attempted transforma

tion of Induction into Syllogism very

unfortunate, though my reasons are

probably not the same as theirs.

Trendelenburg agrees with those

who said that Aristotle s doctrine

about the Inductive Syllogism re

quired that the minor should be dis

junctively enunciated (Logische Un-

tersuchungen, xiv. p. 175, xvi. pp.

262, 263
;
also Erlauterungen zu den

Elementen der Aristotelischen Logik,
ss. 34-36, p. 71). Ueberweg takes a

similar view (System der Logik, sect.

128, p. 367, 3rd ed.). If the Induc

tive Inference is to be twisted into

Syllogism, it seems more naturally
to fall into an hypothetical syllogism,
e. g. :

If this, that, and the other magnet attract iron, all magnets attract iron ;

But this, that, and the other magnet do attract iron : Ergo, &c.
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presupposes and rests upon the process of Induction as

its postulate. For there can be no valid Syllogism
without an universal proposition in one (at least) of

the premisses ;
and he declares, unequivocally, that uni

versal propositions are obtained only through Induction.

How Induction operates through the particular facts

of sense, remembered, compared, and coalescing into

clusters held together by associating similarity, he has

also told us
;

it is thus that Experience, with its uni

versal notions and conjunctions, is obtained. But this

important process is radically distinct from that of syllo

gizing, though it furnishes the basis upon which all

syllogizing is built.

The central idea of the Syllogism, as defined by
Aristotle, is that of a conclusion following from given

premisses by necessary sequence ;

a

meaning by the

term necessary thus much and no more that you
cannot grant the premisses, and deny the conclusion,

without being inconsistent with yourself, or falling into

contradiction. In all the various combinations of pro

positions, set forth by Aristotle as the different figures

and modes of Syllogism, this property of necessary

sequence is found. But it is a property which no

Induction can ever possess.
b When Aristotle professes

to point out a particular mode of Syllogism to which

Induction conforms, he can only do so by falsifying

ya&amp;gt;yr) Xdyo? iv
&amp;lt;f

TfQtvrwv nvSiv (
m Alexander intimates that Ari

stotle enunciated &quot;

necessary se

quence
&quot;

as a part of his definition of

Syllogism, for the express purpose of

distinguishing it from Induction,

which is a sequence not necessary
j

observes truly : dXX* tic Ttjs

(Schol. ad Top. p. 253, a. 19, Br.): crtus *a\ TTJS eVaycoyr}? TTIOTIS, OVK

TO 8* ( dvdyKTjs npo&amp;lt;TK(ifjLvoi
(v (cmv dnu8(tis, Trpos iracrav yap (ira-

T(f op&amp;lt;f, Ttjs tVayayyrjy x&amp;lt;apifi
Titv

j
ycuyiji/ bvvarai TIS tvicrracrdai KOI

fj.j]

a-v\\oyi(Tfj.uv (&amp;lt;m fj.(v yap KO\ (ira-
\ tqv TO Ka66\ov j-^irfpaivfiv.

K(ifji(v&amp;lt;av (Tv/i/3atVet, uXX o v K

dvdyKTjs.
&quot; Alexander (in his Scholia on the

Metaphysics, E. i. p. 406, ed. Bonitz)
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the process of Induction, and by not accurately distin

guishing between what is observed and what is inferred.

In the case which he takes to illustrate the Inductive

Syllogism the inference from all particular bile-less

animals to the whole class bile-less he assumes that

we have ascertained the attribute to belong to all the

particulars, and that the inductive inference consists

in passing from all of them to the class-term ; the pas

sage from premisses to conclusion being here necessary,
and thus falling under the definition of Syllogism ;

since, to grant the premisses, and yet to deny the con

clusion, involves a contradiction. But this doctrine

misconceives what the inductive inference really is.

We never can observe all the particulars of a class,

which is indefinite as to number of particulars, and

definite only in respect of the attributes connoted

by the class-term. We can only observe some of the

particulars, a greater or smaller proportion. Now it is

in the transition from these to the totality of parti

culars, that the real inductive inference consists
;
not

in the transition from the totality to the class-term which

denotes that totality and connotes its determining
common attribute. In fact, the distinction between the

totality of particulars and the meaning of the class-term,

is one not commonly attended to
; though it is worthy

of note in an analysis of the intellectual process, and

is therefore brought to view by Aristotle. But he em

ploys it incorrectly as an intermediate step to slur

over the radical distinction between Induction and Syl

logism. He subjoins :

a &quot; You must conceive the minor

term C (in the Inductive Syllogism) as composed of all

Analyt. Prior. II. xxiii. p. 68, b.

-7 : Set 8e votlv TO F TO e airavTotv

rfiiv KO.&
1

eKacrrov a-vyKfipevov 17 yap

fnayatyr] 8ia iravrutv. See Professor

Bain s Inductive Logic, chap. i. s. 2,

where this process is properly criticized.
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the particulars ;
for Induction is through all of them.&quot;

You may say that Induction is through all the par

ticulars, if you distinguish this totality from the class-

term, and if you treat the class-term as the ultimate

terminus ad quern. But the Induction must first travel

to all the particulars ; being forced to take start from

a part only, and then to jump onward far enough to

cover the indefinite unobserved remainder. This jump
is the real Induction

;
and this can never be brought

under the definition of Syllogism ;
for in the best and

most certain Induction the sequence is never a neces

sary one : you may grant the premisses and deny the

conclusion without contradicting yourself.

Aristotle states very clearly :

&quot; We believe every

thing either through Syllogism, or from Induction.&quot;
*

Here, as well as in several other passages, he notes the

two processes as essentially distinct. The Syllogism

requires in its premisses at least one general propo
sition

;
nor does Aristotle conceive the &quot;

generalities

as the original data :

&quot; b he derives them from ante

cedent Induction. The two processes are (as he

says) opposite in a certain way ;
that is, they are

complementary halves of the same whole ; Induction

being the establishment of those universals which are

essential for the deductive march of the Syllogism ;

while the two together make up the entire process of

scientific reasoning. But he forgets or relinquishes
this antithesis, when he presents to us the Inductive

process as a given variety of Syllogism. And the

objection to such a doctrine becomes the more manifest,

Analyt. Prior. II. xxiii. p. 68, b.

13 : anama yap iricrrfvofifv TJ
8ia trvX-

\oyi(rp.ov T)
(

&amp;lt;7rayay7jf.
Here Induc

tion includes Example, though in the

next stage he puts the two apart.

Compare Anal. Poster. I. i. p. 71,

a. 9.
b See Mr. John Stuart Mill s Sys

tem of Logic, Bk. II. ch. iii. s. 4, p.

219, 5th ed.
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since in constructing his Inductive Syllogism, he is

compelled to admit either that there is no middle term,

or that the middle term is subject of the conclusion,

in violation of the syllogistic canons.*

Aldrich (Artis Log. Eudim. ch.

iii. 9, 2, p. 175) and Archbishop

Whately (Elem. of Logic, ch. i. p.

209) agree in treating the argument
of Induction as a defective or in

formal Syllogism : see also to the

same purpose Sir W. Hamilton,
Lectures on Logic, vol. i. p. 322.

Aldrich treats it as a Syllogism in

Barbara, with the minor suppressed ;

but Whately rejects this, because the

minor necessary to be supplied is false.

He maintains that the premiss sup

pressed is the major, not the minor.

I dissent from both. It appears to me
that the opinion which Whately pro
nounces to be a fallacy is the real truth :

&quot; Induction is a distinct kind of argu
ment from the Syllogism&quot; (p. 208).

It is the essential property of the Syl

logism, as defined by Aristotle and by

every one after him, that the truth

of the conclusion follows necessarily

from the truth of its premisses ;
that

you cannot admit the premisses and

reject the conclusion without contra

dicting yourself. Now this is what

the best Induction never attains
;
and

I contend that the presence or absence

of this important characteristic is

quite enough to constitute
&quot; two

distinct kinds of argument.&quot; Whately
objects to Aldrich (whom Hamilton

defends) for supplying a suppressed

minor, because it is &quot;manifestly false&quot;

(p. 209). I object to Whately s sup

plied major, because it is uncertified,

and therefore cannot be used to prove

any conclusion. By clothing argu
ments from Induction in syllogistic

form, we invest them with a character

of necessity which does not really

belong to them. The establishment

of general propositions, and the inter

pretation of them when established

(to use the phraseology of Mr. Mill),

must always be distinct mental pro
cesses

;
and the forms appropriate to

the latter, involving necessary se

quence, ought not to be employed to

disguise the want of necessity the

varying and graduated probability,

inherent in the former. Mr. Mill

says (Syst. Log. Bk. III. ch. iii. s. 1,

p. 343, 5th ed.) :
&quot; As Whately re

marks, every induction is a syllogism
with the major premiss suppressed ;

or (as I prefer expressing it) every
induction may be thrown into the

form of a syllogism, by supplying a

major premiss.&quot;
Even in this modi

fied phraseology, I cannot admit the

propriety of throwing Induction into

syllogistic forms of argument. By
doing this we efface the special cha

racter of Induction, as the jump from

particular cases, more or fewer, to

an universal proposition comprising
them and an indefinite number of

others besides. To state this in forms

which imply that it is a necessary

step, involving nothing more than the

interpretation of a higher universal

proposition, appears to me unphiloso-

phical. Mr. Mill says with truth (in

his admirable chapter explaining the

real function of the major premiss in

a Syllogism, p. 211), that the indi

vidual cases are all the evidence which

we possess ;
the step from them to

universal propositions ought not to

be expressed in forms which suppose
universal propositions to be already

attained.
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We must presume Syllogisms without a middle term,

when we read :

&quot; The Syllogism through a middle

term is oy nature prior, and of greater cognitive effi

cacy ;
but to us the Syllogism through Induction is

plainer and clearer.&quot;
4

Nor, indeed, is the saying,
when literally taken, at all well-founded

;
for the pre

tended Syllogisms from Induction and Example, far

from being clear and plain, are more involved and

difficult to follow than Barbara and Celarent. Yet the

substance of Aristotle s thought is true and impor

tant, when considered as declaring the antithesis (not
between varieties of Syllogisms, but) between Induc-

I will here add that, though Aldrich

himself (as I stated at the beginning
of this note) treats the argument from

Induction as a defective or informal

Syllogism, his anonymous Oxonian

editor and commentator takes a

sounder view. He says (pp. 176,

177, 184, ed. 1823, Oxon.) :

&quot; The principles acquired by human

powers may be considered as twofold.

Some are intuitive, and are commonly
called Axioms

;
the other class of ge

neral principles are those acquired by
Induction. But it may be doubted

whether this distinction is correct.

It is highly probable, if not certain,

that those primary Axioms generally
esteemed intuitive, are in fact ac

quired by an inductive process ;
al

though that process is less discernible,

because it takes place long before we
think of tracing the actings of our

own minds. It is often found neces

sary to facilitate the understanding
of those Axioms, when they are first

proposed to the judgment, by illus

trations drawn from individual cases.

But whether it is, as is generally sup

posed, the mere enunciation of the

principle, or the principle itself,

which requires the illustration, may
admit of a doubt. It seems probable,

however, that such illustrations are

nothing more than a recurrence to the

original method by which the know

ledge of those principles was acquired.

Thus, the repeated trial or observa

tion of the necessary connection be

tween mathematical coincidence and

equality, first authorizes the general

position or Axiom relative to that

subject. If this conjecture is founded

in fact, it follows that both primary
and ultimate principles have the same
nature and are alike acquired by the

exercise of the inductive faculty.&quot;
&quot; Those who acquiesce in the pre

ceding observations will feel a regret

to find Induction classed among de

fective or informal Syllogisms. It is

in fact prior in its order to Syllogism ;

nor can syllogistic reasoning be car

ried on to any extent without previous
Induction&quot; (p. 184).

*

Analyt. Prior. II. xxiii. p. 68,

b. 35 :
&amp;lt;f)varfi fjifv ovv trpuTtpos KO\

yvn)pip.ioTepos 6 8ia rot) /xtcrou oiA-

XoytoTidy, rjfuv 8&quot; (vapyicrrfpos 6 8ia

rfjs
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tion and Example on the one part, and Syllogism

(Deduction) on the other. It is thus that he sets out

the same antithesis elsewhere, both in the Analytica
Posteriora and the Topica.

a Prior and more cognizable

by nature or absolutely, prior and more cognizable to us

or in relation to us these two are not merely distinct,

but the one is the correlate and antithesis of the other.

To us the particulars of sense stand first, and are

the earliest objects of knowledge. To us, means to the

large variety of individual minds, which grow up

imperceptibly from the simple capacities of infancy to

the mature accomplishments of adult years ;
each

acquiring its own stock of sensible impressions, remem

bered, compared, associated
;
and each learning a lan

guage, which both embodies in general terms and

propositions the received classification of objects, and

communicates the current emotional beliefs. We all

begin by being learners ;
and we ascend by different

paths to those universal notions and beliefs which con

stitute the common fund of the advanced intellect;

developed in some minds into principia of philosophy
with their consequences. By nature, or absolutely,

these principia are considered as prior, and as form

ing the point of departure : the advanced position is

regarded as gained, and the march taken is not that

of the novice, but that of the trained adult, who having

already learnt much, is doubly equipped either for

learning more or for teaching others
;
who thus stands

*
Analyt. Post. I. ii. p. 72, a. 2,

b. 29
;
Ethic. Nik. VI. iii. p. 1139, b.

-3 :
Tj nev 81} (naytayr) dp^r] (&amp;lt;m KU\

TOV KadoXov, 6 8e crv\\oyi(rp.6s fK. TG&amp;gt;V

KadoXov. flcrlv apa dp^ai e lav 6

y, &i/ OVK ttrri crvXXoyio-fios

Tj apa. Compare Topica, I. xii.

p. 105, a. 11
;
VI. iv. pp. 141, 142

;

Physica, I. i. p. 184, a. 16
;
Meta-

physic. E. iv. p. 1029, b. 4-12. Com

pare also Trendelenburg s explanation
of this doctrine, Erlauterungen zu den

Elementen der Aristotelischen Logik,
sects. 18, 19, 20, p. 33, seq.
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on a summit from whence he surveys nature as a

classified and coherent whole, manifesting herself in

details which he can interpret and sometimes predict.

The path of knowledge, seen relatively to us, is one

through particulars, by way of example to fresh par

ticulars, or by way of induction to universals. The

path of knowledge, by nature or absolutely, is from

universals by way of deduction either to new universals

or to new particulars. By the cognitive nature of man,
Aristotle means the full equipment, of and for cognition,
which our mature age exhibits

;
notiora naturd are the

acquisitions, points of view, and processes, familiar in

greater or less perfection to such mature individuals

and societies. Notiora nobis are the facts and processes
with which all of us begin, and which belong to the

intellect in its highest as well as its lowest stage ;

though, in the higher stages, they are employed, directed,

and modified, by an acquired intellectual capital, and

by the permanent machinery of universal significant

terms in which that capital is invested.

Such is the antithesis between notiora naturd (or

simpliciter) and notiora nobis (or quoad nos\ which

Aristotle recognizes as a capital point in his philo

sophy, and insists upon in many of his writings. The
antithesis is represented by Example and Induction,
in the point of view quoad nos last mentioned ; by
Syllogism or Deduction, in the other point of view

naturd. Induction (he says),
a
or the rising from par-

*
Aristot. Topica, I. xii. p. 105, a. I KOI vafyifrrtpov KOI KOTO. TTJV a o-fya-iv

13-19: tTrayutyf) 8(
fj dirb TU&amp;gt;V Kaff

yv&amp;lt;L&amp;gt;pip.u&amp;gt;Tfpov,
Kal rols iro\\ols

tKCMrrov firl ra Ka66\ov ((podos- olov KOIVOV 6 8f (TvXAoytoTioj fiiacrrucra-

d m Kvf$(pvr)TT]s 6 (iri.a~rap.fvos rtpov Kal Trpbs TOVS avriXoyiKoiis tvfp-

KpaTia-ros Kal ijvioxot, Kal 6Xo&amp;gt;s (&amp;lt;rrlv yt(rr(pov. Also the same treatise,
6

(7Ti(TTdp.(i&amp;gt;os irtpl (Kaorov apioTos. VJ. iv. p. 141, b. 17.

tan b
T) /iti/ fnayuyrj ntdavu&amp;gt;Tfpov The inductive interrogations of
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ticulars to universals, is plainer, more persuasive, more

within the cognizance of sensible perception, more

within the apprehension of mankind generally, than

Syllogism; but Syllogism is more cogent and of

greater efficacy against controversial opponents. What
he affirms here about Induction is equally true about

the inference from Example, that is, the inference

from one or some particulars, to other analogous par
ticulars

;
the rudimentary intellectual process, common

to all human and to many animal minds, of which In

duction is an improvement and an exaltation. While

Induction will be more impressive, and will carry assent

more easily with an ordinary uncultivated mind, an

acute disputant may always deny the ultimate in

ference, for the denial involves no contradiction. But

the rightly constructed Syllogism constrains assent;
8

the disputant cannot grant the premisses and deny the

conclusion without contradicting himself. The con

straining force, however, does not come into accurate

and regulated working until the principles and con

ditions of deductive reasoning have been set forth

until the Syllogism has been analysed, and the charac

teristics of its validity, as distinguished from its inva

lidity, have been marked out. This is what Aristotle

teaches in the Analytica and Topica. It admits of

being set out in regular figure and mode forms of

premisses with the conclusion appropriate to each ;

and the lesson must be learnt before we can know
how far the force of deductive reasoning, which begins

Sokrates relating to matters of com
mon life, and the way in which they
convinced ordinary hearers, are strik

ingly illustrated in the Memorabilia
of Xenophon, especially IV. vi. : TroXu

o&amp;gt;i&amp;gt;

ryo&amp;gt; ol8a, ore Xc yot, TOVS

aKovovras 6p.o\oyovvras irapel-^fv (15).

The same can hardly be said of the

Platonic dialogues.
*
Bacon, Novum Organ. I. Aphor.

13 :
&quot;

Syllogismus assensum con-

stringit, non res.&quot;
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with the notiora naturd, is legitimately binding and

trustworthy.
Both the two main points of Aristotle s doctrine

the antithesis between Induction and Deduction, and

the dependence of the latter process upon premisses fur

nished by the former, so that the two together form the

two halves of complete ratiocination and authoritative

proof both these two are confused and darkened by
his attempt to present the Inductive inference and the

Analogical or Paradeigmatic inference as two special

forms of Syllogistic deduction.
81 But when we put

aside this attempt, and adhere to Aristotle s main

doctrine of Induction as a process antithetical to

and separate from Deduction, yet as an essential pre

liminary thereto, we see that it forms the basis of

that complete and comprehensive System of Logic,

recently elaborated in the work of Mr. John Stuart

Mill. The inference from Example (i.e. from some par
ticulars to other similar particulars) is distinguished by
Aristotle from Induction, and is recognized by him as

the primitive intellectual energy, common to all men,

through which Induction is reached
;

its results he calls

Experience (t/iTretpa), and he describes it as the real

guide, more essential than philosophical generalities,

*
Heyder (in his learned treatise, seinem durchgangigen Bestreben zu

Darstellung der Aristotelischen und i erkliiren ist, alles wissenschaftliche

Hegelschen Dialektik, p. 226), after
j

VerfahrenindieFormdes Schlusses zu

having considered the unsatisfactory bringen ; dass dagegen, seiner eigent-

process whereby Aristotle attempts lichen Meinung und der strengen
to resolve Induction into a variety of

j

Consequenz seiner Lehre zu Folge, die

Syllogism, concludes by a remark i Induction zum syllogistischen und
which I think just :

&quot; Aus alle dem beweisenden Verfahren einen in dein

erhellt zur Geniige, dass sich Aristo-
i Begriff der beiden Verfahrungsweisen

teles bei dem Verauch die Induction ;

liegenden Gegensatz bildete, was sich

auf eine Schlussform zuruck/.ufiiliren, i ihm dannauch aufdas Verhaltniss der

selbst sich nicht recht befriedigt Induction zur Begriffsbestiminune

fiihlte, und derselbe wohl nur aus ausdehnen rausste.&quot;
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to exactness of performance in detail.* Mr. John Mill

has been the first to assign to Experience, thus under

stood, its full value and true position in the theory of

Eatiocination ;
and to shew that the Paradeigmatic

process exhibits the prime and ultimate reality of all

Inference, the real premisses and the real conclusion

which Inference connects together. Between these two

is interposed the double process of which Induction

forms the first half and Deduction the second
;
neither

the one nor the other being indispensable to Inference,

but both of them being required as securities for

Scientific inference, if we desire to have its correctness

tested and its sufficiency certified
;
the real evidence,

whereby the conclusion of a Syllogism is proved, being
the minor premiss, together with (not the major pre
miss itself, but) the assemblage of particular facts from

which by Induction the major premiss is drawn. Now
Aristotle had present to his mind the conception of

Inference as an entire process, enabling us from some

particular truths to discover and prove other particular

truths : he considers it as an unscientific process, of

which to a limited extent other animals besides man
are capable, and which, as operative under the title of

Experience in mature practical men, is a safer guide
than Science amidst the doubts and difficulties of action.

Upon this foundation he erects the superstructure of

Science
;
the universal propositions acquired through

Induction, and applied again to particulars or to lower

generalities, through the rules of the deductive Syl-

a
Aristot. Analyt. Prior. II. xxiii. p.

68, b. 12
;
xxvi. p. 69, a. 17. Analyt.

Post. II. xix. p. 99, b. 30, seq. ;
xiii.

p. 97, b. 7. Topica, VIII. i. p. 155,
b. 35

; p. 156, b. 10 ; p. 157, a. 14-23
;

p. 160, a. 36. Metaphys. A. i. p. 980,

b. 25- p. 981, a. 30. This first chapter
of the Metaphysica is one of the most

remarkable passages of Aristotle, re

specting the analytical philosophy of

mind.
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logism. He signalizes, with just emphasis, the uni

versalizing- point of view called Science or Theory ;
but

he regards it as emerging from particular facts, and as

travelling again downwards towards particular facts.

The misfortune is, that he contents himself with barely

recognizing, though he distinctly proclaims the necessity

of, the inductive part of this complex operation ;
while

he bestows elaborate care upon the analysis of the

deductive part, and of the rules for conducting it. From
this disproportionate treatment, one half of Logic is

made to look like the whole
;
Science is disjoined from

Experience, and is presented as consisting in Deduction

alone
; every thing which is not Deduction, is degraded

into unscientific Experience ;
the major premiss of the

Syllogism being considered as part of the proof of thfe

conclusion, and the conclusion being necessarily con

nected therewith, we appear to have acquired a locus

standi and a binding cogency such as Experience could

never supply ; lastly, when Aristotle resolves Induction

into a peculiar variety of the Syllogism, he appears

finally to abolish all its separate dignity and jurisdiction.

This one-sided view of Logic has been embraced and

perpetuated by the Aristotelian expositors, who have

carefully illustrated, and to a certain extent even

amplified, the part w^hich was already in comparative

excess, while they have added nothing to the part that

was in defect, and have scarcely even preserved Ari

stotle s recognition of it as being not merely legitimate

but essential. The vast body of Inductive Science,

accumulated during the last three centuries, has thus,

until recently, been allowed to grow up, as if its proofs

and processes had nothing to do with Logic.

But though this restricted conception of Logic or the

theory of Reasoning has arisen naturally from Aristotle s

treatment, I maintain that it does not adequately repre-
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sent his view of that theory. In his numerous treatises

on other subjects, scarcely any allusion is made to the

Syllogism ;
nor is appeal made to the rules for it

laid down in the Analytica. His conviction that the

formalities of Deduction were only one part of the pro
cess of general reasoning, and that the value of the

final conclusion depended not merely upon their being

correctly performed, but also upon the correctness of

that initial part whereby they are supplied with matter

for premisses is manifested as well by his industry

(unrivalled among his contemporaries) in collecting

multifarious facts, as by his specific declarations respect

ing Induction. Indeed a recent most erudite logician,

Sir William Hamilton, who insists upon the construc

tion of Logic in its strictest sense as purely formal,

blames Aristotle
a
for having transgressed this boundary,

and for introducing other considerations bearing on

diversities of matter and of material evidence. The

charge so made, to whatever extent it is well-founded,

does rather partake of the nature of praise ;
inasmuch

as it evinces Aristotle s larger views of the theory of

Inference, and confirms his own statement that the

Deductive process was only the last half of it, presup

posing a prior Induction. It is only this last half that

Aristotle has here analysed, setting forth its formal

conditions with precepts founded thereupon ;
while he

claims to have accomplished the work by long and

patient investigation, having found not the smallest

foundation laid by others, and bespeaks indulgence
b
as

for a first attempt requiring to be brought to com

pletion by others. He made this first step for himself;

* See his Discussions on Philo

sophy, p. 139, seq. ; Lectures on

Logic, vol. i. p. 27.

b See the remarkable paragraph at

the close of the Sophistici Elenchi,

already quoted (supra, p. 201, note).
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and if any one would make a second step, .so as to

apply the same analysis to the other half, and to bring

out in like manner the formal conditions and principles

of Induction, we may fairly believe that Aristotle

would have welcomed the act, as filling up what he

himself recognized to be a gap in the entire compass
of Reasoning. As to his own achievement, it is certain

that he could not have composed the Analytica and

Topica, if he had not had before him many specimens
of the deductive process to study and compare. Neither

could the inductive process have been analysed, until

after the examples of successful advance in inductive

science which recent years have furnished. Upon
these examples, mainly, has been based the profound

System of Mr. John Stuart Mill, analysing and dis

criminating the formalities of Induction in the same

way as those of Deduction had before been handled

by Aristotle
;

also fusing the two together as co

operative towards one comprehensive scheme of Logic
the Logic of Evidence generally, or of Truth as dis

coverable and proveable. In this scheme the Syllogistic

Theory, or Logic of Consistency between one proposi
tion and others, is recognized as an essential part, but

is no longer tolerated as an independent whole.
a

Mr. John Stuart Mill says (Bk. II.

ch. i. sect. 3): &quot;Induction is inferring a

proposition from premisses less general
than itself, and Ratiocination is in

ferring a proposition from premisses

equally or more general.&quot; Again in

another passage :

&quot; We have found that

all Inference, consequently all Proof,

and all discovery of truths not self-

evident, consists of inductions, and the

interpretation of inductions
;
that all

to us exclusively from that source.

What Induction is, therefore, and
what conditions render it legitimate,

cannot but be deemed the main ques
tion of logic the question which
includes all others. It is however
one which professed writers on logic

have almost entirely passed over.

The generalities of the subject, indeed,
have not been altogether neglected

by metaphysicians ; but, for want of

our knowledge, not intuitive, comes sufficient acquaintance with the pro-

VOL. I. U
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After adverting to another variety of ratiocinative

procedure, which he calls Apagoge or Abduction (where
the minor is hardly more evident than the conclusion,

and might sometimes conveniently become a conclusion

first to be proved),
3
Aristotle goes on to treat of Objec

tion generally the function of the dialectical re

spondent. The Enstasis or Objection is a proposition

opposed not to a conclusion, but to the proposition set

up by the defendant. When the proposition set up by
him is universal, as it must be if he seeks to establish

an universal conclusion, your objection may be either

universal or particular : you may deny either the whole

of his proposition, or only one portion of the particulars

cesses by which science has actually
succeeded in establishing general

truths, their analysis of the inductive

operation, even when unexceptionable
as to correctness, has not been specific

enough to be made the foundation of

practical rules, which might be for

Induction itself what the rules of the

Syllogism are for interpretation of

Induction&quot; (Bk. III. ch. i. s. 1, p.

313.)
&quot; The business of Inductive

Logic is to provide rules and models

(such as the Syllogism and its rules

are for ratiocination) to which if in

ductive arguments conform, those

arguments are conclusive, and not

otherwise. This is what the Four

Methods profess to be, and what I

believe they are universally considered

to be by experimental philosophers,

who had practised all of them long
before any one sought to reduce the

practice to theory&quot; (Bk. III. ch. ix.

s. 5, p. 471, 5th ed.) See also the

same point of view more copiously
set forth, in Mr. Mill s later work,
Examination of Sir W. Hamilton s

Philosophy (ch. xx. pp. 454-462, 3rd

ed.) :

&quot;

It is only as a means to material

truth that the formal (or to speak
more clearly, the conditional) validity

of an operation of thought is of any
value

;
and even that value is only

negative : we have not made the

smallest positive advance towards

right thinking, by merely keeping
ourselves consistent in what is per

haps systematic error. This by no

means implies that Formal Logic,

even in its narrowest sense, is not of

very great, though purely negative
value.&quot;

&quot; Not only however is it in

dispensable that the larger Logic,
which embraces all the general con

ditions of the ascertainment of truth,

should be studied in addition to the

smaller Logic, which only concerns

itself with the conditions of con

sistency ;
but the smaller Logic ought

to be (at least, finally) studied as part

of the greater as a portion of the

means to the same end
;

and its

relation to the other parts to the

other means should be distinctly

displayed.&quot;
*
Analyt. Prior. II. xxv. p. 69, a

20-36.
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contained under it
;
the denial of one single particular,

when substantiated, being enough to overthrow his

universal. Accordingly, your objection, being thus,

variously opposed to the proposition, will lie in the

syllogistic figures which admit opposite conclusions ;

that is, either in the First or Third
;
for the Second

figure admits only negative conclusions not opposed
to each other. If the defendant has set up an Uni

versal Affirmative, you may deny the whole and esta

blish a contrary negative, in the First figure ; or you

may deny a part only, and establish a contradictory

negative, in the Third figure. The like, if he has set

up an Universal Negative : you may impugn it either

by an universal contrary affirmative, in the First figure ;

or by a particular contradictory affirmative, in the Third

figure.
8

The Enthymeme is a syllogism from Probabilities or

Signs ;

b the two being not exactly the same. Proba

bilities are propositions commonly accepted, and true

in the greater number of cases
;
such as, Envious men

hate those whom they envy, Persons who are beloved

look with affection on those who love them. We
call it a Sig?i, when one fact is the antecedent or con

sequent of another, and therefore serves as mark or

*

Analyt. Prior. II. xxvi. p. 69, a. comprehensive) as predicate of the

37-b. 37. new term. This gives you, in the first

In objecting to A universally, you case, a conclusion in Ctlarent (Fig. I.),

take a term comprehending the ori-
|
and, in the second, a conclusion in

ginal subject; in objecting particu- . Felapton (Fig. III.) ; opposed, the one

la rly, a term comprehended by it. Of universally or contrarily, the other

the new term in each case you deny particularly or contradictorily, to the

the original predicate, and have thus, original proposition,

as a major premiss, E. For a minor pre-
b
Analyt. Prior. II. xxvii. p. 70, a.

miss, you affirm, in the first case, the 10 : (vQv^^a p.tv ovv tori

new term as predicate of the original /i6r (( fiVcoTwv
fj aTjfj.(ia&amp;gt;v

subject (less comprehensive) ; in the 8 TO (rrjptlov

second case, the original subject (more pinov iv TOI?

u 2
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evidence thereof. The conjunction may be either con

stant, or frequent, or merely occasional : if constant,

we obtain for the major premiss of our syllogism a

proposition approaching that which is universally or

necessarily true
;

if not constant but only frequent
or occasional, the major premiss of our syllogism will

at best only be probable. The constant conjunction
will furnish us with a Syllogism or Enthymeme in the

First figure ;
the significant mark being here a genuine

middle term subject in the major premiss, and pre
dicate in the minor. We can then get a conclusion

both affirmative and universally true. In other cases,

we cannot obtain premisses for a syllogism in the First

figure, but only for a syllogism in the Second or Third.

In the Third figure, since we get by right no universal

conclusions at all, but only particular conclusions, the

conclusion of the Enthymeme, though it may happen
to be true, is open to refutation. Where by the laws

of Syllogism no affirmative conclusion whatever is pos

sible, as in the Second figure, the conclusion obtained by

Enthymeme is altogether suspicious. In contrast with

the Sign in these figures, that which enters as an

effective middle term into the First figure, should be

distinguished under the name of Proof (

*

Analyt. Prior. II. xxvii. p. 70, a. figures, Aristotle gives two alternate

31-b. 6. ways of stating each : one way in full,

Aristotle throws in the remark (a. with both premisses enunciated, con-

24), that, when one premiss only of
; stituting a normal, though invalid,

the Enthymeme is enunciated, it is a
| Syllogism ;

the other way, with only

Sign ;
when the other is added, it be- one of the premisses enunciated, the

comes a Syllogism. In the examples
j

other being suppressed as well-known

given to illustrate the description of and familiar.

the Enthymeme, that which belongs
to the First figure has its three terms

Among logicians posterior to Ari

stotle, the definition given of the

and two propositions specified like a
j

Enthymeme, and supposed to be

complete and regular Syllogism ;
but

,
derived from Aristotle was, that it

when we come to the Third and Second was a Syllogism with one of the
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Aristotle concludes his Analytica Priora by applying
this doctrine of Signs to determine the limits within

which Physiognomy as a science is practicable. The

basis upon which it rests is this general fact or postu

late : That in all natural affections of the animal, bodily

changes and mental changes accompany each other.

The former, therefore, may become signs or proofs of the

latter,* if, in each class of animals, we can discriminate

the one specific bodily phenomenon which attaches to

each mental phenomenon. Thus, the lion is a courageous
animal. What is the bodily sign accompanying a cou

rageous disposition ? It is (we assume here) the having
extremities of great size. This belongs to all lions, as

a proprium ;
in the sense that, though it may or does

belong also to some individuals of other races (as men),
it does not belong to any other entire race. Physi

ognomy as a science will, then, be possible, if we can

find races of animals which have only one characteristic

mental attribute, and if we can discover what is the

premisses suppressed /ioi&amp;gt;oA q/i/xaros. !
must glance at or omit reasons that

Sir W. Hamilton has impugned this

doctrine, and has declared the defini-

are familiar to them
; logical fulness

and accuracy would bo inconsistent

tion to be both absurd in itself, and with his purpose. The writers subse-

not countenanced by Aristotle. (Lee- quent to Aristotle, who think much
tures on Logic, Vol. I. Lect. xx. p. of the rhetorical and little of the

386, seq.) I think Hamilton is mis- logical point of view, bring out the

taken on this point. (See Mr. Cope s distinction yet more forcibly. But
Introd. to Arist. Rhetoric, p. 103, seq.) the rhetorical mode of stating pre-

Even in the present chapter Ari- misses is often not so much an omis-

stotle distinctly alludes to the mono- :

sion either of major or minor, as a

lemmatic enunciation of the Enthy-
|

confused blending or packing up of

meme as one mode of distinguishing it both into one.

from a full Syllogism ;
and in the *

Analyt. Prior. II. xxvii. p. 70, b.

Khetorica he brings out this character- 7-1G : ei TIS SiStaa-iv ap.a utTaftuXXdv
istic still more forcibly. The distinc- TO

&amp;lt;ra&amp;gt;/xa
KOI ri}v -^v^v, oaa (^wina

tion is one which belongs to Rhetoric
,

cori nad^ira (rv/^Trao-^eif yap d\-

more than to Logic : the rhetor, in XijXoiy irrroKt irai. See the Aristotelian

enunciating his premisses, must be i treatise entitled
&amp;lt;l&amp;gt;u&amp;lt;rioyi/a&amp;gt;/zoi ca, pp.

careful not to weary his auditors ; he 808-800, Bekk.
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physical attribute correlating with it.
a But the diffi

culties are greater when the same race has two charac

teristic mental attributes (e. g. lions are both courageous
and generous), each with its correlative physical at

tribute
;

for how can we tell which belongs to which ?

We have then to study individuals of other races

possessing one of these attributes without the other;

thus, if we find that courageous men, who are not

generous, agree in having large extremities, we may
infer that this last circumstance is, in the lion, the

correlative mark of his courage and not of his gene

rosity. The physiognomonic inference will be expressed

by a syllogism in the First figure, in which the major
term (A) reciprocates and is convertible with the middle

term (B), while B stretches beyond (or is more ex

tensive than) the minor (C) ;
this relation of the terms

being necessary, if there is to be a single mark for a

particular attribute.
15

Here the treatise ends ;
but the reader will remember

that, in describing the canons laid down by Aristotle for

the Syllogism with its three Figures and the Modes con

tained therein, I confined myself to the simple Assertory

syllogism, postponing for the moment the long expo
sitions added by him about Modal syllogisms, involving
the Possible and the Necessary. What is proper to be

said about this complicated and useless portion of the

Analytica Priora, may well come in here
; for, in truth,

the doctrines just laid down about Probabilities, Signs,

and Proofs, bring us back to the Modals under a dif

ferent set of phrases. The Possible or Problematical

Analyt. Prior. II. xxvii. p. 70, b.

22. About the characteristics of the

lion see Aristot. Physiognom. p. 809,
b. 14-36 : ra TTfpi TTJV

VIKOV, Kal rrpav Kal SIKOIOV KOI (pi\6-

(rropyov Trpos a av o/xiXijcr^.
b
Analyt. Prior. II. xxvii. p. 70, b.

31-36.
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is that, of the occurrence or reality of which we doubt,

neither believing nor disbelieving it, not being pre

pared to assert either that it is, or that it is not ;

that which may be or may not be. It is our manner
of speaking, when we have only signs or probabi
lities to guide us, and not certain proofs. The feeling

of doubt is, as a psychological phenomenon, essen

tially distinct from the feeling of belief which, in its

objective aspect, correlates with certainty or matter

of fact
; as well as from the feeling of disbelief, the

correlate of which can only be described negatively.

Every man knows these feelings by his own mental

experience. But in describing the feeling of doubt, as

to its matter or in its objective aspect, we must take

care to use phrases which declare plainly both sides of

is disjunctive or alternative character. The Possible is,

That which either may be or may not be. As That which

may be, it stands opposed to the Impossible ;
as That

which may not be, it stands opposed to the Necessary.
It thus carries with it negation both of impossibility

and of necessity ; but, in common parlance, the first

half of this meaning stands out prominently, and is mis

taken for the whole. Aristotle, as we saw previously,

speaks equivocally on this point, recognizing a double

signification of the term : he sometimes uses it in the

sense opposed only to impossible, maintaining that

what is necessary must also be possible ;
sometimes in

the truer sense, opposed both to necessity and to im

possibility.
11

/

The Possible or Problematical, however, in this latter

complete sense What may or may not be exhibits

various modifications or gradations. 1. The chances

*
Aristot. De Interpret, xiii. p. 22. Analyt. Prior. I. xiii. p. 32, a. 21,

2&amp;lt;,
3&amp;lt;i

;
xiv. p. 33, h. 22

;
xix. p. 38, a. 35.
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on either side may be conceived as perfectly equal, so

that there is no probability, and we have no more reason

for expecting one side of the alternative than the other ;

the sequence or conjunction is indeterminate. Aristotle

construes this indeterminateness in many cases (not as

subjective, or as depending upon our want of complete

knowledge and calculating power, but) as objective, in

superable, and inherent in many phenomenal agencies ;

characterizing it, under the names of Spontaneity and

Chance, as the essentially unpredictable. 2. The chances

on both sides may be conceived as unequal and the

ratio between them as varying infinitely : the usual

and ordinary tendency of phenomena what Aristotle

calls Nature prevails in the majority of cases, but not

in all
; being liable to occasional counteraction from

Chance and other forces. Thus, between Necessity and

perfect constancy at one extreme (such as the rotation

of the sidereal sphere), and Chance at the other, there

may be every shade of gradation ; from natural agency
next below the constant, down to the lowest degree of

probability.
3

Now, within the range of these limits lie what

Aristotle describes as Signs and Probabilities
;
in fact,

all the marks which we shall presently come to as dis

tinguishing the dialectical syllogism from the demon

strative. But here is involved rather the matter of the

Syllogism than its form. The form indeed is so far

implicated, that (as Aristotle justly remarks at the end

of the Analytica Priora b

),
the First figure is the only

one that will prove both conjunctions and disjunctions,

&quot;

Analyt. Prior. I. xiii. p. 32, b. 5-

19. TO 8&quot; doplCTTOV T(S fJLT)8tV p.O\\OV
ovTws

r) (Ktivais. Compare Metaphys.
K. p. 1064, h. 32.

2-38. Compare what is said here

about eiKos, a-rjuflov, reK^piov, with

the first chapter of the Topica, and

the dialectic syllogism as there de-

Analyt. Prior. II. xxvii. p. 70, a. scribed : o e
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as well constant as occasional
;
the Third figure proves

only occasional conjunctions and occasional disjunctions,

not constant
;
the Second figure will prove no conjunc

tions at all, but only disjunctions, constant as well as

occasional. Here a difference of form is properly

pointed out as coupled with and founded on a differ

ence of matter. But the special rules given by Ari

stotle, early in the present treatise, for the conversion

of Modal Propositions, and the distinctions that he

draws as to the modal character of the conclusion

according as one or other of the premisses belongs to

one or other of the different modes, are both prolix
and of little practical value.

a

What he calls the Necessary might indeed, from the

point of view now reached, cease to be recognized as a

separate mode at all. The Certain and the Problem

atical are real modes of the Proposition ; objective

correlates to the subjective phases called Belief and

Doubt. But no proposition can be more than certain :

the word necessary, in strictness, implies only a pecu

liarity of the evidence on which our belief is grounded.

Granting certain given premisses to be true% a given
conclusion must be true also, if we would avoid incon

sistency and contradiction.

a
Analyt. Prior. I. viii.-xxii. p. 29, b. J J-p. 40, b. 16.
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of OT.LL::-. Dialectic to that of Science. Therhetor

des in continuous speech, apptls to

laces, and persuades : the dialeocian,

ith one or a few, receives and iiparts

rt question and answer ; thusaTtken-

:.&quot;. :-.::..-.- - M.
~

&quot;:.-:

iversal Forms or Ideas which are
tk&amp;lt;onry

.-.&quot; &quot;.-.-.

1 .-: : .

-

. A::-- :.-r :i--::.^-;i-lv~ :&quot;:_-: :-&amp;gt;_- .

-

Common Sense or Opinion from that of Scienc and

regards Universals as the objects of Science, it his

Universals are very different from those of Plato they

are S&J self-*istent realities, known by the mincfrom

a long period of pre-existence, and called up byemi-
niscence out of the chaos of sensible impressions To

operate such revival is the great function thatPlato

assigns to Dialectic. But in the philosophy of Artotie

Dialectic, is something very different. It is bced

alongside of Rhetoric in the region of Opinion. Both

the rhetor and the dialectician deal with all sujects,i/

recognizing no limit ; they attack or defend
any&amp;gt;r

all

conclusions, employing the process ofratiocination ~hich

Aristotle has treated under the name of Syllogism they
take up as premisses any one of the various opmias in

circulation, for which some plausible authority DOT he

cited ; they follow out the consequences of one opion
in its hearing upon others, favourable or unfavorable.

and thus become well furnished with argamera for

and against all. The ultimate foundation here sujj^sed

is some sort of recognized presumption or author&tive

sanction* law, custom, or creed, established av&amp;gt;ng

this or that portion of mankind, some msmm emulated

ia, L x. p. !&amp;gt;*,
a. 8. xL p. KM, b. 19.
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by arcminent poet, some doctrine of the Pythagoreans

or oier philosophers, current proverb, answer from

the Llphian oracle, &c. Any one of these may serve

as a talectical authority. But these authorities, far

from eing harmonious with each other, are recognized

as inependent, discordant, and often contradictory.

Thouh not all of equal value,
a each is sufficient to

warrnt the setting up of a thesis for debate. In

Dialctic, one of the disputants undertakes to do this,

and ) answer all questions that may be put to him

respcting the thesis, without implicating himself in

incoristencies or contradiction. The questioner or

assaitnt, on the other hand, shapes his questions with

a vie.- to refute the thesis, by eliciting answers which

may irnish him with premisses for some syllogism in

contidiction thereof. But he is tied down by the laws

of doate to syllogize only from such premisses as the

respadent has expressly granted ;
and to put ques

tion; in such manner that the respondent is required

onlyo give or withhold assent, according as he thinks

righ
&quot;W. shall see more fully how Aristotle deals with

Diaktic, when we come to the Topica : here I put it

for\\rd briefly, in order that the reader may better

undrstand, by contrast, its extreme antithesis, viz.,

Deronstrative Science and Necessary Truth as con-

ceivd by Aristotle. First, instead of two debaters,
one &amp;gt;f whom sets up a thesis which he professes to

undrstand and undertakes to maintain, while the

*

Aalyt. Post. I. xix. p. 81, b. 18 : pta-ov, SOKEI Se ^17, 6 8ia TOVTOV auX-

Kara si&amp;gt; ovv 86av (ruXXoyifo/ieWs Xoyij^tet/os
1

o-tAXeXoyio-rai StaXeKTi-

ital pov StaXeKTiKGoy 8rjXov on TOVTO Kcas Trpos 8 dXrjdfiav etc TU&amp;gt;V inrap-

povova-Kfirrtov, fl e a&amp;gt;v eVSe^erat ^oj/rtoi/ Set trKOTreti/. Compare Topica,

evBofpuruv yivtrai 6
&amp;lt;rvXXoyicr^idy,

, VIII. xii. p. 162, b. 27.

COOT /cat eori TI TIJ aXrjdfla raw AB
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of Opinion, Dialectic to that of Science. The rhetor

addresses multitudes in continuous speech, appeals to

received common places, and persuades : the dialectician,

conversing only with one or a few, receives and imparts
the stimulus of short question and answer ; thus awaken

ing the dormant capacities of the soul to the reminiscence

of those universal Forms or Ideas which are the only
true Knowable.

Like Plato, Aristotle distinguishes the region of

Common Sense or Opinion from that of Science, and

regards Universals as the objects of Science. But his

Universals are very different from those of Plato : they
are not self-existent realities, known by the mind from

a long period of pre-existence, and called up by remi

niscence out of the chaos of sensible impressions. To

operate such revival is the great function that Plato

assigns to Dialectic. But in the philosophy of Aristotle

Dialectic is something very different. It is placed

alongside of Rhetoric in the region of Opinion. Both

the rhetor and the dialectician deal with all subjects,

recognizing no limit ; they attack or defend any or all

conclusions, employing the process of ratiocination which

Aristotle has treated under the name of Syllogism ; they
take up as premisses any one of the various opinions in

circulation, for which some plausible authority may be

cited ; they follow out the consequences of one opinion
in its bearing upon others, favourable or unfavourable,

and thus become well furnished with arguments for

and against all. The ultimate foundation here supposed
is some sort of recognized presumption or authoritative

sanction* law, custom, or creed, established among
this or that portion of mankind, some maxim enunciated

*
Aristot. Topica, I. x. p. 104, a. 8, xi. p. 104, b. 19. Compare Meta-

physica, A. p. 995, a. 1-10.
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by an eminent poet, some doctrine of the Pythagoreans
or other philosophers, current proverb, answer from

the Delphian oracle, &c. Any one of these may serve

as a dialectical authority. But these authorities, far

from being harmonious with each other, are recognized
as independent, discordant, and often contradictory.

Though not all of equal value,
a each is sufficient to

warrant the setting up of a thesis for debate. In

Dialectic, one of the disputants undertakes to do this,

and to answer all questions that may be put to him

respecting the thesis, without implicating himself in

inconsistencies or contradiction. The questioner or

assailant, on the other hand, shapes his questions with

a view to refute the thesis, by eliciting answers which

may furnish him with premisses for some syllogism in

contradiction thereof. But he is tied down by the laws

of debate to syllogize only from such premisses as the

respondent has expressly granted ;
and to put ques

tions in such manner that the respondent is required

only to give or withhold assent, according as lie thinks

right.

We shall see more fully how Aristotle deals with

Dialectic, when we come to the Topica : here I put it

forward briefly, in order that the reader may better

understand, by contrast, its extreme antithesis, viz.,

Demonstrative Science and Necessary Truth as con

ceived by Aristotle. First, instead of two debaters,

one of whom sets up a thesis which he professes to

understand and undertakes to maintain, while the

*

Analyt. Post. I. xix. p. 81, b. 18 : /xto-ov, 8oT tit
p.rj,

6 dia TOVTOV &amp;lt;rv\-

KIITII p.(v ovv &6av
&amp;lt;rv\\ayiop.i&amp;gt;ois Ao-ytfd^iej/oy (ruAXtX&amp;lt;ryio&quot;rni

SiaAfKTi-

KOi pOVOV bia)\.(KTlKO}S &T]\OV OTl TOVTO KO&amp;gt;V TTpOJ 8 O\1]6(MV (K TUIV VITdp-

povov (TKfTTTfov, (I * l&amp;gt;v fv8(\(Tai x6vTu&amp;gt;v
8(1 (TKOTTtlv. Compare Tdpica,

fi/ftu^oTUTuv yivfTin H
(Tv\\oyi&amp;lt;Tfji6s,

VIII. xii. p. lf!2, b. 27.

WOT (I KOI tori TI rf) d\T)6(ia rutv AB
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other puts questions upon it, Demonstrative Science

assumes a teacher who knows, and a learner conscious

of ignorance but wishing to know. The teacher lays

down premisses which the learner is bound to receive ;

or if they are put in the form of questions, the learner

must answer them as the teacher expects, not according
to his own knowledge. Secondly, instead of the un

bounded miscellany of subjects treated in Dialectic,

Demonstrative Science is confined to a few special

subjects, in which alone appropriate premisses can foe

obtained, and definitions framed. Thirdly, instead of

the several heterogeneous authorities recognized in

Dialectic, Demonstrative Science has principia of its

own, serving as points of departure ;
some principia

common to all its varieties, others special or confined to

one alone. Fourthly, there is no conflict of authorities

in Demonstrative Science ; its propositions are essential,

universal, and true per se, from the commencement to

the conclusion ; while Dialectic takes in accidental

premisses as well as essential. Fifthly, the principia^
^Demonstrative Science are obtained from Induction

: fcnly ; originating in particulars which are all that the

ordinary growing mind can at first apprehend (notiora

nobis), but culminating in universals which correspond
to the perfection of our cognitive comprehension (notiora

natural]
a

Amidst all these diversities, Dialectic and Demon
strative Science have in common the process of Syllogism,

including such assumptions as the rules of syllogizing

postulate. In both, the conclusions are hypothetically

*
Aristot. Topica, VI. iv. p. 141, b.

3-14. ot TToAAoi yap TO. roiavra
npoyvu&amp;gt;-

pifoucru TCI p.tv yap Tr/s TV^OVOTJS, ra

8&quot; tiKpiftovs KI TffpiTrrjs Biavoias Kara-

fj.a6dv eoriV. Compare in Analyt.

Post. I. xii. pp. 77-78, the contrast

between ra fia&fifuira and ol Bid\oyoi.
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true (i.e. granting the premisses to be so). But, in

demonstrative syllogism, the conclusions are true uni

versally, absolutely, and necessarily ; deriving this

character from their premisses, which Aristotle holds

up as the cause, reason, or condition of the con

clusion. What he means by Demonstrative Science,

we may best conceive, by taking it as a small Te/j.fvos

or specially cultivated enclosure, subdivided into still

.smaller separate compartments the extreme antithesis

to the vast common land of Dialectic. Between the

two lies a large region, neither essentially determinate

like the one, nor essentially indeterminate like the

other ; an intermediate region in which are compre
hended the subjects of the treatises forming the very
miscellaneous Encyclopaedia of Aristotle. These sub

jects do not admit of being handled with equal exact

ness
; accordingly, he admonishes us that it is important

to know how much exactness is attainable in each, and

not to aspire to more.a

* Aristot Ethic. Nikom. I. p. 1094, 1025, b. 13 : cnrobawvovcnv
tj avay-

b. 12-25
; p. 1098, a. 26-b. 8

;
Meta- KatoTtpov fj fuiXaKuirepov.

phys. A. p. 995, a. 15; Ethic. Eudein. The different degrees of exactness

J. p. 1216, b. 30-p. 1217, a. 17
;

attainable in different departments of

Politic. VII. p. 1328, a. 19
; Meteo- I science, and the reasons ujKjn which

rolog. I. p. 338, a. 35. Compare
! such difference depends are well ex-

Analyt. Tost. I. xiii. p. 78, b. 32 plained in the sixth book of Mr. John

(with Waitz s note, II. p. 335) ;
\

Stuart Mill s System of Logic, vol.

and I. xxvii. p. 87, a. 31. II. chap. iii. pp. 422-425, 5th ed.

The passages above named in the Aristotle says that there can be no

Nikomachean Ethica are remarkable : scientific theory or cognition about

Ae-yon-o 8* av
tKai&amp;gt;&amp;gt;s,

d Kara Trfv inro- TO o-vpfifftrjicos, which lie defines to

Kfipivrjv V\T)V 8iaa-u(f)Tjd(iT)- TO yap i be that which belongs to a .subject

axpififs ovx 6fU)iu&amp;gt;t
iv ana&amp;lt;ri TOIS neither necessarily, nor constantly,

\6yois (Tn(rjTT]T(ov, oxrrrtp ou8 iv TOIS \ nor usually, but only on occasion

irjfuovpyovp.(vois. TTJV uitpififiav p.t] (Metaphys. E. p. 1026, b. 3, 26, 33
;

fifioios (v aTracTiv imfrirtiv (xp 1?), M K. p. 1065, a. 1, meaning TO o~vp.fit$r)Kos

fv tKUffTots KOTa TTJV vTroKfip.fVT)v v\t]i&amp;gt;, p.rj icaff avTo, Analyt. Post. I. 6, 75,
cat 7rt TOCTOVTOV ftp oo-ov otKflov Trj a. 18

;
for he uses the term in two

fjLfOo&v. Compare Metajihys. E. p. different senses Metaph. A. p. 1025,
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In setting out the process of Demonstration, Aristotle

begins from the idea of teaching and learning. In every

a. 31). In his view, there can be no

science except about constant conjunc

tions ;
and we find the same doctrine

in the following passage of Mr. Mill :

&quot;

Any facts are fitted, in themselves,

to be a subject of science, which follow

one another according to constant

laws
; although those laws may not

have been discovered, nor even be

discoverable by our existing resources.

Take, for instance, the most familiar

class of meteorological phenomena,
those of rain and sunshine. Scientific

inquiry has not yet succeeded in ascer

taining the order of antecedence and

consequence among these phenomena,
so as to be able, at least in our regions

of the earth, to predict them with

certainty, or even with any high de

gree of probability. Yet no one doubts

that the phenomena depend on laws.

.... Meteorology not only has in

itself every requisite for being, but

actually is, a science ; though from the

difficulty of observing the facts upon
which the phenomena depend (a diffi

culty inherent in the peculiar nature

of those phenomena), the science is

extremely imperfect ; and were it per

fect, might probably be of little avail

in practice, since the data requisite for

applying its principles to particular

instances would rarely be procurable.
&quot; A case may be conceived of an

intermediate character between the

perfection of science, and this its ex

treme imperfection. It may happen
that the greater causes, those on which

the principal part of the phenomena

depends, are within the reach of ob

servation and measurement
;
so that,

if no other causes intervened, a com

plete explanation could be given, not

only of the phenomenon in general,
but of all the variations and modifi

cations which it admits of. But inas

much as other, perhaps many other,

causes, separately insignificant in

their effects, cooperate or conflict in

many or in all cases with those

greater causes, the effect, accordingly,

presents more or less of aberration

from what would be produced by the

greater causes alone. Now if these

minor causes are not so constantly

accessible, or not accessible at all, to

accurate observation, the principal
mass of the effect may still, as before,
be accounted for, and even predicted ;

,

but there will be variations and modi
fications which we shall not be com
petent to explain thoroughly, and our

predictions will not be fulfilled accu

rately, but only approximately.
&quot;

It is thus, for example, with the

theory of the Tides And this is

what is or ought to be meant by those

who speak of sciences which are not

exact sciences. Astronomy was once

a science, without being an exact

science. It could not become exact

until not only the general course of

the planetary motions, but the per
turbations also, were accounted for

! and referred to their causes. It has

become an exact science because its

: phenomena have been brought under

laws comprehending the whole of the

causes by which the phenomena are

influenced, whether in a great or only
i
in a trifling degree, whether in all or

only in some cases, and assigning to

i each of those causes the share of

effect that really belongs to it

The science of human nature falls

I

far short of the standard of exact-

i

ness now realized in Astronomy ;
but

there is no reason that it should not

be as much a science as Tidology is, or

as Astronomy was when its calcula-
: tions had only mastered the main phe

nomena, but not the perturbations.&quot;
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variety thereof, some prcvcognita must be assumed,

which the learner must know before he comes to be

taught, and upon which the teacher must found his

instruction.
1 This is equally true, whether we proceed

(as in Syllogism) from the more general to the less

general, or (as in Induction) from the particular to the

general. He who comes to learn Geometry must know
beforehand the figures called circle and triangle, and

must have a triangular figure drawn to contemplate ;

he must know what is a unit or monad, and must have,

besides, exposed before him what is chosen as the unit

for the reasoning on which he is about to enter. These

are the prcecognita required for Geometry and Arith

metic. Some prcecoynita are also required preparatory
to any and all reasoning :

&amp;lt;y/.,
the maxim of Identity

(fixed meaning of terms and propositions), and the

maxims of Contradiction and of Excluded Middle (im

possibility that a proposition and its contradictory can

either be both true or both false.)
1 The learner must

thus know beforehand certain Definitions and Axioms,
as conditions without which the teacher cannot instruct

him in any demonstrative science.

Aristotle, here at the beginning, seeks to clear up a

difficulty which had been raised in the time of Plato as

between knowledge and learning. How is it possible to

learn at all ? is a question started in the Menon.c You
either know a thing already, and, on this supposition,

you do not want to learn it; or you do not know it,

and in this case you cannot learn it, because, even when

you have learnt, you cannot tell whether the matter

learnt is what you were in search of. To this difficulty,

&quot;

Analyt. Tost. I. i. pp. 71-72; 71, a. 11-17. airav
T) &amp;lt;ijo-nt ff dno-

Metuphys. A. ix. p. 992, 1&amp;gt;. 30. (frijtrai uXrjdis.
&quot;

Aristot. Analyt. Post. 1. i. p.
c

Plato, Mcnon. p. 80.

VOL. I. X
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the reply made in the Menon is, that you never do

learn any thing really new. What you are said to

learn, is nothing more than reminiscence of what had

once been known in an anterior life, and forgotten at

birth into the present life
;
what is supposed to be learnt

is only the recall of that which you once knew, but had

forgotten. Such is the Platonic doctrine of Reminis

cence. Aristotle will not accept that doctrine as a

solution
; but he acknowledges the difficulty, and in

timates that others had already tried to solve it without

success. His own solution is that there are two grades
of cognition: (1) tjie full, complete, absolute; (2) the

partial, incomplete, qualified. What you already know

by the first of these grades, you cannot be said to learn
;

but you may learn that which you know only by the

second grade, and by such learning you bring your
\ incomplete cognition up to completeness.

Thus, you have learnt, and you know, the universal

truth, that every triangle has its three angles equal to

two right angles ;
but you do not yet know that ABC,

D E F, G H I, &c., have their two angles equal to two

right angles ;
for you have not yet seen any of these

figures, and you do not know that they are triangles.

The moment that you see A B C, or hear what figure it

is, you learn at one and the same time two facts : first,

that it is a triangle ; next, by virtue of your previous

cognition, that it possesses the above-mentioned pro

perty. You knew this in a certain way or incompletely

before, by having followed the demonstration of the

universal truth, and by thus knowing that every triangle

had its three angles equal to two right angles ;
but you

did not know it absolutely, being ignorant that ABO
was a triangle.

4

m
Aristot. Analyt. Post. I. i. p.

71 a. 17-b. 8 : eon Se
yvu&amp;gt;pifiv

ra
p(v irporepov yva&amp;gt;povTa,

TU&amp;gt;V e KOI

ap.a Xafj-ftdvovTa TTJV yvSxnv, olov ocra
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Aristotle proceeds to tell us what is meant by knowing
a thing absolutely or completely (cnrX^?). It is when we

ovra vnb TO Ka6u\nv, a&amp;gt;v f\(i

vuxriv. on p-tv yap TTUV rpiywov

fXfi &vo\v opdals itrar, Trpoflftti OTI

8f T()8t TO (V TU&amp;gt;

J)UlKVK\.l&amp;lt;j&amp;gt; TpiyWOV
tOTtv, afjia tiroyoftfvos fyva&amp;gt;pio~fi&amp;gt;.

rrpiv 8 (ira^dfjvai t) \afttlv crvXXcryio--

p.6v, Tporrov ft.tv
rii/a tcru&amp;gt;$ (paTtov tTti-

&amp;lt;rrao-0ai, Tporrov 8 &amp;lt;&quot;i\\ov ov. o yap

fjif] 1/8(1 fl fo~Tiv flTrXaJy, TOVTO TTOJS j/8f t

OTI 8vo op6us ex64 dTT\u&amp;gt;s ; ciXXu 8t)\ov

u&amp;gt;s u&amp;gt;8l p.fv fir icrrarai, OTI KU-

66\ov eiri(TTaTui, (nr\a&amp;gt;s 8 OVK.

eirtorarat. &amp;lt;&amp;gt;v8et&amp;gt; (ot/xat) KoiXvti, o

fuivdavfi, &amp;lt;TTIV cos (Trio~Tao~6ai, fo~Ti 8

a&amp;gt;s ayvofiv UTOTTOV yap OVK ft oi8f TTWS

fJMvddvei, dXX ei a)fit, oiov
7} pavdiivei

&amp;lt;a\ toy. (Compare also Anal. Post. I.

xxiv. p. 8G, a. 23, and Metaph. A. ii.

p. 982, a. 8; Anal. Prior. II. xxi.

p. G7, a. 5-b. 10.)

Aristotle reports the solution given

by others, but from which he him
self dissented, of the Platonic puzzle.

The respondent was asked, Do you
know that every Dyad is even?

Yes. Some Dyad was then pro

duced, which the respondent did nut

know to be a Dyad ; accordingly he

did not know it to te even. Now
the critics alluded to by Aristotle said

that the respondent made a wrong
answer

; instead of saying I know
that every Dyad is even, he ought
to have said, Every Dyad which I
know to be a Dyad is even. Ari

stotle pronounces that this criticism

is incorrect. The respondent knows
the conclusion which had previously
been demonstrated to him

; and that

conclusion was, Every triangle has

its three angles equal to two right

angles; it was not, Every thing which

1 know to be a triangle has its three

angles equal to two right an^laa.

This last proposition had never b&amp;lt;rn

demonstrated, nor even stated : ovftt-

/Lua yap irporao-is Xa/j./3aj&amp;gt;erai roiavrj;,

OTI ov (rv oi8as dpiffjuiv, fj
o o~v

ol8as (v6vypanp.ov, aXXa Kara
TT avTo s (b.3-5).

This discussion, in the commence
ment of the Analytica Posteriora

(combined with Analyt. Priora, II.

xxi.), is interesting, because it shows

that even then the difficulties were

felt, about the major proj&amp;gt;osition
of

the Syllogism, which Mr. John Stuart

Mill has so ably cleared up, for the

first time, in his System of Logic.
See Book II. ch. iii. of that work,

especially as it stands in the sixth

edition, with the note there added,

pp. 232-233. You affirm, in the

major proposition of the Syllogi.-iu,

that every triangle has its three

angles equal to two right angles ;

does not this include the triangle

A, B, C, and is it not therefore a

pe$itie~pxi#eipiif Or, if it be not

so, does it not assert more than you
know ? The Sophists (upon whom
both Plato and Aistotle are always

severe, but who were valuable con

tributors to the theory of Logic by

fastening upon the weak points) at

tacked it on this ground, and raided

against it the puzzle described by
Aristotle (in this chapter), afterwards

known as the Sophism entitledrf||
fyxfKttXv/x^fVos (see TliemiMius I ara-

phras. I. i.
;

also 1 lato am; rJm

Other Companions of Sokry^^^^l
III. ch. xxxviii.

]&amp;gt;.

-1
s

.
1

). Tlie ritio

whom Aristotle hurftuoftec and dis-

approvo, virtually admitted t)

jiertinenco of this puzzle by modi ty

ing their aaieitioij, and by . ning it

down to
&quot;

Everything whirh in- Jcnow

tobe a triangle ha&amp;gt; its three angles

pqiiabftfe t^* right angles.&quot; Aristotle

x 2
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believe ourselves to know the cause or reason through
which the matter known exists, so that it cannot but be

finds fault with this modification,

which, however, is one way of abating
the excess of absolute and peremptory

pretension contained in the major,
and of intimating the want of a minor

to be added for interpreting and sup

plementing the major ;
while Aristotle

himself arrives at the same result by
admitting that the knowledge corres

ponding ,
to the major proposition is

not yet absolute, but incomplete and

qualified ;
and that it is only made

absolute when supplemented by a

minor.

The very same point, substantially,
is raised in the discussion between

Mr. John Stuart Mill and an oppon
ent, in the note above referred to.

&quot; A writer in the British Quarterly
Review endeavours to show that

there is no petitio principii in the

Syllogism, by denying that the pro

position All men are mortal, asserts

or assumes that Socrates is mortal.

In support of this denial, he argues
that we may, and in fact do, admit the

general proposition without having

particularly examined the case of

Socrates, and even without knowing
whether the individual so named is

a man or something else. But this

fDf
course was never denied. That

MR can and do draw inferences con-

rcniit;ur ruses specifically unknown
to us, is the datum from which all

liscnss this subject must set out.

Tfi question is, in what terms the

evidence or ground on which we draw
the?e conclusions may best be dssig-
nated whether it is must correct to

say that the unknown* case is proved

by known cases, or that is proved by
a general pn &amp;gt;]x&amp;gt;sitioa including both
sets of cases, the known and the un
known ? I conteniVft?r &quot;TfrU ifcrtoer

mod&-.&amp;lt;rf expression. I hold it an

abuse of language to say, that the

proof that Socrates is mojrtal, is that

all men are mortal. Turn it in what

way we will, this seems to me assert

ing that a thing is the prboT oTitself.

Whoever pronounces the words, All

men are mortal, has affirmed that

Socrates is mortal, though he may
never have heard of Socrates

;
for

since Socrates, whether known to be

a man or not, really is a man, he is

included in the words, All men, and

in every assertion of which they are

the subject The reviewer ac

knowledges that the maxim (Dictum
de Omni et Nullo) as commonly ex

pressed Whatever is true of a class

is true of everything included in the

class, is a mere identical proposition,

since the class is nothing but the

things included in it. But he thinks

this defect would be cured by wording
the maxim thus : Whatever is true

of a class is true of everything which

can be shown to be a member of the

class : as if a thing could be shown

to be a member of the class without

being one.&quot;

The qualified manner in which the

maxim is here enunciated by the

reviewer (what can be shown to be a

member of the class) corresponds with

the qualification introduced by those

critics whom Aristotle impugns
(\vova~i ycip ov (pdcrKovres fl&fvat TTII-

&amp;lt;rav &vd8a dpriav OIHTCLV, dXX
TJ
v

ta-acriv UTI 8vds); and the reply of

Mr. Mill would have suited for these

critics as well as for the reviewer.

The puzzle started in the Platonic

Mcnon is, at bottom, founded on the

same view as that of Mr. Mill, when

he states that the major proposition

of the Syllogism includes beforehand
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as it is. This is what Demonstration, or Scientific Syllo

gism, teaches us
;

a a Syllogism derived from premisses

true, immediate, prior to, and more knowable than the

conclusion causes of the conclusion, and specially ap

propriate thereto. These premisses must be known
beforehand without being demonstrated

(i.e.
known not

through a middle term) ;
and must be known not merely

in the sense of understanding the signification of the

terms, but also in that of being able to affirm the truth of

the proposition. Prior or more knowable is understood

here as prior or more knowable by nature (not relatively

to us, according to the antithesis formerly explained) ;

first, most universal, undemonstrable principia are meant.

Some of these are Axioms, which the learner must
&quot;

bring with him from home,&quot; or know before the

teacher can instruct him in any special science
;
some

are Definitions of the name and its essential meaning ;

others, again, are Hypotheses or affirmations of the

existence of the tiling defined, which the learner

must accept upon the authority of the teacher.
b As

the. .conclusion.
&quot; The general prin

ciple, (says Mr. Mill, p. 205), instead

of being given as evidence of the

particular case, cannot itself be taken

for true without exception, until every
shadow of doubt which could affect

any case comprised in it is dispelled

by evidence aliumle ; and then what
remains for the syllogism to prove ?

From s-gsueral- principle, we can

not infer any particulars but those

which the principle itself assumes

as known.&quot;

To enunciate this in the language
of the Platonic Menon, we learn no

thing by or through the evidence of

the Syllogism, except a part of what
we have already professed ourselves

to know by asserting the major pre
miss.

*
Aristot. Analyt. Post. I. ii. p. 71,

b. 9-17. Julius Pacius says in a note,

ad c. ii. p. 3!)4 :

&quot;

Propositio demoii-

strativa est prima, immediata, et inde-

monstrabilis. His tribus verbis signi-

ficatur una et eadem conditio
;
nam

propositio prima cst, qua;, quod medio

caret, demonstrari nequit:&quot;

So also Zabarella (In lib. I. Post.

Anal. Comm., p. 340, Op. ed. Venet.

1617) :
&quot; Duaj ilL-o dictiones (primis

et immediutis) unam tantum signifi

cant conditionem online secuudam,
uon duas

; idem namque est, prin

cipia essc medio carentia, ac esse

prima.&quot;
b

Aristot. Analyt. Post. I. ii. p. 72,

a. 1-24
; Themistius, Paraph r. I. ii. p.

10, ed. Spengel ;
Schol. p. 199, b. 44.

Themistius quotes the definition of
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these are the principia of Demonstration, so it is ne

cessary that the learner should know them, not merely
as well as the conclusions demonstrated, but even

better; and that among matters contradictory to the

principia there should be none that he knows better or

trusts more.*

In Aristotle s time two doctrines had been advanced,
in opposition to the preceding theory : (1) Some denied

the necessity of any indemonstrable principia, and

affirmed the possibility of demonstrating backwards ad

infmitum; (2) Others agreed in denying the necessity,

of any indemonstrable principia, but contended that

demonstration in a circle is valid and legitimate e.g.

that A may be demonstrated by means of B, and B
by means of A. Against both these doctrines Aristotle

enters his protest. The first of them the supposition
of an interminable regress he pronounces to be ob

viously absurd : the second he declares tantamount to

proving a thing by itself; the circular demonstration,

besides, having been shown to be impossible, except in

the First figure, with propositions in which the pre
dicate reciprocates or is co-extensive with the subject

a
an Axiom as given by Theophrastus :

Aito/ia e crri 8 6 a TIS, &C. This shows

the difficulty of adhering precisely to

a scientific terminology. Theophrastus

explains an axiom to be a sort of

86a, thus lapsing into the common
loose use of the word. Yet still both

he and Aristotle declare 86a to be

of inferior intellectual worth as com

pared with en-tori^ (Anal. Post. I.

xxiii.), while at the same time they de

clare the Axiom to be the very maxi
mum of scientific truth. Theo

phrastus gave, as examples of Axioms,
the maxim of Contradiction, univer

sally applicable, and,
&quot;

If equals be

taken from equals the remainders will

be
equal,&quot; applicable to homogeneous

quantities. Even Aristotle himself

sometimes falls into the same vague

employment of 8d|a, as including the

Axioms. See Metaphys. B. ii. p. 996,

b. 28
;

r. iii. p. 1005, b. 33.
a

Aristot. Anal. Post. I. ii. p. 72,

a. 25, b. 4. I translate these words

in conformity with Themistius, pp.

12-13, and with Mr. Poste s transla

tion, p. 43. Julius Pacius and M.

Barthelemy St. Hilaire render them

somewhat differently. They also read

d/nfraTTTcoTos, while Waitz and Firmin

Didot reads
d/ieTa7rei&amp;lt;rroy,

which last

seems preferable.
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a very small proportion among propositions generally
used in demonstrating.

11

Demonstrative Science is attained only by syllogizing ifl

from necessary premisses, such as cannot possibly bell

other than they are. The predicate must be (1) de
0mm&quot;,

II

(2) per se, (3) quatenus ipsum, so that it is a Primumi

Universcde; this third characteristic not being realized

without the preceding two. First, the predicate must I*

belong, and belong at all times, to everything called

by the name of the subject. Next, it must belong there- T-

unto per se. or essentially ;
that is, either the predicate

must be stated in the definition declaring the essence

of the subject, or the subject must be stated in the

definition declaring the essence of the predicate. The

predicate must not be extra-essential to the subject,

nor attached to it as an adjunct from without, simply
concomitant or accidental. The like distinction holds

in regard to events : some are accidentally concomitant

sequences which may or may not be realized (e.g.,

a flash of lightning occurring when a man is on his

journey) ;
in others, the conjunction is necessary or

causal (as when an animal dies under the sacrificial

knife).
b Both these two characteristics (de oinni and

per se) are presupposed in the third (quatenus ipsum) ;

Aristot. Analyt. Post. I. iii.
j&amp;gt;.

72,Hnnist be included iu the definition of

b. 5-p. 73, a. 20 : &amp;lt;i&amp;lt;rr tVfiSr) oXiyaBthe opposites odd or even ; and to bo

Toiavra (v rais dnobd^ffriv, &c. either odd or even is essentially pre-
b

Aristot. Analyt. Post. I. iv. p. 73, Bdicable of every number. You can-

it. 21, b. 10. I not understand what is meant by
Tu apa \ty6fifva eVt TO&amp;gt;I&amp;gt; Arr\S&amp;gt;s f straiyht or curve unless you have the

iirumfr&v Kaff avrd HVTMS wj iw- notion of a line.

ndpxav rois KaTT)yopovp.(vois rj
tw- The example given by Aristotle

Triip^ea-diu &i aird re ecrrt &amp;gt;cai ti~ of ctiusal conjunction (the death of

dviiyKrjf (b. 10, seq.). Line must be an animal under the sacrificial knife)
included in the definition of the shows that he had in his mind the

opposite* straiyht or curve. Also it is

essential to every line that it is

either straight or curve. Number

perfection of Inductive Observation,

including full application of tin:

Method of Difference.
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but this last implies farther, that the predicate is

attached to the subject in the highest universality

consistent with truth
; i.e., that it is a First Universal,

a primary predicate and not a derivative predicate.

Thus, the predicate of having its three angles equal
to two right angles, is a characteristic not merely
de omni and per se, but also a First Universal, ap

plied to a triangle. It is applied to a triangle, qua-
tenus triangle, as a primary predicate. If applied to

a subject of higher universality (e.g., to every geo
metrical figure), it would not be always true. If

applied to a subject of lower universality (e.g., to

a right-angled triangle or an isosceles triangle), it

would be universally true and would be true per se,

but it would be a derivative predicate and not a First

Universal
;

it would not be applied to the isosceles

quatenus isosceles, for there is a still higher Universal

of which it is predicable, being true respecting any

triangle you please. Thus, the properties with which

Demonstration, or full and absolute Science, is con

versant, are de omni, per se, and quatenus ipsum, or

Uhiversalia Prima ;* all of them necessary, such as

cannot but be true.

Aristot. Analyt. Post. I. iv. p. 73,
b. 25-p. 74, a. 3. 6 TOIWV TO TVXV
TrpuiTov dciKwrai 8vo updas fxov 77

OTIOVV XXo, roj/ru Trpwrw fampxet
KciBoXov, KOI

f] dwodfij-is Ka.6
1

avTo
TOVTOV KafloXov ecrri, TU&amp;gt;V 8 ah\a&amp;gt;v

Tpfmov TWO. ov naff UVTO- ovbf rot)

l&amp;lt;ro(TK(\ovs OVK eori KudoXov dXX eVl

n\fov.

About the precise signification of

*u#oXou in Aristotle, see a valuable

note of Bonitz (ad Metaphys. Z. iii.)

p. 299; also Waitz (ad Aristot. De
Interpr. c. vii.) I. p. 334. Aristotle

gives it here, b. 26 ; KatfoXou 8e Xeyw

6 av Kara TTOVTOS TC VTvap-^rj KOI Kaff

WTO Kat
TI

avro. Compare Themistius,

Paraphr. p. 19, Spengel. To K.a&&quot;

avro is described by Aristotle con

fusedly. To a#oXov, is that which is

predicable of the subject as a whole

or summum genus : TO Kara navros,

that which is predicable of every in

dividual, either of the summum genus
or of any inferior species contained

therein. Cf. Analyt. Post. J. xxiv. p.

85, b. 24 : &amp;lt; yap naff
1

avrb vnapxtt

TI, TOVTO aiiTo airo) OITIOV the sub

ject is itself the cause or funda-
mentum of the properties per se.
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Aristotle remarks that there is great liability to

error about these Universalla Prima. We sometimes

demonstrate a predicate to be true, universally and

per se, of a lower species, without being aware that it

might also be demonstrated to be true, universally and

per se, of the higher genus to which that species be

longs ; perhaps, indeed, that higher genus may not

yet have obtained a current name. That proportions
hold by permutation, was demonstrated severally for

numbers, lines, solids, and intervals of time ; but this

belongs to each of them, not from any separate pro

perty of each, but from what is common to all : that,

however, which is common to all had received no

name, so that it was not known that one demonstration

might comprise all the four.
a In like manner, a man may

know that an equilateral and an isosceles triangle have

their three angles equal to two right angles, and also

that a scalene triangle has its three angles equal to

two right angles ; yet he may not know (except sophis-

tically and by accident
13

)
that a triangle in genere has

its three angles equal to two right angles, though there

be no other triangles except equilateral, isosceles, and

scalene. He does not know that this may be demon-

iSee the explanation and references

in Kampe, Die Erkenntniss-theorie

des Aristoteles, ch. v. pp. 160-165.
*

Aristot. Analyt. Tost. I. v. p. 74,

a. 4-23. dXXu 8ia TO
p.f] dvat

&amp;lt;avop.a&amp;lt;r-

fitvov TI iravra ravrn tv, apidpoi, p-r]Kf},

XpSivos, orepfd, KU\ i8et
8ia&amp;lt;pfpftv

n\\rj\ii)vt \op\s f\ap.ftuvTO. What
these four have in common is that

which lie himself expresses by IIoo-oV

Quantum in the Categorise and else

where. (Categor. p. 4, b. 20, seq. ;

Metaph. A. p. 1020, a. 7, seq.)
&quot;

Aristot. Analyt. Post. I. v. p. 74,

a. 2 OVTTO) ol8e TO rplywmv oYi 8v&amp;lt;&amp;gt;

(I
p.1]

TOV (TCXpKTTlKUV Tp6-
TTOV Oll8f K(ld6\OV TpiyuiVOV, Ol!S (I

fj,r]8(v (cm Trapii TUVTU rpiyutvov fTepoi&amp;gt;.

The phrase TW
cro&amp;lt;pi&amp;lt;mKov rpoTrov is

equivalent to rov crocpia-rtKov rponov
TOV Karti o-u/x/if/iij/Koy, [). 71, b. 10.

I see nothing in it connected with

Aristotle s characteristic of a Sophist

(special professional life purpose
TOV ftiov rrf irpooipcVci, Metaphys. P.

p. 1004, b. 24) : the phrase means

nothing more than unscientific.
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strated of every triangle quatenus triangle. The only

way to obtain a certain recognition of Primum Uni-

versale, is, to abstract successively from the several

conditions of a demonstration respecting the concrete

and particular, until the proposition ceases to be true.

Thus, you have before you a brazen isosceles triangle,

the three angles whereof are equal to two right angles.
You may eliminate the condition brazen, and the pro

position will still remain true. You may also eliminate

the condition isosceles; still the proposition is true.

But you cannot eliminate the condition triangle, so as

to retain only the higher genus, geometrical figure ;
for

the proposition then ceases to be always true. Triangle
is in this case the Primum Universale?

In every demonstration the principia or premisses
must be not only true, but necessarily true

;
the con

clusion also will then be necessarily true, by reason

of the premisses, and this constitutes Demonstration.

Wherever the premisses are necessarily true, the con

clusion will be necessarily true; but you cannot say,

vice versa, that wherever the conclusion is necessarily

true, the syllogistic premisses from which it follows

must always be necessarily true. They may be true

without being necessarily true, or they may even be

false :
if, then, the conclusion be necessarily true, it

is not so by reason of these premisses ;
and the syllo

gistic proof is in this case no demonstration. Your

syllogism may have true premisses and may lead to a

conclusion which is true by reason of them ; but still

you have not demonstrated, since neither premisses nor

conclusion are necessarily true.
b When an opponent

&quot;

Aristot. Analyt. Post. I. v. p. 74,
a. 32-b. 4.

h
Ibid. vi. p. 74, b. 5-18. #

a\r)65&amp;gt;v fjiff yap eon KOI pr) dno-

fAAoyicratr&u, t avay-

8 OVK ecrriv dXX rj
dj
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contests your demonstration, he succeeds if he can

disprove the necessity of your conclusion ;
if he can show

any single case in which it either is or may be false.&quot;

It is not enough to proceed upon a premiss which is

either probable or simply true : it may be true, yet not

appropriate to the case : you must take your departure
from the first or highest universal of the genus about

which you attempt to demonstrate. 1*

Again, unless you
can state the why of your conclusion

;
that is to say,

unless the middle term, by reason of which the conclu

sion is necessarily true, be itself necessarily true, you
have not demonstrated it, nor do you know it abso

lutely. Your middle term not being necessary may
vanish, while the conclusion to which it was supposed
to lead abides: in truth no conclusion was known

through that middle. In the complete demonstrative

or scientific syllogism, the major term must be predi-

cable essentially or per se of the middle, and the middle

term must be predicable essentially or per se of the

minor
;
thus alone can you be sure that the conclusion

also is per se or necessary. The demonstration cannot

take effect through a middle term which is merely a

Sign ; the sign, even though it be a constant concomi

tant, yet being not, or at least not known to be,

per se, will not bring out the why of the conclusion,

nor make the conclusion necessary. Of non-essential

concomitants altogether there is no demonstration ;

wherefore it might seem to be useless to put questions

TOVTO yap fj&r) aTroSet^fwr t&amp;lt;mv.
&quot;

Aristot. Analyt. Post. I. vi. p. 74,

Compare Analyt. Prior. I. ii. p. 53, b. 21-26 : ofj\ov 5* &amp;lt; TOVTUV KU\ on
b. i-25. (vf/dfit ol \ap.ftdvftv oid/ifvoi xaXuif

*
Aristot. Analyt. Post. I. vi. p. 74,

j

roy
apx&quot;

J * &quot;&quot; &quot;8f
.} V JrpoTn&amp;lt;m

b. 18 : OTj^iflov 8 OTI
f)

dni&amp;gt;8(iu &amp;lt; *cai aXrjd^t, olov ol o~o(pio~TUi OTI TO

avayicaiutf, OTI cai Tay fvo~Tiio~tis OVTU&amp;gt; (nio~Ta(r6at TO fVioTij/xr^i (%(iv &C.

(frfpofjifv npos TOI/J oloptvovs diroofi-
c

Ibid. b. 26-p. 75, a. 17.

Kvvvat, OTI OVK uvayiti), &c.
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about such
; yet, though the questions cannot yield

necessary premisses for a demonstrative conclusion,

they may yield premisses from which a conclusion will

necessarily follow.
3

In every demonstration three things may be distin

guished : 1) The demonstrated conclusion, or Attribute

essential to a certain genus ; (2) The Genus, of which

the attributes per se are the matter of demonstration ;

(3) The Axioms, out of which, or through which, the

demonstration is obtained. These Axioms may be and

are common to several genera : but the demonstration

cannot be transferred from one genus to another
;
both

the extremes as well as the middle term must belong
to the same genus. An arithmetical demonstration

cannot be transferred to magnitudes and their pro

perties, except in so far as magnitudes are numbers,
which is partially true of some among them. The
demonstrations in arithmetic may indeed be transferred

to harmonics, because harmonics is subordinate to arith

metic
; and, for the like reason, demonstrations in geo

metry may be transferred to mechanics and optics.

But we cannot introduce into geometry any property
of lines, which does not belong to them qua lines

; such,

for example, as that a straight line is the most beautiful of

all lines, or is the contrary of a circular line ; for these

predicates belong to it, not qua line, but qua member
of a different or more extensive genus.

b There can be

1
Aristot. Analyt. Post. I. vi. p. 75,

a. 8-37.

On the point last mentioned, M.

Barthelemy St.Hilaire observes in his

exprime soit necessaire. Ainsi il faut

distinguer la necessite de la forme et

la necessite de la matiere : ou comme
disent les scholastiques, necessitas illa-

note, p. 41 : Dans les questions de tionis ei necessitas materice. La dia-

dialectiquc, la conclusion est necessaire lectique se contente de la premiere,
en ce sens, qu elle suit necessairement mais la demonstration a essentielle-

des premisses ; elle n est pas du tout

necessaire en ce sens, queja chosequ elle

rnent besoin des deux.&quot;

b
Aristot. Analyt. Post. I. vii. p. 75,
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no complete demonstration about perishable things, or

about any individual line, except in regard to its attri

butes as member of the genus line. Where the con

clusion is not eternally true, but true at one time and

not true at another, this can only be because one of its

premisses is not universal or essential. Where both

premisses are universal and essential, the conclusion

must be eternal or eternally true. As there is no

demonstration, so also there can be no definition, of

perishable attributes.
11

For complete demonstration, it is not sufficient that

the premisses be true, immediate, and undemonstrable ;

they must, furthermore, be essential and appropriate to

the class in hand. Unless they be such, you cannot be

said to know the conclusion absolutely ; you know it

only by accident. You can only know a conclusion

when demonstrated from its own appropriate premisses ;

and you know it best when it is demonstrated from

its highest premisses. It is sometimes difficult to de

termine whether we really know or not; for we fancy
that we know, when we demonstrate from true and

universal
princij&amp;gt;i&amp;lt;i.,

without being aware whether

they are, or are not, the principia appropriate to the

a. 38-b. 20. Mr. Poste, in his trans- could ever be obtained in Mechanics

latioii, here cites (p. 50) a good illns-

trativc passage from Dr. Whewell s

Philosophy of the Inductive Sciences,

I5ook II. ii. :
&quot;

But, in order that we

may make any real advance in the

discovery of truth, our ideas must not

only IHJ clear ; they must also l&amp;gt;e aji-

jwopriate. Each science has for its

basis a different class of ideas; and

the steps which constitute the pro

gress of one science can never be made

by employing the ideas of another

kind of science. No genuine advance

by applying to the subject the ideas

of space and time merely ;
no ad

vance in Chemistry by the use of

mere mechanical conceptions; no dis

covery in Physiology by referring

facts to mere chemical and mechanical

principles.&quot;
&c.

*
Aristot. Analyt. Post. I. viii. p. 75,

b. 21-30. Compare Metaphys. Z. p.

1040, a. I : fi/jAov ort OVK av tirj avTuv

(TCOJ/ $$apra&amp;gt;i ) ovd opicr/xor OUT dni i-

8(ity. Also Bie&amp;gt;e, Die Philosophic
des Aristoteles, ch. iv. p. 249.
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case.
a But these principia must always be assumed with

out demonstration the class whose essential constituent

properties are in question, the universal Axioms, and

the Definition or meaning of the attributes to be demon

strated. If these definitions and axioms are not always

formally enunciated, it is because we tacitly presume
them to be already known and admitted by the learner.

b

He may indeed always refuse to grant them in express

words, but they are such that he cannot help grant

ing them by internal assent in his mind, to which

every syllogism must address itself. When you assume

a premiss without demonstrating it, though it be really

demonstrable, this, if the learner is favourable and will

ing to grant it, is an assumption or Hypothesis, valid

relatively to him alone, but not valid absolutely : if he

is reluctant or adverse, it is a Postulate, which you claim

whether he is satisfied or not.
c The Definition by itself

is not an hypothesis ;
for it neither affirms nor denies the

existence of anything. The pupil must indeed understand

the terms of it
; but this alone is not an hypothesis,

unless you call the fact that the pupil comes to learn,

an hypothesis/ The Hypothesis or assumption is con

tained in the premisses, being that by which the

reason of the conclusion comes to be true. Some

object that the geometer makes a false hypothesis or

assumption, when he declares a given line drawn to

be straight, or to be a foot long, though it is neither one

a
Aristot. Anal. Post. I. ix. p. 75, 8ia(f)epei inrodeais KOI currj/ia, &c.

b. 37-p. 76, a. 30.
b

Ibid. x. p. 76, a. 31-b. 22.
c

Ibid. b. 29-34 : eav pev SOKOVVTO

/j.av6dvovTi,

Themistius, Paraphras. p. 37, Spengel.
d

Aristot. Analyt. Post. I. x. 76, b.

36 : TOVTO 8 011% vnodfcris, (I fuj
KOI

TO OKOVflV {jTTodf (TLV TIS flVdl (^rjCTfl.

Ka\ f&Tiv ov^ aTrXeo? VTr68(o~i.s, aXXa
|
For the meaning of TO ctKOveiv,

irpos (Kfivov p.6vov, civ 8f
rj fj.rj8fpias

86rjs TJ
Kai tvavrias fvovoys

TO O.VTO, mreirai. KOI TOVTM

compare 6 dxouw, infra, Analyt.

Post. I. xxiv. p. 85, b. 22.
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nor the other. But this objection has no pertinence,
since the geometer does not derive his conclusions from

what is true of the visible lines drawn before his eyes,

but from what is true of the lines conceived in his

own mind, and signified or illustrated by the visible

diagrams.*
The process of Demonstration neither requires, nor

countenances, the Platonic theory of Ideas universal

substances beyond and apart from particulars. But it

does require that we should admit universal predica
tions

;
that is, one and the same predicate truly appli

cable in the same sense to many different particulars.

Unless this be so, there can be no universal major

premiss, nor appropriate middle term, nor valid demon
strative syllogism.

b

The Maxim or Axiom of Contradiction, in its most

general enunciation, is never formally enunciated by

any special science; but each of them assumes the

Maxim so far as applicable to its own purpose, when
ever the Reductio ad Absurdum is introduced. It is in

this and the~~6ther common principles or Axioms

that all the sciences find their point of contact and

communion ; and that Dialectic also comes into com

munion with all of them, as also the science (First

Philosophy) that scrutinizes the validity or demon-

strability of the Axioms.d The dialectician is not

Aristot. Analyt. Post. I. x. p. 77, a. A similar doctrine is asserted,

I : 6 8
y(u&amp;gt;p.(rpr]s

ol&iv (rufiTrepai- Analyt. Prior. I. xli. p. 49, b. 35, and

verm ru&amp;gt; TTjvSt tlvai TT}V ypap.p.i}v TIV still more clearly in Ue Memoria et

avros ((pdeytTai, oXXa ra 8ia rovruv Ueininiscentia. p. 450, a. 2-12.

8rj\ovp.va.
b
Aristot. Analyt. Post. I. xi. p. 77,

Themistius, Paraphr. p. 37 : Sxnrfp a. 5-9.

ouS oJ
y(u&amp;gt;p.Tpai

Kfxpijvrai rals ypnp.-
c

Ibid. a. 10, seq.

fiats iintp !w 8ia\iyovrai KO\ SttKvv-
d

Aristot. Anal. Post. I. xi. p. 77, a.

ova-tv, ciXX as (xovviv tv TJI ^u^.V, &&quot; 26-30 : KCU tt rts Ka6( &amp;gt;\ov nfiptoro

t&amp;lt;ri crvufioXa al ypa$6fuvai, bfixvuvai ra Koivd, oinv OTI dirav (frdvat
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confined to any one science, or to any definite subject-

matter. His liberty of interrogation is unlimited ;
but

his procedure is essentially interrogatory, and he is

bound to accept the answer of the respondent what

ever it be, affirmative or negative as premiss for any

syllogism that he may construct. In this way he can

never be sure of demonstrating any thing; for the

affirmative and the negative will not be equally ser

viceable for that purpose. There is indeed also, in

discussions on the separate sciences, a legitimate prac
tice of scientific interrogation. Here the questions

proper to be put are limited in number, and the an

swers proper to be made are determined beforehand by
the truths of the science say Geometry ; still, an answer

thus correctly made will serve to the interrogator as

premiss for syllogistic demonstration.* The respondent
must submit to have such answer tested by appeal to

geometrical principia and to other geometrical propo
sitions already proved as legitimate conclusions from

the principia ; if he finds himself involved in contra

dictions, he is confuted qua geometer, and must correct

or modify his answer. But he is not bound, qua

geometer, to undergo scrutiny as to the geometrical

principia themselves ; this would carry the dialogue out

of the province of Geometry into that of First Philo

sophy and Dialectic. Care, indeed, must be taken

i/ cnro(pavai, 77
on. icra OTTO tcruiv, 77

ra&amp;gt;i&amp;gt;

TOIOVTU&amp;gt;V arra. Compare Metaph. K.

p. 1061. b. 18.

Aristot. Analyt. Post. I. xii. p. 77,

a. 36-40
; Themistius, p. 40.

The text is here very obscure. He
proceeds to distinguish Geometry es

pecially (also other sciences, though
less emphatically) from TO. tv rois

(I. xii. p. 78, a. 12).

Julius Pacius, ad Analyt. Post. I.

viii. (he divides the chapters differ

ently), p. 417, says :

&quot; Differentia

interrogationis dialectics et demon
strative ha?c est. Dialecticus ita in-

terrogat, ut optionem dct adversario,

utrum malit affirmare an negare.

Demonstrator vero interrogat ut rem

evidentiorem faciat ;
id est, ut doceat

ex principiis auditori notis.&quot;
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to keep both questions and answers within the limits

of the science. Now there can be no security for

this restriction, except in the scientific competence of

the auditors. Refrain, accordingly, from all geometrical

discussions among men ignorant of geometry and con

fine yourself to geometrical auditors, who alone can

distinguish what questions and answers are really ap

propriate. And what is here said about geometry,
is equally true about the other special sciences.&quot; An
swers may be improper either as foreign to the science

under debate, or as appertaining to the science, yet
false as to the matter, or as equivocal in middle term

;

though this last is less likely to occur in Geometry,
since the demonstrations are accompanied by diagrams,
which help to render conspicuous any such ambiguity.

11

To an inductive proposition, bringing forward a single

case as contributory to an ultimate generalization,

no general objection should be offered ;
the objection

should be reserved until the generalization itself is ten

dered. Sometimes the mistake is made of drawing an

Aristot. Analyt. Post. I. xii. p. 77,

h. 1-15
; Themistius, p. 41 : ov yap

OMTTTfp TO)V fV8(!a&amp;gt;l&amp;gt; Ol TToXXol KplTCti,

IIVTO) Kdl TQ)t&amp;gt; (COT fTI lOTT/fl^Z Ol CIV-

Trt&amp;lt;TTT]fJiOV(S.

b
Analyt. Post. I. xii. p. 77, b. 16-33.

Propositions within the limits of the

science, but false as to matter, are

styled by Aristotle ^(v8oypa(f)T)p.aTa.

See Aristot. Sophist. Blench, xi. p.

171, b. 14
; p. 172, a. 1.

&quot; L interrogation syllogistique se

confondant avec la proposition, il

s ensuit que 1 interrogation doit etre,

comme la proposition, propre a la

science dont il s agit
&quot;

(Barthelemy
St. Hilaire, note, p. 70). Interroga

tion here has a different meaning from

that which it bears in Dialectic.

VOL. I.

Analyt. Post. I. xii. p. 77, b. 34 seq.

This passage is to me hardly intelli

gible. It is differently understood by
commentators and translators. John

Philoponus in the Scholia (p. 217, b.

17-32, Brandis), cites the explanation

;

of it given by Ammonins, but rejects

that explanation, and waits for others

to supply him with a better. Zabar-

ella (Comm. in Analyt. Post. pp. 426,

456, ed. Venet. 1617) admits that as it

stands, and where it stands, it is unin

telligible, but transposes it to another

part of the book (to the end of cap.

xvii., immediately before the words

^pavtpov 8e KOI ort, &c., of c. xviii.),

and gives an explanation of it in this

altered position. But I do not think

he has succeeded in clearing it up.

Y
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affirmative conclusion from premisses in the Second

figure ;
this is formally wrong, but the conclusion may

in some cases be true, if the major premiss happens to

be a reciprocating proposition, having its predicate co

extensive with its subject. This, however, cannot be

presumed ;
nor can a conclusion be made to yield up its

principles by necessary reciprocation ;
for we have

already observed that, though the truth of the premisses
certifies the truth of the conclusion, we cannot say vice

versa that the truth of the conclusion certifies the truth

of the premisses. Yet propositions are more frequently
found to reciprocate in scientific discussion than in

Dialectic; because, in the former, we take no account

of accidental properties, but only of definitions and

what follows from them.a

Knowledge of Fact and knowledge of the Cause must

be distinguished, and even within the same science.
b

In some syllogisms the conclusion only brings out

TO cm the reality of certain facts
;
in others, it ends

in TO lion the affirmation of a cause, or of the Why.
The syllogism of the Why is, where the middle term

is not merely the cause, but the proximate cause,

of the conclusion. Often however the effect is more

notorious, so that we employ it as middle term, and

conclude from it to its reciprocating cause
;

in which

case our syllogism is only of the cm ; and so it is also

when we employ as middle term a cause not proximate
but remote, concluding from that to the effect. Some-

Analyt. Post. I. xii. p. 77, b. 40-
|

/j&amp;gt;
as TO art, 8ia Qartpov fit a&amp;gt;s TO

p. 78, a. 13.

Analyt. Post. I. xiii. p. 77, a. 22

seq.
c
Themistius, p. 45 : TroAAdia?

jSaiWt cai
avTi&amp;lt;rrpe(j)eiv dAArjAois TO

aiTiov KOI TO o~r)nfov KOI Sei-

81 aAAijAcoj , Sia rou cnj/ietou

&quot; Cum enim vera demonstratio, id

est TOW SIOTI, fiat per causam proxi-

niam, consequens est, ut demonstratio

vel per effectum proximum, vel per

causam remotam, sit demonstratio TOV

OTI
&quot;

(Julius Pacius, Comm. p. 422).



CHAP. VII. KNOWLEDGE OF FACT AND OF CAUSE. 323

times the syllogisms of the on may fall under one

science, those of the 8m under another, namely, in

the case where one science is subordinate to another,

as optics to geometry, and harmonics to arithmetic ;

the facts of optics and harmonics belonging to sense

and observation, the causes thereof to mathematical

reasoning. It may happen, then, that a man knows

TO lion well, but is comparatively ignorant TOU on : the

geometer may have paid little attention to optical facts.&quot;

Cognition of the tion is the maximum, the perfection,

of all cognition ;
and this, comprising arithmetical and

geometrical theorems, is almost always attained by syl

logisms in the First figure. This figure is the most

truly scientific of the three ;
the other two figures de

pend upon it for expansion and condensation. It is,

besides, the only one in which universal affirmative

conclusions can be obtained; for in the Second figure

we get only negative conclusions ;
in the Third, only

particular. Accordingly, propositions declaring Essence

or Definition, obtained only through universal affirma

tive conclusions, are yielded in none but the First figure.
b

As there are some affirmative propositions that are

indivisible, i.e. having affirmative predicates which be

long to a subject at once, directly, immediately, indi-

visibly, so there are also some indivisible negative

propositions, i.e., with predicates that belong negatively
to a subject at once, directly, &c. In all such there

M. Barthelemy St. Hilaire observes

(Note, p. 82) :

&quot; La cause eloignee

non immediate, donne un syllogisms
dans la seconde figure. II est vrai

qu&quot;
Aristote n appelle cause que la

cause immediate ; et que la cause

e&quot;loignee
n est pas pour lui une verit-

able cause.&quot;

See in Schol. p. 188, a. 19, the ex

planation given by Alexander of the

syllogism rov Stort.
*
Analyt. Post. 1. xiii. p. 79, a. 2, seq. :

(vravda yap TO fj.iv on T&V alcrdrjTiKuv

(l&t I/at, TO 8e SlOTl T&amp;lt;i&amp;gt;V p.a6T)fJ.aTlK(i)V, &C.

Compare Analyt. Prior. II. xxi. p. 67,
a. 11

; and Metaphys. A. p. 981, a. 15.
&quot;

Analyt. Post. I. xiv. p. 79, a.

17-32.

Y 2
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is no intermediate step to justify either the affirmation

of the predicate, or the negation of the predicate, re

specting the given subject. This will be the case

where neither the predicate nor the subject is contained

in any higher genus.
a

In regard both to these propositions immediate and

indivisible, and to propositions mediate and deducible,

there are two varieties of error .

b You may err simply,
from ignorance, not knowing better, and not supposing

yourself to know at all
;
or your error may be a false

conclusion, deduced by syllogism through a middle term,

and accompanied by a belief on your part that you do

know. This may happen in different ways. Suppose
the negative proposition, No B is A, to be true imme

diately or indivisibly. Then, if you conclude the con

trary of this
e

(All B is A) to be true, by syllogism

Analyt. Post. I. xv. p. 79, a. 33-

b. 22. The point which Aristotle here

especially insists upon is, that there

may be and are immediate, undemon-

strable, negative (as well as affir

mative) predicates : fyavepbv ovv OTI

ei&amp;gt;8t)(fTai
Tf oAXo oXXo&amp;gt;

p. T)
V TT dp-

X e iv dro^wy. (Themistius, Paraphr.

p. 48, Spengel : a^ieo-ot 8e Trporacrets

ov Kara(pd(ris p.6vov eicrtV, aXXa KOI

dno&amp;lt;pdcr(i.s 6p.oia&amp;gt;s
at

fj.rj
dvvavrai bid

(ruXXoyicr/iou dfi^drjvai, O.VTCLI & flcriv

(f)
&&amp;gt;v ov8(Tepov TUV opaiv aXXoy TIS

oXou Kai-jj-yopelrai.) It had been already

shown, in an earlier chapter of this

treatise (p. 72, b. 19), that there were

affirmative predicates immediate and

undemonstrable. This may be com

pared with that which Plato declares

in the Sophistes (pp. 253-254, seq.)

about the intercommunion ra&amp;gt;v
ytva&amp;gt;v

KOI rS&amp;gt;v elbow with each other. Some
of them admit such intercommunion,
others repudiate it.

&quot;

Analyt. Post. I. xvi. p. 79, b. 23 :

ayvoia K.OT
diro(f)a&amp;lt;riv ayvota Kara

8idde&amp;lt;riv. See Themistius, p. 49,

Spengel. In regard to simple and
uncombined ideas, ignorance is not

possible as an erroneous combination,
but only as a mental blank. You
either have the idea and thus know
so much truth, or you have not the

idea and are thus ignorant to that

extent ; this is the only alternative.

Cf. Aristot. Metaph. 0. p. 1051, a.

34
;
De Anima, III. vi. p. 430, a. 26.

&quot;

Analyt. Post. I. xvi. p. 79, b. 29.

M. Barthelemy St. Hilaire remarks

(p. 95, n.) :

&quot;

II faut remarquer qu
Aristote ne s occupe que des modes

universels dans la premiere et dans la

seconde figure, parceque, la demon
stration etant toujours universelle, les

propositions qui expriment 1 erreur

opposee doivent 1 etre comme elle.

Ainsi ce sont les propositions con-

traires, et non les contradictoires, dont

il sera question ici.&quot;

For the like reason the Third figure
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through the middle term C, your syllogism must be in

the First figure ;
it must have the minor premiss false

(since B is brought under C, when it is not contained

in any higher genus), and it may have both premisses
false. Again, suppose the affirmative proposition, All

B is A, to be true immediately or indivisibly. Then
if you conclude the contrary of this (No B is A) to be

true, by syllogism through the middle term C, your

syllogism may be in the First figure, but it may also

be in the Second figure, your false conclusion being

negative. If it be in the First figure, both its pre
misses may be false, or one of them only may be false,

either
indifferently.&quot;

If it be in the Second figure,

either premiss singly may be wholly false, or both may
be partly false.

b

Let us next assume the affirmative proposition, All

B is A, to be true, but mediate and deducible through
the middle term C. If you conclude the contrary of

this (No B is A) through the sa-me middle term C, in

the First figure, your error cannot arise from falsity

in the minor premiss, because your minor (by the laws

of the figure) must be affirmative
; your error must

arise from a false major, because a negative major
is not inconsistent with the laws of the First figure.

On the other hand, if you conclude the contrary in the

First figure through a different middle term, D, either

both your premisses will be false, or your minor premiss
will be false. If you employ the Second figure to

conclude your contrary, both your premisses cannot be

false, though either one of them singly may be false.&quot;

is not mentioned here, but only the
/jeo-w o^/itm oXar fiiv tlvai rar

First and Second ;
because in the TrpoTatms apfyoTtpas ijrfvSds OVK

Third figure no universal conclusion fVSf^frat Vi Tt 8&quot; fKartpav ov8iv

can be proved (Julius Pacius, p. 431). Ku&amp;gt;\vti ^tv8^ tlvai.

&quot;

Analyt. Tost. I. xvi. p. 80, a. 6-20. i

c
Ibid. b. 17-p. 81, a. 4.

h
Ibid. a. 27-b. 14 : tv Si

&quot;

Ibid. p. 81, a. 5-14.
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Such will be the case when the deducible proposition

assumed to be true is affirmative, and when therefore

the contrary conclusion which you profess to have

proved is negative. But if the deducible proposition
assumed to be true is negative, and if consequently the

contrary conclusion must be affirmative, then, if you

try to prove this contrary through the same middle

term, your premisses cannot both be false, but your

major premiss must always be false.
a

If, however, you

try to prove the contrary through a different and

inappropriate middle term, you cannot convert the

minor premiss to its contrary (because the minor pre
miss must continue affirmative, in order that you may
arrive at any conclusion at all), but the major can be

so converted. Should the major premiss thus converted

be true, the minor will be false ;
should the major pre

miss thus converted be false, the minor may be either

true or false. Either one of the premisses, or both the

premisses, may thus be false .

b

Errors of simple ignorance (not concluded from

false syllogism) may proceed from defect or failure

of sensible perception, in one or other of its branches.

For without sensation there can be no induction ;
and

it is from induction only that the premisses for demon
stration by syllogism are obtained. We cannot arrive

at universal propositions, even in what are called

abstract sciences, except through induction of par
ticulars ; nor can we demonstrate except from universals.

Induction and Demonstration are the only two ways of

learning ; and the particulars composing our inductions

can only be known through sense.

Analyt.Post.1. xvii.p.81,a.!5-20. ;
difficult chapters.

Ibid. a. 20-34. Mr. Poste s trans

lation (pp. 65-70) is very perspicuous

c

Analyt. Post. I. xviii. p. 81, a. 38-

b. 9. In this important chapter (the

and instructive in regard to these two doctrines of which are more fully ex-
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Aristotle next proceeds to show (what in previous

passages he had assumed)
a

that, if Demonstration or the

syllogistic process be possible if there be any truths

supposed demonstrable, this implies that there must be

primary or ultimate truths. It has been explained that

the constituent elements assumed in the Syllogism are

three terms and two propositions or premisses ;
in the

major premiss, A is affirmed (or denied) of all B ;
in

the minor, B is affirmed of all C ;
in the conclusion,

A is affirmed (or denied) of all C.
b Now it is pos

sible that there may be some one or more predicates

higher than A, but it is impossible that there can be

an infinite series of such higher predicates. So also

there may be one or more subjects lower than C,

and of which C will be the predicate ;
but it is impos-

sible that there can be an infinite series of such lower

subjects. In like manner there may perhaps be one or

more middle terms between A and B, and between B
.and C ; but it is impossible that there can be an infinite

series of such intervening middle terms. There must

be a limit to the series ascending, descending, or inter

vening. These remarks have no application to reci

procating propositions, in which the predicate is

paneled in the last chapter of the

Second Book of the Analyt. Post.), the

text of Waitz does not fully agree
with that of Julius Pacius. In Fir-

min Didot s edition the text is the

same as in Waitz
;
but his Latin

translation remains adapted to that of

Julius Pacius. Waitz gives the sub

stance of the chapter as follows (ad

Organ. II. p. 347):
&quot; Universales pro-

positiones omnes inductionc couiparan-

tur, quum etiam in iis, qua) a sensibus

inaximo aliena videntur et qua;, ut

mathematica (ra a^atp/o-feos), cogi-

tatione separantur a materia quacuni

conjtmcta sunt, inductione probentur
ea qua; de genere (e. g., de linea vel

do corpore mathematico), ad quod
demonstratio pertineat, pranlicentur

Kad avrd et cum ejus natura con-

juncta sint. Inductio autem iis niti-

tur qua; sensibus percipiuntur ;
nam

res singulares sentiuntur, scientia vero

rerum singularium non datur sine in

ductione, non datur inductio sine

sensu.&quot;

*

Analyt. Prior. I. xxvii. p. 43, a.

38; Analyt. Post. I. ii. p. 71, b. 21.
b
Analyt. Post. I. xix. p. 81, b. 10-17.

Ibid. p. 81, b. 30-p. 82 a. 14.
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co-extensive with the subject.
8 But they apply alike to

demonstrations negative and affirmative, and alike to

all the three figures of Syllogism.
15

In Dialectical Syllogism it is enough if the pre

misses be admitted or reputed as propositions imme

diately true, whether they are so in reality or not
;
but

in Scientific or Demonstrative Syllogism they must be

so in reality : the demonstration is not complete unless

it can be traced up to premisses that are thus imme

diately or directly true (without any intervening
middle term). That there are and must be such primary
or immediate premisses, Aristotle now undertakes to

prove, by some dialectical reasons, and other analytical

or scientific reasons.
3 He himself thus distinguishes

them
;
but the distinction is faintly marked, and amounts,

at most, to this, that the analytical reasons advert only
to essential predication, and to the conditions of scientific

demonstration, while the dialectical reasons dwell upon

a

Analyt. Post. I. xix. p. 82, a. 15-

20. M. Barthelemy St. Hilaire, p.

117 :
&quot; Ceci ne saurait s appliquer

aux termes reciproques, parce que dans

les termes qui peuvent 6tre attribues

re&quot;ciproquement 1 un a 1 autre, on ne

peut pas dire qu il y ait ni premier ni

dernier relativement a 1 attribution.&quot;

b
Analyt. Post. I. xx.,xxi. p. 82, a.

21-b. 36.
c

Ibid. xix. p. 81, b. 18-29.
d

Ibid. xxi. p. 82, b. 35
;
xxii. p.

84, a. 7: \oy i K&amp;gt;S fj,tv ovv en

Tovratv av TIS TTiorevtme TTfpi TOV \*X~

(pavfpbv (rvvTop.a&amp;gt;Tfpov.
In Scholia,

p. 227, a. 42, the same distinction

is expressed by Philoponus in the

terms
XoytK&amp;lt;orfpa

and Trpa-y/xar&jfieV-

rtpa. Compare Biese, Die Philosophic
des Aristoteles, pp. 134, 261 ; Eassow,
De Notionis Defmitione, pp. 19, 20

;

Heyder, Aristot. u. Hegel. Dialektik,

pp. 316, 317.

Aristotle, however, does not always
adhere closely to the distinction.

Thus, if we compare the logical or

dialectical reasons given, p. 82, b. 37,

seq., with the analytical, announced

as beginning p. 84, a. 8, seq., we find

the samemain topic dwelt upon in both,

namely, that to admit an infinite series

excludes the possibility of Definition.

Both Alexander and Ammonius agree
in announcing this as the capital topic

on which the proof turned
;
but Alex

ander inferred from hence that the

argument was purely dialectical (Xo-

yiKov cTn^f/p^p-a), while Ammonius

regarded it as a reason thoroughly

convincing and evident: 6 fj.(vroi

(piXdo-cxpos (Ammonius) eXeyc /XT)
6m

TOVTO \tytiv X o y t K a TO. eVt^etpij-

para- tvapyts yap OTI tla\v opitr^oi, ft

pr) dKa.Ta\r)\lsiav (l(raydy(i&amp;gt;p.fv (Schol.

p. 227, a. 40, seq., Brand.).
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these, but include something else besides, viz., acci

dental predication. The proof consists mainly in the

declaration that, unless we assume some propositions to

be true immediately, indivisibly, undemonstrably, De

finition, Demonstration, and Science would be alike

impossible. If the ascending series of predicates is

endless, so that we never arrive at a highest generic

predicate ;
if the descending series of subjects is endless,

so that we never reach a lowest subject, no definition

can ever be attained. The essential properties, included

in the definition, must be finite in number
;
and the

accidental predicates must also be finite in number,
since they have no existence except as attached to some

essential subject, and since they must come under one

or other of the nine later Categories/ If, then, the two

extremes are thus fixed and finite the highest predicate
and the lowest subject it is impossible that there can

be an infinite series of terms between the two. The

intervening terms must be finite in number. The
Aristotelian theory therefore is, that there are certain

propositions directly and immediately true, and others

derived from them by demonstration through middle

terms.
b

It is alike an error to assert that every thing
can be demonstrated, and that nothing can be demon
strated.

Analyt. Post. I. xxii. p. 83, a. 20,
J

tions, and that without them there

b. 14. Only eight of the ten Gate- I could be no demonstration and no

gories are here enumerated. science. This excludes the supposi-
b
Analyt. Post. I. xxii. p. 84, a. 30- tion of an infinite series of predicates

35. The paraphrase of Themistius and of middle terms :

&quot;

Suniit ra-

(pp. 55-58, Spengel) states the Ari-
j

tionem a definitione
;

si in predicates
stotelian reasoning in clearer language

j

in quid procederetur ad infinitum,
than Aristotle himself. Zabarella sequeretur auferri definitionem et

(Comm. in Analyt. Post. I. xviii. ; ! omnino essentiaj cognitionem ; sed

context. 148, 150, 154) repeats that hoc dicendum non est, quum omnium
Aristotle s proof is founded upon the consensioni adversetur&quot; (p. 466, Ven.

undeniable fact that there are defini- 1617).
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It is plain from Aristotle s own words a that he in

tended these four chapters (xix.-xxii.) as a confirmation

of what he had already asserted in chapter iii. of the

present treatise, and as farther refutation of the two

distinct classes of opponents there indicated : (1) those

who said that every thing was demonstrable, demon

stration in a circle being admissible
; (2) those who said

that nothing was demonstrable, inasmuch as the train

of predication upwards, downwards, and intermediate,

was infinite. Both these two classes of opponents agreed
in saying, that there were no truths immediate and

indemonstrable ;
and it is upon this point that Aristotle

here takes issue with them, seeking to prove that there

are and must be such truths. But I cannot think the

proof satisfactory ;
nor has it appeared so to able com

mentators either of ancient or modern times from

Alexander of Aphrodisias down to Mr. Poste.
b The

1
Analyt. Post. I. xxii. p. 84, a. 32 :

paiJ.(v rivas \fytiv nar apxds,

&c.
b See Mr. Poste s note, p. 77, of his

translation of this treatise. After

saying that the first of Aristotle s

dialectical proofs is faulty, and that

the second is a petitio principii, Mr.

Poste adds, respecting the so-called

analytical proof given by Aristotle :

&quot;It is not so much a proof, as a

more accurate determination of the

principle to be postulated. This postu

late, the existence of first principles,

as concerning the constitution of the

world, appears to belong properly to

Metaphysics, and is merely borrowed

by Logic. See Metaph. ii. 2, and

Introduction.&quot; In the passage of the

Metaphysica (a. p. 994) here cited

the main argument of Aristotle is

open to the same objection of petitio

principii which Mr. Poste urges

against Aristotle s second dialectical

argument in this place.

Mr. John Stuart Mill, in his System
of Logic, takes for granted that there

must be immediate, indemonstrable

truths, to serve as a basis for deduc

tion
;

&quot; that there cannot be a chain

of proof suspended from nothing;&quot;

that there must be ultimate laws of

nature, though we cannot be sure that

the laws now known to us are ulti

mate.

On the other hand, we read in

the recent work of an acute contem

porary philosopher, Professor Delboeuf

(Essai de Logique Scientifique, Liege,

1865, Pref. pp. v, vii, viii, pp. 46,

47 :)
&quot;

II est des points sur les-

quels je crains de ne m etre pas ex-

plique assez nettement, entre autres

la question du fondement de la certi

tude. Je suis de ceux qui repoussent
de toutes leurs forces I axiome si
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elaborate amplification added in these last chapters adds

no force to the statement already given at the earlier

stage ;
and it is in one respect a change for the worse,

inasmuch as it does not advert to the important dis

tinction announced in chapter iii., between universal

truths known by Induction (from sense and particulars),

specieux qu on ne peut tout de&quot;-

montrer ;
cette proposition aurait,

a mes yeux, plus besoin que toute

autre d une demonstration. Cette

demonstration ne sera en partie

donnee que quand on aura une

bonne fois enumere toutes les pro-
l

positions indemontrables ;
et quand i

on aura bien defini le caractere auquel !

on les reconnait. Nulle part on ne

trouve ni une semblable enumeration,

ni une semblable definition. On reste
j

a cet egard dans une position vague,

et par cela meme facile a defendre.&quot;

It would seem, by these words, that

M. Delboeuf stands in the most direct

opposition to Aristotle, who teaches

us that the dpxai or princijna from

which demonstration starts cannot be

themselves demonstrated. But when
we compare other passages of M. Del-

boeufs work, we find that, in rejecting

all undemonstrable propositions, what

he really means is to reject all self-

evident universal truths.
&quot; C est done

une veritable illusion d admettre des

verites evidentes par elles-memes. 11

n y a pas de proposition fausse que
nous ne soyons disposes d admettre

comme axiome, quand rien ne nous

a encore autorises a la repousser
&quot;

(p. ix.). This is quite true in my
opinion ;

but the immediate indemon

strable truths for which Aristotle

contends as dpxai of demonstration,

are not announced by him as self-

evident, they are declared to be re

sults of sense and induction, to be

raised from observation of [Kirticulars

multiplied, cornered, and i*rma-

nently formularized under the in

tellectual habitus called Nous. By
Demonstration Aristotle means de

duction in its most perfect form,

beginning from these dpxai which

are inductively known but not de

monstrable (i. e. not knowable de

ductively). And in this view the

very able and instructive treatise of

M. Delboeuf mainly coincides, assign

ing even greater pre]x&amp;gt;nderance
to the

inductive process, and approximating
in this respect to the important im

provements in logical theory advanced

by Mr. John Stuart Mill.

Among the universal propositions

which are not derived from Induction,

but which serve as dpxai for Deduc

tion and Demonstration, we may
reckon the religious, ethical, ffsthe-

tical, social, political, &c., beliefs re-

ceived in each different community,
and impressed upon all newcomers

i
born into it by the force of precept,

|
example, authority. Here the major

! premiss is felt by each individual as

carrying an authority of its own,

stamped and enforced by the sanction

of society, and by the disgrace or

other penalties in store for those who

disobey it. It is ready to be inter

preted and diversified by suitable

minor premisses in all inferential ap-

plications. But these dpxai for de

duction, differing widely at different

times and places, though generated

in the same manner and enforced by
the same sanction, would belong more

properly to the class which Aristotle

terms ra W5ou.
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and^uni.versal truths known by Deduction from these.

The truths immediate and indemonstrable (not known

through a middle term) are the inductive truths, as

Aristotle declares in many places, and most emphatically
at the close of the Analytica Posteriora. But in these

chapters, he hardly alludes to Induction. J^qreover,

while trying to prove that there must be immediate

universal truths, he neither gives any complete list of

them, nor assigns any positive characteristic whereby to

identify them. Opponents might ask him whether

these immediate universal truths were not ready-made

inspirations of the mind ;
and if so, what better authority

they had than the Platonic Ideas, which are con

temptuously dismissed.

We have thus recognized that there exist immediate

(ultimate or primary) propositions, wherein the con

junction between predicate and subject is such that no

intermediate term can be assigned between them.

When A is predicated both of B and C, this may per

haps be in consequence of some common property

possessed by B and C, and such common property will

form a middle term. For example, equality of angles

to two right angles belongs both to an isosceles and to a

scalene triangle, and it belongs to them by reason of

their common property triangular figure ;
which last is

thus the middle term. But this need not be always the

case.
a

It is possible that the two propositions A pre

dicated of B, A predicated of C may both of them

be immediate propositions ; and that there may be no

community of nature between B and C. Whenever a

middle term can be found, demonstration is possible ;

but where no middle term can be found, demonstration

is impossible. The proposition, whether affirmative or

*

Analyt. Post. I. xxiii. p. 84, b. 3-18. TOVTO 8&quot; OVK del ovrats
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negative, is then an immediate or indivisible one. Such

propositions, and the terms of which they are composed,
are the ultimate elements or principia of Demonstration.

Predicate and subject are brought constantly into closer

and closer conjunction, until at last they become one

and indivisible/ Here we reach the unit or element

of the syllogizing process. In all scientific calculations

there is assumed an unit to start from, though in each

branch of science it is a different unit
; e.g. in barology,

the pound-weight ;
in harmonics, the quarter-tone ;

in

other branches of science, other units.
b

Analytical
research teaches us that the corresponding unit in

Syllogism is the affirmative or negative proposition
which is primary, immediate, indivisible. In Demon
stration and Science it is the Nous or Intellect.

Having thus, in the long preceding reasoning, sought
to prove that all demonstration must take its departure
from primary undemonstrable principia from some

premisses, affirmative and negative, which are directly

true in themselves, and not demonstrable through any
middle term or intervening propositions, Aristotle

now passes to a different enquiry. We have some

demonstrations in which the conclusion is Particular,

others in which it is Universal : again, some Affirma

tive, some Negative. Which of the two, in each of these

alternatives, is the best ? We have also demonstrations

Direct or Ostensive, and demonstrations Indirect or by
wav of Reductio ad Absurdum. Which of these two is the

*
Analyt. Post. I. xxiii. p. 84, b. 25- TGVTO navraxov, dAX tv ftapti ptv pva,

37 . dt TO pttrov irvKvovrai, a)f dStai- tv 8t p.(\(i dtfcris, XXo B fv
&amp;lt;7XXa&amp;gt;,

ptra yfvrjrai KOI tv. (cm 8 tv, orav ovrus tv
&amp;lt;n&amp;gt;\\oyt(TfJM

TO tv Trporacrit

&quot;ifitcrov yivr)Tcu. KOI p.ia nporavis dTrXw? ap.((ros, iv 8 airofttit i KOI tni(rrr)fjij) u

vovs.
*

Ibid. b. 37: ai uxrrrtp tv TOIS Ibid. b. 35-p. 85, a. 1.

Aotf
17 ap\f] Air\ovv, TOVTO 8 ov
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best ? Both questions appear to have been subjected to

debate by contemporary philosophers.&quot;

Aristotle discusses these points dialectically (as indeed

he points out in the Topica that the comparison of two

things generally, as to better and worse, falls under the

varieties of dialectical enquiry
b

),
first stating and next

refuting the arguments on the weaker side. Some

persons may think (he says) that demonstration of the

Particular is better than demonstration of the Universal :

first, because it conducts to fuller cognition of that

which the thing is in itself, and not merely that which

it is _quatenus member of a class ; secondly, because

demonstrations of the Universal are apt to generate an

illusory belief, that the Universal is a distinct reality

apart from and independent of all its particulars (i.e.,

that figure in general has a real existence apart from

all particular figures, and number in general apart
from all particular numbers, &c.), while demonstrations

of the Particular do not lead to any such illusion.

To these arguments Aristotle replies: 1. It is not

correct to say that cognition of the Particular is more

complete, or bears more upon real existence, than

cognition of the Universal. The reverse would be

nearer to the truth. To know that the isosceles, qua-

tenus triangle, has its three angles equal to two right

angles, is more complete cognition than knowing simply
that the isosceles has its three angles equal to two right

angles. 2. If the Universal be not an equivocal

&quot;

Analyt. Post. I. xxiv. p. 85, a. 13-

18.
dp.&amp;lt;picr[BriTflTai. Trortpa

&amp;lt;os 8 avrus KOI nepl TTJS

^fyop.fvt]s KOI TTJS els TO

dyovcrrjs aTroSei^ecof.
&quot;

Aristot. Topic. III. i. p. 116, a. 1,

seq.

Analyt. Post. I. xxiv. p. 85, a. 20-

b. 3. Theniistius, pp. 58-59, Spengel :

ov yap 6p.Q&amp;gt;vvp.ov
TO Ka66\ov ecrrtV,

ov8e
&amp;lt;foa&amp;gt;vt) fj.6vov, dXX VTrocTTaais, ov

^copitrrr) [J.ev a&amp;gt;o~TT(p
ov8e ra o~Vfji^e-

fiyKOTa, (vapyais S ovv fp.(j)aivoiJ.evT)

rols Trpdynao-iv. The Scholastic doc

trine of Lnivtrsalia in re is here ex

pressed very clearly by Theniistius.
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term if it represents one property and one definition

common to many particulars, it then has a real exist

ence as much or more than any one or any number of

the particulars. For all these particulars are perishable,

but the class is imperishable. 3. He who believes

that the universal term has one meaning in all the

particulars, need not necessarily believe that it has any

meaning assart from all particulars ; he need not believe

this about Quiddity, any more than he believes it about

Quality or Quantity. Or if he does believe so, it is his

own individual mistake, not imputable to the demon

stration. 4. We have shown that a complete demon
stration is one in which the middle term is the cause or

reason of the conclusion. Now the Universal is most

of the nature of Cause ;
for it represents the First

Essence or the Per Se, and is therefore its own cause,

or has no other cause behind it. The demonstration of

the Universal has thus more of the Cause or the Why,
and is therefore better than the demonstration of the

Particular. 5. In the Final Cause or End of action,

there is always some ultimate end for the sake of which

the intermediate ends are pursued, and which, as it is

better than they, yields, when it is known, the only

complete explanation of the action. So it is also with

the Formal Cause : there is one highest form which con

tains the Why of the subordinate forms, and ^he.know

ledge of -which is therefore better
;
as when, for example,

the exterior angles of a given isosceles triangle are

seen to be equal to four right angles, not because it is

isosceles or triangle, but because it is a rectilineal figure.

6. Particulars, as such, fall into infinity of number,
and are thus unknowable

;
the Universal tends towards

oneness and simplicity, and is thus essentially knowable,
more fully demonstrable than the infinity of particulars.

The demonstration thereof is therefore better. 7. It is
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also better, on another ground ;
for he that knows the

Universal does in a certain sense know also the Par

ticular ;

a but he that knows the Particular cannot be

said in any sense to know the Universal. 8. The

principium or perfection of cognition is to be found in

the immediate proposition, true per se. When we

demonstrate, and thus employ a middle term, the nearer

the middle term approaches to that principium, the

better the demonstration is. The demonstration of

the Universal is thus better and more accurate than

that of the Particular .

b

Such are the several reasons enumerated by Aristotle

in refutation of the previous opinion stated in favour of

the Particular. Evidently he does not account them all

of equal value : he intimates that some are purely
dialectical

(\o&amp;lt;yt/ra) ;
and he insists most upon the two

following: 1. He that knows the Universal knows in

a certain sense the Particular ;
if he knows that every

triangle has its three angles equal to two right angles, he

knows potentially that the isosceles has its three angles

equal to the same, though he may not know as yet that

the isosceles is a triangle. But he that knows the Par

ticular does not in any way know the Universal, either

actually or potentially. 2. The Universal is appre
hended by Intellect or Nous, the highest of all cognitive

powers ; the Particular terminates in sensation. Here,
I presume, he means, that, in demonstration of the Par

ticular, the conclusion teaches you nothing more than

*
Compare Analyt. Post. I. i. p. 71,

j

c

Analyt. Post. I. xxiv. p. 86, a. 22 :

a. 25
;
also Metaphys. A. p. 981, a. 12.

j

aXXa r&amp;gt;v
p.(i&amp;gt; dprjfjifvtov (via Xoyta

b
Analyt. Post. 1. xxiv. p. 85, b. 4- I m- /laXtora 8e Sijhov ori

if

p. 86, a. 21. Schol. p. 233, b. 6 : Ka0o\ov Kvpteorepa, OTI 6 Be ravnjv

6/ioi cos &f ovrtav
yva&amp;gt;pifj.a&amp;gt;i&amp;gt;, f]

81 tXar- t^cov ri\v Trporaartv (the Particular)

TO KO 06\ov ov 8 a fiat s o 18 f v,

ovre 8v vd pf i ovr t vt py ( la.

p.f(T&amp;lt;t&amp;gt;v aipercorepa fj.a\\ov yap
fyyvrtpai rfjs rov vov evtpytias.
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you might have learnt from a direct observation of

sense ;
whereas in that of the Universal the conclusion

teaches you more than you could have learnt from

direct sensation, and comes into correlation with the

highest form of our intellectual nature.

Next, Aristotle compares the Affirmative with the

Negative demonstration, and shows that the Affirmative

is the better. Of two demonstrations (he lays it down)
that one which proceeds upon a smaller number of

postulates, assumptions, or propositions, is better than

the other
; for, to say nothing of other reasons, itxxm-

ducts- you more speedily to knowledge than the other,

and that is an advantage. Now, both in the affirmative

and in the negative syllogism, you must have three

terms and two propositions ;
but in the affirmative you

assume only that something is ; while in the negative

you assume both that something is, and that something
is not. Here is a double assumption instead of a single ;

therefore the negative is the worse or inferior of the

two.
b

Moreover, for the demonstration of a negative

conclusion, you require one affirmative premiss (since

from two negative premisses nothing whatever can be

concluded) ;
while for the demonstration ofan affirmative

conclusion, you must have two affirmative premisses,

and you cannot admit a negative. This, again, shows

that the affirmative is logically prior, more trustworthy,
and better than the negative. The negative is only

intelligible and knowable through the affirmative, just

as Non-Ens is knowable only through Ens. The affir

mative demonstration therefore, as involving better

principles, is, on this ground also, better than the nega-

Analyt. Post. I. xxiv, p. 86, a. 29 : the doctrine that NoiJr is the unit of

na\ T) [i(v Ka66\ov voriTT), T)
8f Kara scientific demonstration.

pipos tls a trdrjaiv TfXtvra. Compare
b

Ibid. I. xxv. p. 86, a. 31 -b. 9.

xxiii. p. 84, h. 39, where we noticed
j

*
Ibid. b. 10-30.

VOL. I. /
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tive.
a A fortiori, it is also better than the demonstration

by way of Reductio ad Absurdum, which was the last

case to be considered. This, as concluding only indi

rectly and from impossibility of the contradictory, is

worse even than the negative ;
much more therefore

is it worse than the direct affirmative .

b

If we next compare one Science with another, the

prior and more accurate of the two is, (1) That which

combines at once the cm and the SIOTI
; (2) That

which is abstracted from material conditions, as com

pared with that which is immersed therein for example,
arithmetic is more accurate than harmonics

; (3) The
more simple as compared with the more complex : thus,

arithmetic is more accurate than geometry, a monad or

unit is a substance without position, whereas a point

(more concrete) is a substance with position. One and

the same science is that which belongs to one and the

same generic subject-matter. The premisses of a de

monstration must be included in the same genus with

the conclusion ;
and where the ultimate premisses are

heterogeneous, the cognition derived from them must

be considered as not one but a compound of several.*
1

You may find two or more distinct middle terms for

Analyt. Post. I. xxv. p. 86, b. 30- 37. Themistius, Paraphras. p. 60, ed.

39. Speng. : KUT oXXoi/ 8e (rpcmov), lav
fj

b
Ibid. I. xxvi. p. 87, a. 2-30.

|
pev nepl inoKfip.fvd nva Kal alo-drjTa

Waitz (II. p. 370), says :
&quot; deductio Trpayp.aTfvr)Tat, 17

8e ntpl VOTJTO. KOI

(ad absurdum), quippe quas per am

bages cogat, post ponenda est demon
stration! rectse.&quot;

Philoponus says (Schol. pp. 234-

235, Brand.) that the Commentators

all censured Aristotle for the manner
in which he here laid out the Syl

logism fit d&wdrov. I do not, how

ever, find any such censure in The
mistius. Philoponns defends Aristotle

from the censure.

Analyt. Post. I. xxvii. p. 87, a. 31-

KadoXov.

Philoponus illustrates this (Schol.

p. 235, b. 41, Br.) : 0101- TO. Q(o8o&amp;lt;riov

crcpaipiKa aKptfiecrrepd ecrrtv f

TTJS TCOV AVTO\VKOV TTfpl KlVOVfJLCVTJS

&amp;lt;T(paipas.
&C.

d
Analyt. Post. I. xxviii. p. 87, a.

38-b. 5. Themistius, p. 61 : SijAoj/ 8e

TOVTO yiverai irpoiovaiv fjri ras avarro-

bfiKTovs dp^ds aiirai yap fl /jujSefiiav

(Tvyytvetav, tTfpai at tvitrri)fUU.
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demonstrating the same conclusion ; sometimes out of

the same logical series or table, sometimes out of dif

ferent tables.*

There cannot be demonstrative cognition of fortuitous

events,
b
for all demonstration is either of the necessary

or of the customary. Nor can there be demonstrative

cognition through sensible perception. For though by
sense we perceive a thing as such and such (through its

sensible qualities), yet we perceive it inevitably as hoc

aliquid, hie, et nunc. But the Universal cannot be per
ceived by sense ;

for it is neither hie nor nunc, but

temper et ubique? Now demonstrations are all accom

plished by means of the Universal, and demonstrative

cognition cannot therefore be had through sensible

perception. If the equality of the three angles of

a triangle to two right angles were a fact directly

perceivable by sense, we should still have looked

out for a demonstration thereof: we should have no

proper scientific cognition of it (though some persons
contend for this) ; for sensible perception gives us only

particular cases, and Cognition or Science proper comes

only through knowing the Universal.d
If, being on

the surface of the moon, \\e had on any one occasion

*

Analyt. Post. I. xxix. p. 87, b. 5-
j

aio-6uvT0ai TO Tpiyatvov on bvcrlv

18. Aristotle gives an example to opdals &quot;&amp;lt;ras xfl raj ycnvias, fr]Tovp.(v
illustrate this general doctrine: TO av dir6t i^iv, Ka\ ov\ (&amp;lt;u

o- TT f p fya&amp;lt;ri

rjoto dai, TO Kivt urOai, TO f)p(fjiir6at, T i v f r) r)TTi.crTdp(6u- alvBuvfcrQai p.tv

TO
nfTafid\\(it&amp;gt;.

As he includes these &amp;lt;

yap emiyKr/ xuff fKaarov, fj
6&quot;

rtcrrij/i?j

terms and this subject among the i TW TO Ka66\ov
yvo&amp;gt;pitiv

tt

topics for demonstration, it is difficult

to see where he would draw a distinct

line between topics for Demonstration

and topics for Dialectic.
&quot;

Ibid. xxx. p. 87, b. 19-27.

Ibid. xxxi. p. 87, b. 28 : d yap
KU\ (ffTiv

T) a&quot;a6ri&amp;lt;Tis
TOV Toiov8( (cai

^i) ToiBf TWOS, aXX alffdavtadai yt

HViryKa iov To8f TI nal nov Kai vvv.

a
Ibid. b. .)5 :

8r)Xoj&amp;gt;
OT KU\ d fjv

Kuclid, in the 20th Proposition of

his first Book, demonstrates that any
two sides of a triangle are together

greater than the third side. Accord

ing to Proklus, the Epikureans
derided the demonstration of such a

point as absurd
; and it seems that

some contemporaries of Aristotle

argued in a similar way, judging by
the phrase uxmtp (pacri Tivtt.

z 2
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seen the earth between us and the sun, we could not

have known from that single observation that such

interposition is the cause universally of eclipses. We
cannot directly by sense perceive the Universal, though
sense is the principium of the Universal. By multiplied
observation of sensible particulars, we can hunt out and

elicit the Universal, enunciate it clearly and separately,
and make it serve for demonstration.* The Universal

is precious, because it reveals the Cause or hort, and is

therefore more precious, not merely than sensible obser

vation, but also than intellectual conception of the on

only, where the Cause or 8m lies apart, and is derived

from a higher genus. Respecting First Principles or

Summa Genera, we must speak elsewhere.b
It is clear,

therefore, that no demonstrable matter can be known,

properly speaking, from direct perception of sense
;

though there are cases in which nothing but the impos

sibility of direct observation drives us upon seeking for

demonstration. Whenever we can get an adequate
number of sensible observations, we can generalize the

fact
;
and in some instances we may perhaps not seek

for any demonstrative knowledge (i.e. to explain it by

any higher principle). If we could see the pores in

glass and the light passing through them, we should

learn through many such observations why combustion

arises on the farther side of the glass ; each of our

observations would have been separate and individual,

Analyt. Post. I. xxxi. p. 88, a. 2 :

ov prjv aXX (K TOV
6ea&amp;gt;pflv

TOVTO TTO\-

Xd/as avfij^dlvov, TO Ka66\ov av 6rjpfv-

Ka6 fKacrra irkeiovKv TO Ka6c&amp;gt;\ov

8f/\ov. Themistius, p. 62, Sp. : apx 1
)

p.tv yap drrobfi^fas aur&jcris, Kat TO

xadoXov tvvoovfjifv 8ta TO 7roXXd/ay

ai&amp;lt;r()((r6ai.

b
Analyt. Post. I. xxxi. p. 88, a. G :

TO 8e Ka66\ov rifjLiov, OTI 677X01 TO

aiTtov wore wept, TCOV TOIOVTCOV
r)

/ca^oXov
Tifj.iu&amp;gt;T(pa

TO&amp;gt;V aicrdrjcrfiov Kal

TTJS vorjcrftos, oo~a&amp;gt;v fTtpov TO ainov

TTfpl 8e TUIV
TTpu&amp;gt;Tu&amp;gt;v

aXXo? Xoyos.

By TO TrpwTa, he means the dpxai
of Demonstration, which are treated

especially in II. xix. See Biese, Die

Philos. des Aristoteles, p. 277.
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but we should by intellect generalize the result that all

the cases fall under the same law.*

Aristotle next proceeds to refute, at some length,

the supposition, that the principia of all syllogisms are

the same. We see at once that this cannot be so,

because some syllogisms are true, others false. But,

besides, though there are indeed a few Axioms essential

to the process of demonstration, and the same in all

syllogisms, yet these are not sufficient of themselves

for demonstration. There must farther be other pre
misses or matters of evidence propositions immediately
true (or established by prior demonstrations) belonging
to each branch of Science specially, as distinguished

from the others. Our demonstration relates to these

special matters or premisses, though it is accomplished
out of or by means of the common Axioms. 1

Science or scientific Cognition differs from true

Opinion, and the cotjmtiiDi from the opinatum, herein,

that Science is of the Universal, and through necessary

premisses which cannot be otherwise
;
while Opinion

relates to matters true, yet which at the same time may
possibly be false. The belief in a proposition which

is immediate (i. e. undemonstrable) yet not necessary, is

Opinion; it is not Science, nor is it Nous or Intel

lect the principium of Science or scientific Cognition.

m

Analyt. Post. I. xxxi. p. 88, a. 9-

17. &amp;lt;rri fitvroi (via
dvay&amp;lt;ip.(va

tls

atcrdri(T(u&amp;gt;s ftcXdiffiv tv TO!? 7rpo/3Xij-

p,a(TW via yap ft
cu&amp;gt;p&amp;lt;i)p.fv,

OVK av

(r)Tovptv, ov% us ftSore? rco opqv,

dXX O)S f\OVT(S TO K(l66\OV (K TOV

t)pav.

The text of this and the succeeding
words seems open to doubt, as well as

that of Themistius (p. G3). WaiU
in his note (p. 374) explains the

ineaning clearly; &quot;mm ita quidem

tit ipsa sciisuum percept io scientiarn

afferat; sud ita ut quod in singulis

accidere videamus, idem etiam in

omnibus accidere coniicientes uni

verse intelligamus.&quot;
b
Analyt. Post. I. xxxii. p. 88, a.

18-b. 29. at yap dp\al fitrrat, e &i/

Tf ical irtpi 6- at fit? ovi&amp;gt; ( &v xoivai,

at fie TTfpi o tfitai, otoj/ upi.8p.os, p.ty(dus.

Compare xi. p. 77, a. 27. See P&amp;gt;ar-

thelemy St. Hilaire, Plan General dcs

Uerniers Analyliques, p. Ixxxi.
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Such beliefs are fluctuating, as we see every day ;

we all distinguish them from other beliefs, which we
cannot conceive not to be true and which we call

cognitions.
8 But may there not be Opinion and Cog

nition respecting the same matters ? There may be

(says Aristotle) in different men, or in the same man at

different times ; but not in the same man at the same

time. There may also be, respecting the same matter,

true opinion in one man s mind, and false opinion in

the mind of another .

b

With some remarks upon Sagacity, or the power of

divining a middle term in a time too short for reflection

(as when the friendship of two men is on the instant

referred to the fact of their having a common enemy),
the present book is brought to a close.

a
Aiialyt. Post. I. xxxiii. p. 88, b.

30-p. 89, a. 10.
b

Ibid. p. 89, a. 11-b. 6. That

eclipse of the sun is caused by the in

terposition of the moon was to the

astronomer Hipparchus scientific

Cognition ;
for he saw that it could

not be otherwise. To the philosopher

Epikurus it was Opinion ; for he

thought that it might be otherwise

(Themistius, p. 66, Spengel).
c

Ibid, xxxiv. p. 89, b. 10-20.
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CHAPTER VIII.

ANALYTICA POSTERIORA II.

ARISTOTLE begins the Second Book of the Analytica
Posteriora by an enumeration and classification of

Problems or Questions suitable for investigation. The
matters knowable by us may be distributed into four

classes :

&quot;Ori. AIOTI. Ei tcrri. Ti t crri.

1. Quod. 2. Cur. 3. An sit. 4. Quid sit .

Under the first head come questions of Fact
;
under

the second head, questions of Cause or Reason
;
under

the third, questions of Existence
;
under the fourth,

questions of Essence. Under the first head we enquire,
Whether a fact or event is so or so ? Whether a given

subject possesses this or that attribute, or is in this

or that condition ? enumerating in the question the

various supposable alternatives. Under the second

head, we assume the first question to have been affir

matively answered, and we proceed to enquire, |Vhat
is the cause or reason for such fact, or such conjunction
of subject and attribute ? Under the third head, we

ask, Does a supposed subject exist ? And if the answer

be in the affirmative, we proceed to enquire, under the

fourth head, What is the essence of the subject?
4

*

Analyt. Post. 11. i. p. 89, b. 23, the third and fourth heads before the

seq. Themistius observes, p. 67, first and second. Compare Schol. p.

Speug. : frfTovft.(v roiwv TJ Trepi dffXov 240, b. 30 ; p. 241, a. 18. The Scholiast

TIVOS KOI d(Tvt&amp;gt;6(Tov, f) iTtpl vvvQfTov complains of the enigmatical style of

Kal (v irpordcrfi. Themistius has here Aristotle : rf) ypi&amp;lt;p&amp;lt;08ti
roii

changed Aristotle s order, and placed eirayyeX/g (p. 240, 1&amp;gt;. 25).
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We have here two distinct pairs of Qucesita :

Obviously the second head presupposes the first, and

is consequent thereupon ;
while the fourth also pre

supposes the third. But it might seem a more suitable

arrangement (as Themistius and other expositors have

conceived) that the third and fourth heads should come

first in the list, rather than the first and second ; since

the third and fourth are simpler, and come earlier in the

order of philosophical exposition, while the first and

second are more complicated, and cannot be expounded

philosophically until after the philosophical exposition

of the others. This is cleared up by adverting to the

distinction, so often insisted on by Aristotle, between

what is first in order of cognition relatively to us (nobis

notiora), and what is first in order of cognition by nature

(iiaturd notiora). To us (that is to men taken indi

vidually and in the course of actual growth) the

phenomena of nature a

present themselves as particulars

confused and complicated in every way, with attributes

essential and accidental implicated together : we gra

dually learn first to see and compare them as particulars,

next to resolve them into generalities, bundles, classes,

and partially to explain the Wliy of some by Tneansxrf

others. Here we start from facts embodied in pro

positions, that include subjects clothed with their

attributes. But in the order of nature (that is, in the

order followed by those who know the scibile as a

whole, and can expound it scientifically) that which

a
Schol. Philopon. p. 241, a, 18-

24 : TOVTW TO ft eori KOL TO TI ecrnv

fl(ri.v cbrAa, TO 8e OTI (cat TO SIOTI

(TvvdfTO. TrpoTtpa yap f]fj.lv
Kal

yva&amp;gt;pt-

fjiu&amp;gt;Tpa
TO. o-vvdtTa, a&amp;gt;s rrj (pixrei TO.

d;rXa.

Mr. Poste observes upon this quad

ruple classification by Aristotle (p.

96) :

&quot; The two last of these are

problems of Inductive, but first prin

ciples of Deductive, Science ;
the one

being the hypothesis, the other the

definition. The attribute as well as

the subject must be defined (I. x.),

so that to a certain degree the second

problem also is assumed among the

principles of Demonstration.&quot;
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comes first is the Universal or the simple Subject
abstracted from its predicates or accompaniments : ^e
have to enquire, first, whether a given subject exists ;

next, if it does exist, what is its real constituent essence

or definition. We thus see the reason for the order in

which Aristotle has arranged the two co-ordinate pairs

of Qucesita or Problems, conformable to the different pro
cesses pursued, on the one hand, by the common intellect,

growing and untrained on the other, by the mature or

disciplined intellect, already competent for philosophical

exposition and applying itself to new incognita.

Comparing together these four Qucesita, it will

appear that in the first and third (Quod and A?i), we
seek to find out whether there is or is not any middle

term. In the second and fourth (Cur and Quid), we

already know or assume that there is a middle term ;

and we try to ascertain what that middle term is.
a The

enquiry Cur, is in the main analogous to the enquiry

Quid; in botli cases, we aim at ascertaining what

the cause or middle term is. But, in the enquiry Cur,

what we discover is perhaps some independent fact

or event, which is the cause of the event qucesitiim

while, in the enquiry Quid, what we seek is the real

essence or definition of the substance the funda

mental, generating, immanent cause of its concomitant

attributes. Sometimes, however, the Quid and the Cur

are only different ways of stating the same thing. E.g.,

Quid est eclipsis lunce ? Answer : The essence of an

eclipse is a privation of light from the moon, through
intervention of the earth between her and the sun.

Cur locum habet eclipsis lunce ? Answer : Because the

light of the sun is prevented from reaching the moon

Analyt. Post. II. i. p. 8U, b. 37-

p. 90, a. 7. iri-ft.i
iiiivfi apa tv andcrais

rals
riTr]&amp;lt;T((Ti ^rjTtiv fj

&amp;lt;i tort fieo oi
,

r;
TI eort TO fjifffov TO

p.ft&amp;gt; yap ai

TO p.(crov, (v ana&amp;lt;ri 8f TOVTO frjrei

Compare Schol. p. -41, b. 10, Br.
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by intervention of the earth. Here it is manifest that

the answers to the enquiries Quid and Cur are really

and in substance the same fact, only stated in different

phrases.*

That the qucesitum in all these researches is a middle

term or medium, is plain from those cases wherein the

medium is perceivable by sense ; for then we neither

require nor enter upon research. For example, if we
were upon the moon, we should see the earth coming
between us and the sun, now and in each parti

cular case of eclipse. Accordingly, after many such

observations, we should affirm the universal propo

sition, that such intervention of the earth was -the

cause of eclipses ;
the universal becoming known to

us through induction of particular cases.
b The middle

term, the Cause, the Quid, and the Cur, are thus all

the same enquiry, in substance ; though sometimes

such qucesitum is the quiddity or essential nature of

the thing itself (as the essence of a triangle is the

cause or ground of its having its three angles equal
to two right angles, as well as of its other properties),

sometimes it is an extraneous fact.

But how or by what process is this qucesitum ob

tained and made clear ? Is it by Demonstration or

by Definition ? What is Definition, and what matters

admit of Definition ?
d Aristotle begins by treating the

question dialectically ; by setting out a series of doubts

Analyt. Post. II. ii. p. 90, a. 14-

23, 31 : TO TI ftrriv (iftfvai ravro ftm
KOI 8ia TI f(mv.

b
Ibid. a. 24-30. e *c yap rov al-

a6f(T0ai Kal TO KadoXov eytvtTO av fjfiiv

flBfvar
fj ftfv yap aia-drjats on vvv

avTXppdrrfi- KCH yap 8ff\ov on vvv

quadruple classification of problems
is set forth still more clearly in the

sixth book of the Metaphysica (Z. p.

1041), with the explanations of Bonitz,

Comm. pp. 358, 359.
e

Analyt. Post. II. ii. p. 90, a. 31.

Ibid. iii. p. 90, a. 37 : n tanv

(K\ei7T(i- tK 8e TOVTOV TO Ka66\ov av
j opitr/ior, KOI nva&amp;gt;v,

fvtro. aavTts Trparov irtpl avTcav

The purport and relation of this
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and difficulties. First, Is it possible that the same

cognition, and in the same relation, can be obtained

both by Definition and by Demonstration ? No
; it is

not possible. Itr is plain that much that is known by
Demonstration cannot be known by Definition

;
for we

have seen that conclusions both particular and negative
are established by Demonstration (in the Third and

Second figures), while every Definition is universal

and affirmative. But we may go farther and say, that

even where a conclusion universal and affirmative is

established (in the First figure) by Demonstration, that

same conclusion can never be known by Definition
;

fbF~if it could be known by Definition, it might
have been known without Demonstration. Now we are

assured, by an uncontradicted induction, that this is

not the fact
;
for that which we know by Demonstration

is either a proprium of the subject per se, or an acci

dent or concomitant; but no Definition ever declares

either the one or the other : it declares only the

essence.*

Again, let us ask, vice vef#d, Can everything that

is declared by Definition, or indeed anything that is

declared by Definition, be known also by Demon
stration ? Neither is this possible. One and the same

cognitum can be known only by one process of cogni
tion. Definitions are the principia from which Demon
stration departs ;

and we have already shown that in

going back upon demonstrations, we must stop some

where, and must recognize some principia undemori-

strable.
b The Definition can never be demonstrated,

*

Analyt. Post. II. iii. p. 00, b. 13: nvrt ru&amp;gt;v
&amp;lt;T\&amp;gt;n$tftr)KOTu&amp;gt;v.

*n ti o

iitavr) fit nia&quot;rit *ai tn rrjs fVayoxyrjr opierjior ovaias Ttj yfwptcr/idy, ra yt
nvbtv yap ntonurt opiaa^fvm tyvut- roiavra (faavtpov on OVK ovfriat.

Htv, ovrt rtav naff aiiro v-napxovriav
b

Ibid. b. 18-27.
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for it declares only the essence of the subject, and

does not predicate anything concerning the subject;

whereas Demonstration assumes the essence to be

known, and deduces from such assumption an attribute

distinct from the essence.*

Prosecuting still farther the dialectical and dubita-

tive treatment,
1*

Aristotle now proceeds to suggest, that

the Essence (that is, the entire Essence or Quiddity),
which is declared by Definition, can never be known by
Demonstration. To suppose that it could be so known,
would be inconsistent with the conditions of the syllo

gistic proof used in demonstrating. You prove by

syllogism, through a middle term, some predicate or

attribute ; e.g., because A is predicable of all B, and

B is predicable of all C, therefore A is predicable of

all C. But you cannot prove, through the middle term

B, that A is the essence or quiddity of C, unless by

assuming in the premisses that B is the essence of C,

and that A is the essence of B
; accordingly, -that-the

three propositions, AB, BC, AC, are all co-extensive

and reciprocate with each other. Here then you have

assumed as your premisses two essential propositions,

AB, BC, in order to prove as an essential proposition
the conclusion AC. BtrtrtnTs^is inadmissible

; iox-your

premisses require demonstration as much as your con

clusion. You have committed a Petitio Principii ,

-c

you

m

Analyt. Post. II. iii. p. 90, b. 33,

seq. : eri iraaa. dn68eiis TI Kara TIVOS

8dKwcriv, olov OTI (&amp;lt;TTLV
r)
OVK fcrTiv ev

8e TW 6pio~fi.(a
ov8ev ertpov ertpov KO-

rrjyopemu, oiov ovre TO
&amp;lt;pov

KOTO, TOV

8i7ro8os oi&amp;gt;8e TOVTO KOTO. TOV fcoov 6

p.ev ovv opicrfjibs TI (cm 8/7X01, 17
8e

llTTobft^lS OTl
T)

ffTTl To8f KUTO. TOll8f

f)
OVK fCTTLV.

Themisiius (p. 71, iSpeng.) distin

guishes the optoyxos itself from
f) irpo-

racris
f)

TOV
6purpt&amp;gt;v

Analyt. Tost. II. iv. p. 91, a. 12 :

a
fJ.fl&amp;gt;

OVV P-fXP 1 TOVTOV 8ll)-

One would think, by these

words, that TO 8ia7ropflv (or the dubi-

tative treatment) finished here. But

the fact is not so : that treatment is

continued for four chapters more, to

the commencement of ch. viii. p. J3.

c
Ibid. a. 12-32. TOVTU &
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have assumed in your minor premiss the very point to

be demonstrated.

If you cannot obtain Definition as the conclusion of

.syllogistic Demonstration, still less can you obtain it

through the method of generic and specific Division
;

which last method (as has been already shown in the

Analytic^ Priora) is not equal even to the Syllogism
in respect of usefulness and efficacy. You cannot in

this method distinguish between propositions both true

and essential, and propositions true but not essential ;

you never obtain, by asking questions according to

the method of generic subdivision, any premisses from

which the conclusion follows by necessity. Yet this is

what you ought to obtain for the purpose of Demon
stration

;
for you are not allowed to enunciate the full

actual conclusion among the premisses, and require
assent to it. Division of a genus into its species will

often give useful information, as Induction also will;
1

but neither the one nor the other will be equivalent
to a demonstration. A definition obtained only from

subdivisions of a genus, may always be challenged,
like a syllogism without its middle term.

ui&amp;gt;Ti(rrpf(pfiv
tl yap TO A TOV r

&quot;Stop,
chose sera dans le moyen terme lui-

8fi\ov on cat TOV B ical TOVTO TOV T,
I
meme, avant d etre dans la concln-

uxrrt irdvra aXXijXwi/. Xa///3uj/fi ovv 6 sion ; en effet, la mineure : B rst la

8i 8tar teat yap TO B eori ri torn/ definition cssentielle de C, donne la

avdpu-rros. Themistius, pp. 72, 73 : definition essentielle de C, sans qu il

TOV dirobfiKvvvra TO TI rjv fivai TOV soit bcsoin d aller jusqu a la conclu-

(IvOpunov, XXo TI 8d 7rpoXa/3eti/ TOV sion. Done la demonstration de 1

avrov TO TI f/v eii/ai. ov yap /rioOXerai essence ainsi entendue est absurde.&quot;

TW
6pi(rp.t&amp;gt;v ci7ro8flat, TOVTOV upo\afji-

*

Analyt. Post. II. v. p. 91, b. 12,

ftdvd Tiva 6pi.o-fj.ov dvai xwP f ^TTO- seq.; Analyt. Prior. I. xxxi. p. 46, a. 31.

5fi ec0y. Aristotle here alludes to the method

M. Barthelemy St. Hilaire, notes,

p. 205 :
&quot;

II faut done, pour con-

clure par syllogisme que A est la de

finition essentielle de C, que A soit la

definition essentielle de B, et que B
soit lui-meme la definition essentielle

de 0. Mais alors la definition dc la

pursued by Plato in the Sophistes and

Politicu.s, though he does not name
Plato :

T)
fiia TU&amp;gt;V

8iaipfcri&amp;gt;v oBos, &C.
b
Analyt. Post. II. v. p. 91, b. 15-33 :

ovof yap o (irayatv torus airoOfiKW(riv,

aXX
op.o&amp;gt;s SrjXoI Tt. C ompare The-

mistius, p. 74.
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Again, neither can you arrive at the definition of

a given subject, by assuming in general terms what a

definition ought to be, and then declaring a given form

of words to be conformable to such assumption ;
be

cause your minor premiss must involve Petitio Principii.

The same logical fault will be committed, if you take

your departure from an hypothesis in which you

postulate the definition of a certain subject, and then

declare inferentially what the definition of its contrary
must be. The definition which you here assume re

quires proof as much as that which you infer from it.
a

Moreover, neither by this process, nor by that of

generic subdivision, can you show any reason why the

parts of the definition should coalesce into one essential

whole. If they do not thus coalesce if they be nothing
better than distinct attributes conjoined in the same

subject, like musicus and grammaticus the real essence

is not declared, and the definition is not a good one.
b

After stating some other additional difficulties which

seem to leave the work of Definition inexplicable, Ari

stotle relinquishes the dubitative treatment, and looks

out for some solution of the puzzle : How may it be

possible that the Definition shall become known ?
c He

Analyt. Post. II. vi. p. 92, a. 6-28.

Themist. p. 76.

treated the same subject, and professes

an intention to complete what has

Rassow renders e wo&Vecos
j

been begun in the Analytica ; $
&quot;

assumpta generali definitionis no- I oo-ov tv rols Ai/aXuTiKois Trepl 6picrp.ov

tione
;&quot;
and also says : &quot;TO ri. TJV elvat ^ ( ip^rai.

generalem definitionis notionem; TO
c

Analyt. Post. II. vii. p. 92, a. 34,

ri fo-nv certam quandam defini-
|
seq. The atropiai continue to the end

tionem, significare perspicuum est.&quot; : of ch. vii. He goes on, ch. viii. p .93, a.

(Aristotelis de Notionis Definitione
|

1-2 : TrdXiv fie o~Kfirreov ri rovra&amp;gt;v Xe-

Doctrina, p. 65). -yerai KO\U&amp;gt;S, KOI ri ov KiiXSts, &C.
11

Analyt. Post. II. vi. p. 92, a. 32.
j

&quot; Tout ce qui precede ne represente
That the parts of the definition must ; pas la theorie proprement dite

;
ce

coalesce into one unity is laid down
[

n est qu une discussion preliminaire
&quot;

again in the Metaphysica, Z. pp. 1037,
] (Earth. St. Hilaire, not. p. 222). These

1038, where Aristotle makes reference difficult chapters are well illustrated

to the Analytica as having already by Hermann Rassow, ch. i. pp. 9-14.
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has already told us that to know the essence of a thing
is the same as to know the cause or reason of its exist

ence ;
but we must first begin by knowing that the

definiendum exists
;
for there can be no definition of a

non-entity, except a mere definition of the word, a no

minal or verbal definition. Now sometimes we know
the existence of the subject by one or other of its acci

dental attributes; but this gives us no help towards

finding the definition/ Sometimes, however, we obtain

a partial knowledge of its essence along with the

knowledge of its existence
;
when we know it along

with some constant antecedent, or through some con

stant, though derivative, consequent.
&amp;lt;

~&quot;fnewiog_ thus

much^we can often discover the cause or fundamental

condition thereof, which is the essence or definition

of the- snbject.
b

Indeed, it may happen that the

constant derivative, and the fundamental essence on

which it depends, become known both together ; or,

again, the cause or fundamental condition may per

haps not be the essence of the subject alone, but some

fact including other subjects also
;
and this fact may

then be stated as a middle term. Thus, in regard to

eclipse of the moon, we know the constant phenomenal
fact about it, that, on a certain recurrence of the time

of full moon, the moon casts no light and makes no

shadow. Hence we proceed to search out the cause.

Is it interposition of the earth, or conversion of the

*
Analyt. Post. II. viii. p. 93, a. 3 : ovros txop.(v KOI npbs TO TI torn/.

Vel 8 fo-riv, a&amp;gt;s

(&amp;lt;pap.fv,
ravrov TO Compare Brentano, Ueber die Bedeu-

ti&fvui TI tern ica\ TO floevai TO OITIOV tung dcs Seieuden nach Aristoteles,

TOII (I fOTf Ibid. a. 24: ocra piv ovv p. 17.

KOTU (rvpfifftrjuos otoap.(v Sri corn/,
b
Analyt. Post. II. viii. p. 93, a. 21.

dvayKoiof p.r)8ap.&amp;gt;s (X(i &quot; irpbs TO f( Themistius, p. 79, Speng. : 6Va 8t dnii

iariv ovof yap on (crriv \a\i.tv TO 8* TU&amp;gt;V oiKficov re KOI ( avrov TOV irpay-

^TjTilV Tl t lTTl
/ilj t^OVTllf OTt &amp;lt;OTl, /KJTOr, aTTO TOlTTtOI/ TJOTJ pUOV (Is TO Tl

jfifv rT( iv fo-riv. icnff o(Td&amp;gt;v 8 (o.(v tart uraftalvouv.

Tl. pUOV UKTTt O&amp;gt;f t\O^J.(V OTt t(TTlV
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moon s body, or extinction of her light, &c. ? The
new fact when shown, must appear as a middle term,

throwing into syllogistic form (in the First figure) the

cause or rational explanation of a lunar eclipse ;
show

ing not merely that there is an eclipse, but what an

eclipse is, or what is its definition.*

Aristotle has thus shown how the Essence or Quiddity

(rt &amp;lt;m) may become known in this class of cases.

There is neither syllogism nor demonstration thereof,

yet it is declared through syllogism and demonstration :

though no demonstration thereof is possible, yet you
cannot know it without demonstration, wherever there

is an extraneous cause.
b

But the above doctrine will hold only in cases where

there is a distinct or extraneous cause ;
it will not hold

in cases where there is none. It is only in the former

(as has been said) that a middle term can be shown
;

rendering it possible that Quiddity or Essence should be

declared .by a valid formal syllogism, though it cannot

be demonstrated by syllogism. In the latter, where there

Analyt. Post. II. viii. p. 93, a. 30-

b. 14.
b

I bid. b. 15-20: W
TOV r fcmv ot&amp;gt; -ytrat ov no-

Kol 81
a.Tro8ei^fu&amp;gt;s-

Mr. Poste translates an earlier pas

sage (p. 93, a. 5) in this very difficult

chapter as follows (p. 107) :

&quot;

If one

cause is demonstrable, another inde

monstrable cause must be the inter

mediate
;

and the proof is in the

first figure, and the conclusion affir

mative and universal. In this mode
of demonstrating the essence, we prove
one definition by another, for the in

termediate that proves an essence or a

peculiar predicate must itself be an

essence or a peculiar predicate. Of
two definitions, then, one is proved and

the other assumed
; and, as we said

before, this is not a demonstration but

a dialectical proof of the essence.&quot;

Mr. Poste here translates \OJIKOS ervX-

Xoyicr/ios
&quot;

dialectical
proof.&quot;

I under

stand it rather as meaning a syllogism,

v simply (Top. I. v. p. 102,

b. 5), in which all that you really know
is that the predicate belongs to the

subject, but in which you assume

besides that it belongs to the subject

essentially. It is not a demonstration

because, in order to obtain Essence in

the conclusion, you are obliged to

postulate Essence in your premiss.

(See Alexander ad Topic. I. p. 263,

Br.). You have therefore postulated

a premiss which required proof as

much as the conclusion.
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is no distinct cause, no such middle term can be enun

ciated : the Quiddity or Essence must be assumed as an

immediate or undemonstrable principium, and must be

exposed or set out in the best manner practicable as

an existent reality, on Induction or on some other

authority. The arithmetician makes his first steps by
assuming both what a monad is and that there exists

such a monad.&quot;

We may distinguish three varieties of Definition.

1. Sometimes it is the mere explanation what a word

signifies : in this sense, it has nothing- to- 4o with

essence or existence : it is a nominal definition and

nothieg-more.
b

2. Sometimes it enunciates the Essence,

cause, or reason of the definitum ; this will happen
where the cause is distinct or extraneous, and where

there is accordingly an intervening middle term : the

definition will then differ from a demonstration only

by condensing into one enunciation the two premisses
and the conclusion which together constitute the

demonstration. 3. Sometimes it is an immediate

proposition, an indemonstrable hypothesis, assuming
Essence or Quiddity ; the essence itself being cause,

and no extraneous cause no intervening middle term-

being obtainable.
1

Analyt. Post. II. ix. p. 93, b. 21.

flTTl S&amp;lt; T&amp;gt;V fl(V (TfpOV Tl OITIOV, TG)V

8 oil* f&amp;lt;mv. Sxrrt &rj\ov UTI KCI\ TU&amp;gt;V

TI ftTTi TO.
p.(i&amp;gt; itp.f&amp;lt;ra

KOI dp^ai tlcriv,

a KO\ (ivat KOI TL (orrtv vTrodttrBai 8ei

*l
(TXXov Tponav (puvfpd iroificrai. ontp

o dpidfiTjTiKut iroiel- KOI yap TI (&amp;lt;m

TTJV fj.ova8a viroridfTai, rai OT( fa~nv.

Themistius, p. 80: d KOI dvai

KO.\ TI (&amp;lt;mv iirodfcrdai &d, ff
&amp;lt;TXXoj/

Tponov (fiavfpa ironyvai t tVayayy^r f)

TTicrrfeof
f) r/itrctpuiff. Rassow, De

Notionis Dcfinitione, pp. 18-22.
&quot;

Analyt. Post. II. x. p. fl3, h. 29-37.

VOL. I.

&quot;

Ibid. p. 93, b. 38, seq. olnv

dlToftflf-lS TOV Tl (CTTIV, TJI 6((Tl 8l(l-

TOV Tl fOTl, TTTtofffl
8l(l&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;f p(i&amp;gt;l&amp;gt; TTJS

((as dittering &quot;situ ft posi-

tione termiiiurutu
&quot;

(Julius Pacius, p.

493).
&quot;

Ibid. p. 94, a. 9 : 6 8&amp;lt; T&V dp.(-

(TU&amp;gt;1&amp;gt; 6pl(TfJ.OS, OttTlS f(TT\ TOV Tl t(TTlV

dvan6iKTos. Compare I. xxiv. p.

85, b. 24 : o) yap Kaff avTo virdp\(i TI,

TOVTO avro
nvT&amp;lt;f

liiTiov. See Kampe,
Die Erkenntniss-theorie des Aristo-

teles, p. 212, soq.

2 A
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To know or cognize is, to know the Cause : when we
know the Cause, we are satisfied with our cognition.

Now there are four Causes, or varieties of Cause :

1. The Essence or Quiddity (Form) TO TL fy eTvat.

2. The necessitating conditions (Matter) TO Tivtav
r r ~

&amp;gt; /*

ovTiav
ava&amp;lt;^Kr]

TOUT eii/cu.

3. The proximate mover or stimulator of change

(Efficient) //
ri Trpwrov eicivtjae.

4. That for the sake of which (Final Cause or

End) TO TtVo?

All these four Causes (Formal, Material, Efficient,

Final) appear as middle terms in demonstrating. We
can proceed through the medium either of Form, or of

Matter, or of Efficient, or of End. The first of the

four has already been exemplified the demonstration

by Form. The second appears in demonstrating that

the angle in a semi-circle is always a right angle ;

where the middle term (or matter of the syllogism,

TO e ou) is, that such angle is always the half of two

right angles.
8 The Efficient is the middle term, when

to the question, Why did the Persians invade Athens ?

it is answered that the Athenians had previously
invaded Persia along with the Eretrians. (All are dis

posed to attack those who have attacked them first;

the Athenians attacked the Persians first; ergo, the

Persians were disposed to attack the Athenians.) Lastly,
the Final Cause serves as middle term, when to the

question, Why does a man walk after dinner ? the

response is, For the purpose of keeping up his health.

In another way, the middle term here is digestion :

&quot;

Analyt. Post. II. xi. p. 94, a. 21- e&amp;lt;mv olov
f) v\rj TO&amp;gt;

36. Themistius, p. 83 : ^wiXicrra p.fv OVTOS yap 6 TTOMV ras 8vo

yap em Tracrrjs dnofteif-eais o p.(ros e
&amp;lt;^&amp;gt;

ais TO a-vp.Trepa(rp.a.
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walking after dinner promotes digestion; digestion is

the efficient cause of health.*

The Final Cause or End is prior in the order of nature,

but posterior to the terms of the conclusion iu the order

of time or generation ; while the Efficient is prior in

the order of time or generation. The Formal and

Material are simultaneous with the effect, neither prior

nor posterior .

b Sometimes the same fact may proceed
hoth from a Final cause, and from a cause of Material

Necessity ;
thus the light passes through our lantern

for the purpose of guiding us in the dark, but also by
reason that the particles of light are smaller than the

pores in the glass. Nature produces effects of finality,

or with a view to some given end ; and also effects by

necessity, the necessity being either inherent in the

substance itself, or imposed by extraneous force. Thus
a stone falls to the ground by necessity of the first

kind, but ascends by necessity of the second kind.

Among products of human intelligence some spring

wholly from design without necessity ; but others

arise by accident or chance and have no final cause.

That the middle term is the Cause, is equally true

in respect to Entia, Fientia, Prceterita, and Futura;

only that in respect to Entia, the middle term or Cause

must be an Ens ; in respect to Fientia it must be a

Fiens ; in respect to Prceterita, a Prceteritum ; and in

respect to Futura, a Futurum : that is, in each case, it

must be generated at the corresponding time with the

major and minor terms in the conclusion.*
1 What is

Analyt. Post. II. xi. p. 94, a. 36- : 8e r(\(vraiav os firl ru&amp;gt;v T(\&amp;gt;V *a\

b. 21. !w tvtKci, ov 8 apa wr Vl rtav opia-
b
Analyt. Post. II. xi. p. 94, b. 21-

pZ&amp;gt;v
KOI TOV ri rjv dvai.

26. Themistius, p. 83 :
fj ytvfo-is .

c

Analyt. Post. II. p. 94, b. 27-p.
OVV TOV

fl.&amp;lt;TOV
KOI dlTlOV TTJV (IVTTJV 95, a. 9.

OVK (\(t rdiv t &amp;lt; anavrcav, oXX ov
,

*
Ibid. xii. p. 95, a. 10, 36 : TO

fif
v irpiaTTjv d&amp;gt;r fn\ riav KIITJTIKWI ,

ov yap fi(rov f^ioynvnv 8ei tivm, &C.

2 A 2
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the cause of an eclipse of the moon ? The cause is,

that the earth intervenes between moon and sun ; and

this is true alike of eclipses past, present, and future.

Such an intervention is the essence or definition of a

lunar eclipse ;
the cause is therefore Formal, and cause

and effect are simultaneous, occurring at the same mo
ment of time. But in the other three Causes Material,

Efficient, Final where phenomena are successive and

not simultaneous, can we say that the antecedent is

cause and the consequent effect, time being, as seems

to us, a continuum ? In cases like this, we can syllogize

from the consequent backward to the antecedent ;
but

not from the antecedent forward to the consequent. If

the house has been built, we can infer that the founda^

tions have been laid
; but, if the foundations have been

laid, we cannot infer that the house has been built.
a

There must always be an interval of time during which

inference from the antecedent will be untrue ; perhaps,

indeed, it may never become true. Cause and causatum

in these three last varieties of Cause, do not universally
and necessarily reciprocate with each other, as in the

case of the Formal cause. Though time is continuous,

events or generations are distinct points marked in a

continuous line, and are not continuous with each other.
b

The number of these points that may be taken is indeed

infinite
; yet we must assume some of them as ultimate

and immediate principia, in order to construct our syl

logism, and provide our middle term. Where the middle

term reciprocates and is co-extensive with the major
and the minor, in such cases we have generation of phe
nomena in a cycle ; e.g., after the earth has been made

Analyt. Post. II. xii. p. 95, a. 24 b
Analyt. Post. II. xii. p. 95, a. 39-

seq., b. 32
;

Julius Pacius, ad loc.
;

b. 8
; Themistius, p. 86.

Biese, Die Philosophic des Aristot.
c

Analyt.Post.il. xii. p. 95, b. 14-31:

pp. 302-303.
&quot;PXV

^ Kn 6&amp;gt;l/ TOVTOIS rtftfcros htjirrta.
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wet, vapour rises of necessity ; hence comes a cloud,

hence water ; which again falls, and the earth again
becomes wet.a

Finally, wherever our conclusion is not

universally and necessarily true, but true only in most

cases, our immediate principia must also be of the same

character ;
true in most cases, but in most cases only.

b

How are we to proceed in hunting out those at

tributes that are predicated in Quid as belonging to

the Essence of the subject? The subject being a

lowest species, we must look out for such attributes

as belong to all individuals thereof, but which belong
also to individuals of other species under the same

genus. We shall thus find one, two, three, or more,

attributes, each of which, separately taken, belongs
to various individuals lying out of the species ;

but

the assemblage of which, collectively taken, does not

belong to any individual lying out of the species.

The assemblage thus found is the Essence ; and the

enunciation thereof is the Definition of the species.

Thus, the triad is included in the genus number ;
in

searching for its definition, therefore, we must not go

beyond that genus, nor include any attributes (such as

ens, &c.) predicable of other subjects as well as num
bers. Keeping within the limits of the genus, we find

that eyery triad agrees in being an odd number. But

this oddness belongs to other numbers also (pentad,

heptad, &c.). We therefore look out for other attri

butes, and we find that every triad agrees in being a

prime number, in two distinct senses : first, that it is not

measured by any other number
; secondly, that it is not

compounded of any other numbers. This last attribute

belongs to no other odd number except the triad. We
have now an assemblage of attributes, which belong

Analyt. Tost. II. xii. p. 95, b. 38-p. 96, a 7.
b

Ibid.
|&amp;gt;. 90, a. 8-19.

c
Ibid. xiii. p. 9G, a. UJ : nuts 8d 6

rj p t v ( iv TO iv roi ri to
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each of them to every triad, universally and neces

sarily, and which, taken all together, belong exclusively

to the triad, and therefore constitute its essence or

definition. The triad is a number, odd, and prime in

the two senses.* The definitum and the definition

are here exactly co-extensive.

Where the matter that we study is the entire genus,
we must begin by distributing it into its lowest species ;

e.g. number into dyad, triad, &c. ;
in like manner, taking

straight line, circle, right angle, &c.
b We must first

search out the definitions of each of these lowest species ;

and these having been ascertained, we must next look

above the genus, to the Category in which it is itself

comprised, whether Quantum, Quale, &c. Having done

thus much, we must study the derivative attributes or

propria of the lowest species through the common

generalities true respecting the larger. We must recol

lect that these derivative attributes are derived from

the essence and definition of the lowest species, the

complex flowing from the simple as its principium :

they belong per se only to the lowest species thus

defined
; they belong to the higher genera only through

those species. It is in this way, and not in any other,

Analyt, Post. II. xiii. p. 96, a. 24-
c

Analyt, Post. II. xiii. p. 96, b. 19-

b. 14. i Tolvvv p.rj8tvl VTrdpxti oXXw 25 : /xera 8f rovro, Xa/3&amp;lt;Wa TI TO

77 TCU.S ard/iots rptacri, TOUT av flij TO ytvos, oiov iroTtpov Ta&amp;gt;v irocraiv
T]
T&V

Tpiddi flvai. viroK.fi(r6&amp;lt;a yap KOI Tovro, TTOIWK, TO ifiia irddr) Oewptlv 8id TU&amp;gt;V

TI oiicria
f)

fKacrrov flvai
TJ

tnl TOIS UTO- KoivStv
7rpa&amp;gt;Tu&amp;gt;v.

TOIS yap &amp;lt;rviri$e/*eVoiy

/xois t(r\aTos roiavTT] KOTi]yopia. wo-re t&amp;lt; T&amp;gt;V drd/iwi/ (speciebus infimis) ra

6iJ.oiu&amp;gt;s
Kal aXXw orepoCi/ ran/ OVTO&amp;gt; &amp;lt;rvp,^alvovra (K T&amp;gt;V

6pi&amp;lt;Tfji5&amp;gt;v
etrrai

$fi\6tVT&amp;lt;&amp;gt;v
TO avT&amp;lt;a flvai fcrrai. 8rj\a, 8ia TO dp^fjv flvai Trdvratv TOV

b
Ibid. b. 18. The straight line is opicT^ov Kal TO dn\ovv, KO.\ Tols dn-Xoty

the first or lowest of all lines : no *a$ UVTO. imdp\fiv TO. crvpftaivovra

other line can be understood, unless fiovois, rots 8 oXXou KUT (atlva.

we first understand what is meant by Themistius illustrates this obscure

a straight line. In like manner the passage, p. 89. The definitions of

ri-^ht angle is the first of all angles, fvQfia ypa^jj, KtK\a&amp;lt;rp.evr) ypap-pri,

the circle the first of all curvilinear irtpicpfprif ypap.^, must each of them

figures (Julius Pacius, arl loc. p. 504). contain the definition of ypap.^



CHAP. VIII. OMNISCIENCE NOT A REQUISITE. 350

that logical Division of genera, according to specific

differences, can be made serviceable for investigation
of essential attributes

;
that is, it can only be made to

demonstrate what is derivative from the essence. W^
have shown alreadythat it caimoi help in demonstrating
essence or. Definition - itself. We learn to marshal in

proper order the two constituent elements of our defi

nition, and to attach each specific difference to the

genus to which it properly belongs. Thus we must

not attempt to distribute the genus animal according
to the difference of having the wing divided or un

divided : many animals will fall under neither of the

two heads
;
the difference in question belongs to the

lower genus winged animal, and distributes the same

into two species. The characteristic or specific dif

ference must be enunciated and postulated by itself,

and must be attached to its appropriate genus in order

to form the definition. It is only by careful attention

to the steps of legitimate logical Division that we can

make sure of including all the particulars and leaving
out none.&quot;

Some contemporaries of Aristotle, and among them

Speusippus, maintained that it was impossible either to

define, or to divide logically, unless you knew all par
ticulars without exception. You cannot (they said)

know any one thing, except by knowing its differences

from all other things ; which would imply that you
knew also all these other things.

b To these reasoners

(= P.JJKOS aTrXartj), since it is in the p. 97, a. 6.

Category Uoaov (iroabv p.7Jcor air-
b

Ibid. p. 97, a. G-10; Thcinistius, p.

XaWf). But the derivative properties 92. Aristotle does not here expressly
of the circle

(7rfpi&amp;lt;pfpijr ypappi]) are name Speusippus, but simply says
deduced from the definition of a circle, (pa&amp;lt;n

TUX*. It is Theinistius who
and belong to it in the first instance names Speusippus; and one of the

fjttd Trepicpfpiyf ypp.p.i7, in a secondary Scholiasts refers to Eudcmus as hav-

way qua ypa^^. ing expressly indicated Speusippus

Analyt. 1 ost. II. xiii. p. 96, b. 2a- (Sehol. p. 248, a. 24, I .r.).
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Aristotle replies : It is not necessary to know all the

differences of every thing ; you know a thing as soon

as you know its essence, with the properties per se

which are derivative therefrom. There are many dif

ferences not belonging to the essence, but distinguishing
from each other two things having the same essence :

you may know the thing, without knowing these acci

dental differences/ When you divide a genus into

two species, distinguished by one proximate specific

difference, such that there cannot be any thing that

does not fall under one or other of these membra con-

dividentia, and when you have traced the subject

investigated under one or other of these members, you
can always follow this road until no lower specific

difference can be found, and you have then the final

essence and definition of the subject ;
even though you

may not know how many other subjects each of the

two members may include.
13 Thus does Aristotle reply

to Speusippus, showing that it is not necessary, for the

definition of one thing, that you should know all other

things. His reply, as in many other cases, is founded

on the distinction between the Essential arid the Acci

dental.

To obtain or put together a definition through logical

Division, three points are to be attended to.
c

Collect

the predicates in Quid ; range them in the proper order
;

make sure that there are no more, or that you have

collected all. The essential predicates are genera, to be

obtained not otherwise than by the method (dialectical)

&quot;

Analyt. Post. II. xiii. p. 97, a. 12 :

TroXXal yap diatpopal {nrdp-^ovfri rols

avrois TW eififi, aXX ov Kar overlay

ov8e KO.6 aura.
b

Ibid. a. 18-22 : (pavtpbv yap on
av ouro) |3a8ia&amp;gt;z/ eX$j; fls ravra S&amp;gt;v

p.rjK(Ti earl 8ia(popd, efi TOV \6yov

c
Ibid. a. 23 : eiy 8e TO Karao~Kvd-

uv opov 8id
8iaip&amp;lt;rfo&amp;gt;v.

The Scho

liast, p. 248, a. 41, explains nara-

by tvpfiv, crvvdelvai, diro-

He distinguishes it from

demonstration of the

definition being impracticable.
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used in concluding accidents. As regards order, you

begin with the highest genus, that which is predi-

cable of all the others, while none of these is predicable
of it, determining in like fashion the succession of the

rest respectively. The collection will be complete, if

you divide the highest genus by an exhaustive specific

difference, such that every thing must be included in

one or other of the two proximate and opposed portions ;

and then taking the species thus found as your divi- !

dendum, subdivide it until no lower specific difference ,

can be found, or you obtain from the elements an exact

equivalent to the subject/

When the investigation must proceed by getting to

gether a group of similar particulars, you compare them,
and note what is the same in all

;
then turn to another

group which are the same in genere yet differ in

specie from the first group, and have a different point
of community among themselves. You next compare
the point of community among the members of the

first group, and that among the members of the second

group. If tlie.iwo points of community can be brought
unrteT one rational formula, that will be the definition

6~f~1iTe~-sitbject ;
but if, at the end of the process, the

distinct points of community are not found resolvable

into any final one, this proves that the supposed

defmiendum is not one but two or more.
b For example,

suppose you are investigating, What is the essence

or definition of magnanimity ? You must study various

magnanimous individuals, and note what they have

in common qua magnanimous. Thus, Achilles, Ajax,

a
Analyt. Post. II. xiii. p. 97, a.

j

ds (va oXX tls 8vo
; TrXeiw, Bf]\ov

23 seq. See Waitz, Conim. p. 418. I ort ov&amp;lt; at&amp;gt; tuj ev TI flvai TO frTovpevov,
h
Aualyt. Post. II. xiii. p. 97, b. 7-

j

(iXXa nXdv.

15. ndXiv rrK.nmt\v ft TCLVTOV tus av
c

Ibid. b. 16 : cnttnTtov erri rivutv

(is (va
t\6&amp;gt;) \6yov OVTOS yap tcrrai TOV

p.(ya\oilrvx&amp;lt;i&amp;gt;v,
our lo /ifi/, ri

t\ov&amp;lt;riv
tv

npdyp.ciTos 6pi(rp.us. (av df
JJ.T) ^aSifr; mivTff j) TOIOVTOI.
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Alkibiades were all magnanimous. Now, that which

the three had in common was, that they could not endure

to be insulted; on that account Alkibiades went to

war with his countrymen, Achilles was angry and

stood aloof from the Greeks, Ajax slew himself. But,

again, you find two other magnanimous men, Sokrates

and Lysander. These two had in common the quality,

that they maintained an equal and unshaken temper
both in prosperity and adversity. Now when you have

got thus far, the question to be examined is, What is

the point of identity between the temper that will not

endure insult, and the temper that remains undisturbed

under all diversities of fortune ? If an identity can

be found, this will be the essence or definition of

magnanimity ;
to which will belong equanimity as one

variety, and intolerance of insult as another. If, on

the contrary, no identity can be found, you will then

have two distinct mental dispositions, without any
common definition.*

Every definition must be an universal proposition,

applicable, not exclusively to one particular object, but

to a class of greater or less extent. The lowest species
is easier to define than the higher genus ;

this is one

reason why we must begin with particulars, and ascend

to universals. It is in the higher genera that equivocal
terms most frequently escape detection.

1* When you

*
Analy t. Post. II. xiii. p. 97, b. 17- surely if the two so-called species

25. Tavra 8vo
Aa/3a&amp;gt;i/ O-KOTTOJ ri TO avrb connote nothing in common they are

fXov(TIV
rj re dnddfia

TJ irtpl ras TVXS n t rightly called species, nor is mag
ical

f) pf) vTropovT) dri/iafo/ieW))/. d 8e nanimity rightly called a genus.
8vo eiSjy av ei; TT)S p.tyaXo- Equanimity would be distinct from

magnanimity; Sokrates and Lysander
would not properly be magnanimous
but equaniniOUS.

\lrvxias.

memento rebus in arduis

Servare mentem : non secus in bonis
Ab insolent! temperatam b

Analy t. Post. II. xiii. p. 97, b. 29 :

Laetitia. HORACK, Ode, ii. 3. , , , % -
KOI yap ai

o/j.a&amp;gt;vv/juai
\avvavo\xrt. p.a\-

Aristotle says that there will be \ov {v T0 ls Ka06\ov
T)

iv rols d8ta(f)6-
two species of magnanimity. I5ut pols .
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are demonstrating, what you have first to attend to is,

the completeness of the form of syllogizing : when you
are defining, the main requisite is to be perspicuous
and intelligible ; i.e. to avoid equivocal or metaphorical
terms.

4 You will best succeed in avoiding them, if you
begin with the individuals, or with examples of the

lowest species, and then proceed to consider not their

resemblances generally, but their resemblances in cer

tain definite ways, as in colour or figure. These more

definite resemblances you will note first; upon each

you will found a formula of separate definition
;
after

which you will ascend to the more general formula of

less definite resemblance common to both. Thus, in

regard to the acute or sharp, you will consider the

acute in sound, and in other matters (tastes, pains,

weapons, angles, &c.), and you will investigate what is

the common point of identity characterizing all. Per

haps there may be no such identity ;
the transfer of

the term from one to the other may be only a meta

phor : you will thus learn that no common definition

is attainable. This is an important lesson ;
for as

we are forbidden to carry on a dialectical debate in

metaphorical terms, much more are we forbidden to

introduce metaphorical terms in a definition.
15

m
Analyt. Post. II. xiii. p. 97, b. 31 . &amp;gt; when the term acute is applied both

uxnrtp 8( fv Tais diro8(i((ri 8d TO ye I to a sound and to an angle.

&amp;lt;rvXAfXoyi
a-#ai vrrapxttv, OVTU&amp;gt; not tv I The treatment of this portion of

TolsopoisTu trafpts. \

the Aristotelian doctrine by Prantl

By TO
&amp;lt;ra&amp;lt;pts,

he evidently means (Geschichte der Logik, vol. I. ch. iv.

the avoidance of equivocal or meta- pp. 246, 247, 1:38,) is instructive,

phorical terms, and the adherence to
,

He brings out, in peculiar but forcible

true genera and species. Compare | tenns, the idea of
&quot; notional causality

&quot;

Biese, Die Philosophic des Aristot. which underlies Aristotle s Logic,

pp. 308-310.
j

&quot; So also ist die Definition das Aus-
b
Analyt. Post. II. xiii. p. 97, b. 35- I sprechen des schopferiscfien Wesens-

39. (8ia\fyt(r6ai &amp;lt;p*]&amp;lt;ri,
TO 8ia\ KTIKVS begriffes Soweit der schiipfe-

6/itXfIi/. Schol. p. 248, b. 23, Brand.),
j

rische Wesensbegriff erreicht wcrden

Aristotle considers it metaphorical kann, ist durch denselbeu die begrifl-
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To obtain and enunciate correctly the problems suit

able for discussion in each branch of science, you must

have before you tables of dissection and logical division,

and take them as guides ;

a

beginning with the highest

genus and proceeding downward through the succes

sively descending scale of sub-genera and species. If

you are studying animals, you first collect the predi

cates belonging to all animals
; you then take the

highest subdivision of the genus animal, such as bird,

and you collect the predicates belonging to all birds;

and so on to the next in the descending scale. You
will be able to show cause why any of these predi

cates must belong to the man Sokrates, or to the horse

Bukephalus ; because it belongs to the genus animal,

which includes man and horse. Animal will be the

middle term in the demonstration.
15 This example is

taken from the class-terms current in vulgar speech.

But you must not confine yourself to these
; you must

look -out for new classes, bound together by the poj*-

session of some common attribute, yet not
usually&quot;

talked

liche Causalitiit erkannt
;

tmd die

Eiusicht in diese primitive Urstich-

lichke.it wird. in dem Syllogismus ver-

inittelst des Mittelbegriffes erreicht.

Ueber den schbpferischen Wesens-

begriff hinauszugehen, ist nicht mbg-
lich Sobald die Definition mehr
als eine blosse Namenserklarang ist

und sie muss mehr seyn erkennt sie

den Mittelbegriff als schopferische
Causalitat Die ontologische

Bedeutung des Mittelbegriffes ist, dass

er schbpterischer Wesensbegriff ist.&quot;

Rassow (pp. 51, 63, &c.) adopts a like

metaphorical phrase :
&quot; Definitionum

est, explicare notionem
; qua; quidem

est creatrix rtrum cauxa.&quot;

*

Analyt. Post. II. xiv. p. 98, a. 1.

ra T

yeiv Set ray Tf dvuro p. as Kal ras

diaiptcrfis, OVTU&amp;gt; 8e SiaXeye

p.fvov TO yevos TO KOIVQV

This is Waltz s text, which differs

from Julius Pacius and from Firmin

Didot.

Themistius (pp. 94-95) explains

ras avarofjias to be anatomical draw

ings or exercises prepared by Ari

stotle for teaching : KCU TUS avaro)j.as

ApicrroTeXet.

The collection of Problems or ques
tions for investigation was much pro

secuted, not merely by Aristotle but

by Theophrastus (Schol. p. 249, a.

12, Br.).
b

Analyt. Post. II. xiv. p. 98, a. 5-

12.
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dnsses, arid you must see whether other attributes

can be found constantly conjoined therewith. Thus

you find that all animals having horns, have also a

structure of stomach fit for rumination, and teeth upon
one jaw only. You know, therefore, what is the cause

that oxen and sheep have a structure of stomach fit

for rumination. It is because they have horns. Having-
horns is the middle term of the demonstration.

9 Cases

may also be found in which several objects possess no

common nature or attribute to bind them into a class,

but are yet linked together, by analogy, in different

ways, to one and the same common terai.
b Some pre

dicates will be found to accompany constantly this

analogy, or to belong to all the objects qua analogous,

just as if they had one and the same class-nature. De
monstration may be applied to these, as to the former

cases.

Problems must be considered to be the same, when
the middle term of the demonstration is the same for

each, or when the middle term in the one is a sub

ordinate or corollary to that in the other. Thus, the

cause of echo, the cause of images in a mirror, the cause

of the rainbow, all come under the same general head

or middle term (refraction), though with a specific

difference in each case. Again, when we investigate

the problem, Why does the Nile flow with a more

powerful current in the last half of the (lunar)

month ? the reason is that the month is then more

wintry. But why is the month then more wintry ?

Because the light of the moon is then diminishing.
Here are two middle terms, the one of which depends

Analyt. Post. II. xiv. p. 98, a. 13-
|

b
Ibid. a. 20-23 : ert 8 oAXor rpo-

19. Aristotle assumes that the material
|

TTor iar\ Kara TO avdXoyov
which ought to have served for the

upper teeth, is appropriated by Nature

for the formation of horns.

(K\tyii&amp;gt;.
He gives as examples,
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upon the other. The problem for investigation is

therefore the same in both.
a

Respecting Causa and Causatum question may be

made whether it is necessary that when the causatum

exists, the causa must exist also ? The answer must be

in the affirmative, if you include the cause in the defi

nition of causatum. Thus, if you include in the defini

tion of a lunar eclipse, the cause thereof, viz., inter

vention of the earth between moon and sun then,

whenever an eclipse occurs, such intervention must

occur also. But it must not be supposed that tliere is

here a perfect reciprocation, and that as the causatum

is in this case demonstrable from the cause, so there is

the like demonstration of the cause from the causatum.

Such a demonstration is never a demonstration of

m ;
it is only a demonstration of on. The causatum

is not included in the definition of the cause
;

if you
demonstrate that because the moon is eclipsed, therefore

the earth is interposed between the moon and the sun,

you prove the fact of the interposition, but you learn

nothing about the cause thereof. Again, in a syllogism
the middle term is the cause of the conclusion

(i.e.,
it

is the reason why the major term is predicated of the

minor, which predication is the conclusion) ; and in this

sense the cause and causatum may sometimes recipro

cate, so that either may be proved by means of the

other. But the causatum here reciprocates with the

causa only as premiss and conclusion (z .e., we may know
either by means of the other), not as cause and effect ;

the causatum is not cause of the causa as a fact and re

ality,, as the causa is cause of the causatum. b

Analyt. Post. II. xv. p. 98, a.

24-34. Theophrastus is said to have

made collections of &quot;

like problems&quot;

problems of which the solution de

pended upon the same middle term

(Schol. p. 249, a. 11, Brand.).
b
Analyt. Post. II. xvi. p. 98, a.

35, seq. Themistius, pp. 96-97 : ov
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The question then arises, Can there be more than one

cause of the same causatum ? .Is it necessary that the

same effect should be produced in all cases by the same

cause? In other words, when the same predicate is

demonstrated to be true of two distinct minors, may
it not be demonstrated in one case by one middle term,

and in the other case by a different middle term ?
a An

swer : In genuine and proper scientific problems the

middle term is the rational account (definition, inter

pretation) of the major extreme ; -this, middle term

therefore, or the cause, must in all cases be one and

the same. The demonstration in these cases is derived

from the same essence ; it is per se, not per accidens.

But there are other problems, not strictly and properly

scientific, in which cause and causatum are connected

merely per accidens ; the demonstration being operated

by a middle term which is not of the essence of the

major, but is only a sign or concomitant.
b

According
as the terms of the conclusion are related to each other,

so also will the middle term be related to both. If

the conclusion be equivocal, the middle term will be

yap to~Tiv aiTLOv TOV ri\v yrjv fi&amp;gt;

tivai TO TT)v &amp;lt;r(\r]VT)v iifXfiir^ivt
dXXa

p.crov TOV crv\\oyi(rp.ov- KOI TOV 0-171-

urwr aiTiov, TOV n p a y-

ov8ap.o)s. Themistius

here speaks with a precision which is

not always present to the mind of

Aristotle ;
for he discriminates the

cause of the fact from the cause of the

affirmed fact or conclusion. M.

Barthelemy St. Hilaire says (Plan
Ge&quot;n&amp;lt;5ral des Derniers Analytiques, p.

cxl.) :

&quot;

Ainsi, la demonstration de

1 effet par la cause apprend pourquoi
la chose est ;

la demonstration par
1 effet apprend seulement que la chose

est. On sait que la terre s interpose,

mais on ne sait pas pourquoi elle

s interpose : et ce qui le montre bien,

c est que 1 idee de 1 interposition de la

terre est indispensable a la definition

essentielle de 1 eclipse tandis que
1 idee de 1 eclipse n a que faire dans la

definition de 1 interposition. L inter-

position de la terre fait done com-

prendre 1 eclipse; tandis que 1 eclipse

ne fait pas du tout comprendre
1 interposition de la terre.&quot;

*

Analyt. Post. II. xvi. p. 98, b. 25.
b
Analyt. Post. II. xvii. p. 99, a. 4 :

OTl 8f K(l\ Oil OITIOV KOI &amp;lt;5 O~KOTT(IV

ov
jiffv 8oK(l npo-

tlvui.

&quot; Veluti si probemus grammaticum
esse aptum ad ridendum, quia homo
est aptus ad ridendum.&quot; (Julius

Pacius, p. 514.)
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equivocal also ;
if the predicate in the conclusion be in

generic relation to the subject, the major also will be

in generic relation to the middle. Thus, if you are

demonstrating that one triangle is similar to another,

and that one colour is similar to another, the word

similaj in these two cases is not univocal, but equi

vocal
; accordingly, the middle term in the demon

stration will also be equivocal. Again, if you are de

monstrating that four proportionals will also be pro

portionals alternately, there will be one cause or middle

term, if the subject of the conclusion be lines
; another,

if the subject be numbers. Yet the middle term or

cause in both is the same, in as far as both involve a

certain fact of increment.
11

The major term of the syllogism will in point of

extension be larger than any particular minor, but

equal or co-extensive with the sum total of the par
ticulars. Thus the predicate deciduous, affirmable of

all plants with broad leaves, is greater in extension

than the subject vines, also than the subject fig-trees ;

but it is equal in extension to the sum total. JQ vines

and fig-trees (the other particular broad-leaved plant).

The middle also, in an universal demonstration, reci

procates with the major, being its definition. Here

the teuo- middle or cause of the effect that vines and

fig-trees shed their leaves, is not that they are broad -

leaved plants, but rather a coagulation of sap or some

such fact.
b

The last chapter of the present treatise is announced

by Aristotle as the appendix and completion of his

entire theory of Demonstrative Science, contained in

the Analytica Priora, which treats of Syllogism, and

the Analytica Posteriora, which treats of Demonstration.

*
Analyt. Post. II. xvii. p. 99, a. 8-16.

b
Ibid. a. 16 seq.
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After formally winding up the whole enquiry, he pro
ceeds to ask regarding the principia of Demonstrative

Science : What are they? How do they become known ?

What is the mental habit or condition that is cognizant
of them? a

Aristotle has already laid down that there can be no

Demonstration without certain prcecognita to start from ;

and that these prcecognita must, in the last resort, be

principia undemonstrable, immediately known, and

known even more accurately than the conclusions

deduced from them. Are they then cognitions, or

cognizant habits and possessions, born along with us,

and complete from the first ? This is impossible (Ari
stotle declares) ;

we cannot have such valuable and

accurate cognitions from the first moments of childhood,

and yet not be at all aware of them. They must there

fore be acquired ; yet how is it possible for us to acquire

them? b The fact is, that, though we do not from the

first possess any such complete and accurate cognitions
as these, we have from the first an inborn capacity or

potentiality of arriving at them. And something of the

*

Analyt. Post. II. xix. p. 99, b. 15- manifestnm est ; quum pnvcesserit

19 : TTtpt p.ev ovv (rv\\oyia-p.ov ical cpilogus respondens profEinio quod

nTroSei^ecdf, ri T ftcdrepov etrri K.U\ legitur in initio primi libri Priorum

TTCOJ yivfTut, (pavtpdv, ap.a 8e KO.\ rrepi Aiialyticorum.&quot;

firi(TTt]fjLT]s drroSeiKTi/cf/y ravrov yap
h

Analyt. Post. II. xix. p. 99, b. 25-

fcrrtv. Trepi 8e TCOI/ ap\(av, TTW? T( 30 : Trortpov OVK tvovffai at f^is ty-

yivovrai yvwpipoi, KOI ris
rj yvuipi- yivovrai, fj

(vovtrai \(\T]6acriV. (( /Ml/

ovo~a e^tr, (VTfiBfv COTI &rj\ov \ 8fj e^opfv avrds, UTUTTOV o~vp.ftaiv(i

TrpoaTropijcrao-i irputrov. yap aKpi^fo~rpas ()(ovras yvuxrtis

Bekker and \Vaitz, in their editions, aTroSei^eeos \av6dvtw fl ot Xapfidvo-

include all these words in ch. xix. : ptv ^ t^ovrts Trportpov, TTWS uv yvu-
the older editions

]&amp;gt;laced
the words pi bip.i/ ical

pav0di&amp;gt;oifj.fv P.TJ irpov-

preceding irtpl 8( in ch. xviii. Za-
j
irapxoiio~r)s yva&amp;gt;o-f&amp;lt;as ; Compare, supra,

barella observes the transition to a
|
Analyt. Post. I. iii. p. 72, b. 20-30;

new subject (Comm. ad Analyt. Post,
j Metaphys. A. ix. p. 993, a. 1, with

II. ch. xv. p. 640) :

&quot; Postremum hoc the Comment, of Alexander, p. 9G,

caput (beginning at ntpl ot) extra
.

1 onitx..

primariam tractationem positum esse

VOL. T. 2 B
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same kind belongs to all animals.8 All of them possess

an apprehending and discriminating power born with

them, called Sensible Perception ; but, though all possess

such power, there is this difference, that with some the

act of perception dwells for a longer or shorter time in

the mind ; with others it does not. In animals with

whom it does not dwell, there can be no knowledge

beyond perception, at least as to all those matters

wherein perception is evanescent; but with- those that

both perceive and retain perceptions in their minds,
ulterior knowledge grows up.

b There are many such

retentive animals, and they differ among themselves :

with some of them reason or rational notions arise

out of the perceptions retained
;
with others, it is not

so. First, out of perception arises memory ; next,

out of memory of the same often repeated, arises expe

rience, since many remembrances numerically distinct

are summed up into one experience. Lastly, out of

experience, or out of the universal notion, the unum et

idem which pervades and characterizes a multitude of

particulars, when it has taken rest and root in the

mind, there arises the principium of art and science : of

science, in respect to objects existent ; of art, in respect

a

Analyt. Post. II. xix. p. 99, b. 30 :

(pavtpbv Toivvv OUT exfiv i v T ^r

dyvoovai KOI fj.rj8fp.iav (xovcriv et-iv ty-

yivecrdaf dvdyKT) apa fXflv /
ie/J/ Tiva 8vv-

ap.iv, fir] roiavTTjv 8 e%(iv f)
fcrrai TOV-

ra&amp;gt;v Tip,iaiTepa Kar&quot; dicpiftfiav. (paivtrai

8e TOVTO ye rrdcriv virap^ov rois fwotf.
b
Analyt. Post. II. xix. p. 99, b. 37 :

o&amp;lt;rois p.fv ovv
p.jj eyyivtrai, fj oXwy

77

TTtpl a
p.r] fyytvfTat, OVK ((TTI TOVTOIS

yvwcris f^co TOV al&amp;lt;r6dvfcr6af ev ols 8

alo Qavop.fvoit fX(lv *Tl *&quot; T
TI

fl- TToXXoii 8e TOiovrutv
yivop.tva&amp;gt;v

dicxpopd ris yivtrai, OXTTC rots p.tv

\6yov e /c TTJS TU&amp;gt;V TOIOVTW

fjmvrjs, rots 8e ^77. Compare Analyt.
Poster. I. p. 81, a. 38, seq., where the

dependence of Induction on the per

ceptions of sense is also affirmed. See

Themistius, pp. 50-51, ed. Spengel.
The first chapter of the Metaphysica

(p. 981) contains a striking account of

this generation of universal notions

from memory and comparison of

sensible particulars : yiverai 8f

r^Xvrl orav eK TroXXcov rf/s ffineipias

fvvoTjfjtaTcov pia KadoXov yfvrjrai Trept

T&V
6fj.oia&amp;gt;v VTTO\T]\ISI.S (&quot;

intellecta si

militude*&quot;). Also in the Physica VII.

p. 247, b. 20 (in the Paraphrase of

Themistius, as printed in the Berlin

edition, at bottom of page) : eV yap

TJJS Kara fitpos ep-TTfipias rr}v *a66\ov
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to things generable.* And thus these mental habits

or acquirements neither exist in our minds determined

from the beginning, nor do they spring from other

acquirements of greater cognitive efficacy. They spring
from sensible perception ; and we may illustrate their

growth by what happens in the panic of a terrified

host, where first one runaway stops in his flight, then

a second, then a third, until at last a number docile to

command is collected. One characteristic feature of the

mind is to be capable of this process.
b

&quot;

Analyt. Post. II. xix. p. 100, a.

3-10: (K p.ev ovv alffdrja-tas yivtrat

ta.(V fK 8(

TOV avrov yivop.fvr)s ffj,nfi-

pia- at yap TroXXai p.vfjpMi rw
dpi6p.&amp;lt;a

ep.iT(ipia p.ia ttrrlv. (K S ffj/irfiptas,

r)
(K TratTor ^pe^iTjcraiTOf TOV xadoXov

(V Tfj ^fV^rj, TOV tVOS TTftpa Tfl TToXXa,

6 av (V arracriv tv tvrj indvois TO aura,

Tfxvrjs apx 7
?
Ka * firiOTT)fJ.T)S

(av [lev

TTtpl ytvecriv, T(\vrjst
(ov 8e ir(pi TO

A theory very analogous to this

(respecting the gradual generation of

scientific universal notions in the

mind out of the particulars of sense)

is stated in the Phaedon of Plato, ch.

xlv. p. 96, K, where Sokrates reckons

up the unsuccessful tentatives which

he had made in philosophy : KOI

TTOTfpOV TO Cllpd (OTIV
&amp;lt;p (ppOVOVfKV,

TI
6 dijp, f\

TO nvp, T) TOVTWV fjitv

ov8(v, 6 Se tyKi(pa\6s (cmv 6 TUS

ala drja ds irapi\o&amp;gt;v
TOV dtcovfiv KU\

opav KOI ocr^paivta-dai, (K TOVTU&amp;gt;V

8 ( yiyvoiro [jLvrj JJ.TJ
ical 8oa,

K 8( P.VT) p.T) t Kal 86
TJ t, Xa-

ftov &amp;lt;TTJ
s TO

if pt fitly, Kara
TavTa yiyv(&amp;lt;r6ai ( niffTT) prjv.

Boethius says, Comm. in Ciceronis

Topica, p. 805 :
&quot; Plato ideas quas-

dam esse ponebat, id est, species in-

corporeas, substantiasque constantes

et per se ab aliis naturae ratione

separatas, ut hoc ipsum homo, qui-
bus participantes camera? res homines
vel animalia fierent. At_ vero Ari-

stokles nullas putat extra esse

subBtantias
;

sed iiifaUectnm srimili-

tudhtem jdurimoritm inter se &amp;lt;//// &amp;lt;/-

odium substantialem, genus putat
esse vel speciem. Nam cum homo
et equus differunt rationabilitate et

irrationabilitate, horum inttlhda

similitude efiicit genus. Ergo com-
munitns quaedam et plurimorum inter

se diBerentium similitude notio est;

cujus notionis aliud yenus est, aliud

forma. Sed quoniam Kimilium in-

telligentia est omnis notio, in rebus

vero similibus necessaria est differen-

tiarum discretio, idcirco indiget notio

quadam enodatione ac divisione
;

velut ipse intellectus animalis sibi

ipsi non sufficit,&quot; &c.

Tlie phrase inttllecta similitudo

plurimorum embodies both Induction

and Intellection in one. A like

doctrine appears in the obscure pas

sages of Aristotle, De Anima, III. viii.

p. 429, b. 10
;
also p. 432, a. 3 : 6 vovs,

eiSoj
ft8o&amp;gt;i&amp;gt;,

Ka\
T] aicrd^tris, tlSos attr-

(hfr&amp;gt;V.
fird 8f ov&( irpdyua ovdtv

(an Ttapa TO. p.(yfdr), u&amp;gt;t 8oKti, TII ai(r-

BrjTCl K^(i)plO p.(VOV, (V TOIS (l8(O~l Tols

alffdlJTOlS TU VOTfTO. fOTlV.
b
Analyt. Post. II. xix. p. 100, a. 10-

14
)pt&amp;lt;r-
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Aristotle proceeds to repeat the illustration in clearer

terms at least in terms which he thinks clearer.
8 We

perceive the particular individual
; yet sensible per

ception is of the universal in the particular (as, for

example, when Kallias is before us, we perceive man,
not the man Kallias). Now, when one of a set of

particulars dwells some time in the mind, first an uni

versal notion arises
;

next, more particulars are per
ceived and detained, and universal notions arise upon
them more and more comprehensive, until at last we
reach the highest stage the most universal and_simple.
From Kallias we rise to man

;
from such and such an

animal, to animal in genere ; from animal in genere, still

higher, until we reach the highest or indivisible genus.
b

Hence it is plain that the first and highest principia can

become known to us only by Induction
;

for it is by

p-fvat at f^fis, our CTT aXXcBV eea&amp;gt;v

yivovrai yv&amp;lt;t)pifJ.a&amp;gt;T(pa)v,
aXX dtro ato~-

6i](Tfcas, r;
e tX nrpxfi roiavrr]

ovcra ota 8vvci(rdai Trao^e t&quot; rovro.

The varieties of intellectual *us
enumerated by Aristotle in the sixth

book of the Nikomachean Ethica, are

elucidated by Alexander in his Com
ment, on the Metaphysica, (A. p. 981)

pp. 7, 8, Bonitz. The difference of

e|ty and f&amp;gt;id6e(ris,
the durable condi

tion as contrasted with the transient,

is noted in Categorise, pp. 8, 9. See

also Eth. Nikom. II. i. ii. pp. 1103, 4,
*
Analyt. Post. II. xix. p. 100, a.

14 : 6 6 e X e x 6 y p f v IT a X a t, ov

trains 8( f\f^6t) t ira\iv titrtoiJjfv.

Waitz supposes that Aristotle here

refers to a passage in the first book

of the Analytica Posteriora, c. xxxi.

p. 87, b. 30. M. Barthelemy St. Hilaire

thinks (p. 290) that reference is in

tended to an earlier sentence of this

same chapter. Neither of these sup

positions seems to suit (least of all

the last) with the meaning of TraXat.

But whichever be meant, Aristotle

has not done much to clear up what
was obscure in the antecedent state

ments.
b
Analyt. Post. II. xix. p. 100, a.

15 : orairos yap TU&amp;gt;V d8ia(f)6po)v evos,

rrptoTov p.fv ev rrj &quot;fy

vXfl &amp;lt;a&o\ov (*at

yap alcrddverai fj.ev TO naG* fKao-rov, 17

S a i(r()r)(ns TOV xadoXov (crriv, oiov

av6pa&amp;gt;nov, aXX oil KaXXtov dvdputTvov)

TraXti/ 8 tv TOVTOIS t(rrarat, eats

av ra afieprj orfj /cat ra /ca-

6 6 X o v, otoi Toiov8l fcoo* , fo&amp;gt;s ^tooi

cai (v rovro) oxravrus.

These words are obscure : ra dp-fpr/

must mean the highest genera ;
in

divisible, i. e., being a minimum in

respect of comprehension. Instead of

ra KadoXov, we might have expected
ra juaXto-ra /ca#oXou, or, perhaps, that

/cat should be omitted. Trendelenburg
comments at length on this passage,

Arist. De Anima Comment, pp. 170-

174.
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this process that sensible perception builds up in us the

Universal.&quot; Now among those intellective habits or

acquirements, whereby we come to apprehend truth,

there are some (Science and Nous) that are uniformly
and unerringly true, while others (Opinion and Ra

tiocination) admit an alternative of falsehood.
15 Com

paring Science with Nous, the latter, and the latter

only, is more accurate and unerring than Science. But
all Science implies demonstration, and all that we know

by Science is conclusions deduced by demonstration.

&quot;

Analyt. Post. II. xix. p. 100,

b. 3 : firjAof 617 on fa tv Tit
Ttpa&amp;gt;Ta

iirayiayi) yvcapi^fiv avayKalov /cat

yap Kal aiadTjcns OVTM TO Ka6o\ov

tfjuroifl. Compare, supra, Analyt.
Post. J. xviii. p. 81, b. 1. Sonic

commentators contended that Ari

stotle did not mean to ascribe an

inductive origin to the common
Axioms properly so called, but only
to the special j-iit&amp;gt;-ij&amp;gt;/it belonging to

each science. Zabarella refutes this

doctrine, and maintains that the

Axioms (Dignitates) are derived from

Induction (Comm. in Analyt. Post. II.

xix. p. 649, ed. Venet.^ 1*517) :

&quot;Qmim.igilur intluctio uon sit proprie

Tsus^.neG ratio, jure dicit Ari-

stgtelca principiorum notitiam uon

ose. &amp;lt;;uiii ratione, quia non ex aliis

umotescuut, sed ex Keijwis dumper in-

ductiouem iuuotescuut.- Propterea in

ilia propositione, qua; in initio primi-
libri legitur, sub doctrina discursiva

cognitio principiorum non comprehen-

ditur, quia non est dianoetica. Hoc,

quod modo dixiraus, si nonnulli ad

vert issent, fortasse non negassent

principia communia, qua: dicuntur

l)i-j;nitates, inductione cognosci. Dix-

erunt enim Aristotelera hie de prin-

cipiis loquentem sola principia propria

coiii-iderasse, qua) cum non proprio

luminc co^noscantur, inductione iu-

notescunt-; at Di^nitates (inquiiint)

proprio himine ab intelleetu nostro

cognoscuntur per solam terminorum

intelligentiam, ut quod onine totum

majus est sua parte ;
lioc enim non

mads est evidens sensui in parti-

culaii, quam inti llcetui in universali,

proinde inductione non eget. Sed

hanc sentcntiam hie Avcrroes rd utat,

dicens II.TC quoque inductione cog-

nosci, sed non animadverM nobis

temjtiis hujus inductionis
; id enim

omnino confitcndum est, omnem in-

tellectualem doctrinam a sensu ori-

ginem ducere, et nihil esse in intel

leetu quod prius in sensu non t uerit,

ut ubique asserit Aristoti-les.&quot;

To the same purpose Zabarella

expresses liimselt in an earlier portion
of his Commentary on the Analyt.

Post., where he lays it down that

the truth of the proposition, Every
whole is greater than its part, is

known from antecedent knowledge
of particulars by way of Induction.

Compare the Scholion of Philoponus,
ad Analyt. Post. p. 225, a. 32, Brand.,
where the same is said about the

Axiom, Things equal to the same
are equal to each other.

b
Analyt. Post. II. xix. p. 100, b. 5 :

(1Tf\ f&amp;gt;f TU)V ITfpl TTJV 8ldvOtaV
(f(t)l&amp;gt;,

tils uXijdfvofjifv, at
fjL(i&amp;gt;

del aXijOtis

TO i^e8or, &c.
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We have already said that the principia of these demon

strations cannot be themselves demonstrated, and there

fore cannot be known by Science
; we have also said

that they must be known more accurately than the

conclusions. How then can these principia themselves

be known ? They can be known only by Nous, and

from particulars. It is from the principia known by
Nous, with the maximum of accuracy, that Science

demonstrates her conclusions. Nous is the great

principium of Science.*

The manner in which Aristotle here describes how
the principia of Syllogism become known to the mind
deserves particular attention. The march up to prin

cipia is not only different from, but the reverse of, the

march down from principia ; like the athlete who runs

first to the end of the stadium, and then back.
b Gene

ralizing or universalizing is an acquired intellectual

habit or permanent endowment
; growing out of nume

rous particular acts or judgments of sense, remembered,

compared, and coalescing into one mental group through

associating resemblance. As the ethical, moral, practical

habits, are acquirements growing out of a repetition of

particular acts, so also the intellectual, theorizing habits

are mental results generated by a multitude of par
ticular judgments of sense, retained and compared, so

as to imprint upon the mind a lasting stamp of some

identity common to all. The Universal (notius-naturd)

is thus generated in the mind by a process of Induc

tion out of particulars which are notiora nobis ; the

potentiality of this process, together with sense and

memory, is all that is innate or connatural.

The principia, from which the conclusions of Syllogism

Analyt. Post. II. xix. fin. p. 100, b.
b

Aristot. Eth. Nikom. I. iv. p. 1095, b. 1.
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are deduced, being thus obtained by Induction, are, in

Aristotle s viw, appreciated by, or correlated with,

the infallible and unerring Nous or Intellect.* -He con

ceives repeated and uncontradicted Induction as carry

ing with it the maximum of certainty and necessity :

the ^syllogistic deductions constituting Science he re

gards as also certain
;
but their certainty is only deri

vative, and the principia from which they flow he ranks

still higher, as being still more certain.
13 Both the one

and the other he pointedly contrasts with Opinion and

Calculation, which he declares to be liable to error.

Aristotle had inherited from Plato this doctrine of an

infallible Nous or Intellect, enjoying complete immunity
from error. But, instead of connecting it (as Plato had

done) with reminiscences of an anterior life among the

Ideas, he assigned to it a position as terminus and cor

relate to the process of Induction. The like postulate

* The passages respecting dp%al or

principia, in the Nikomachean Ethica

(especially Books I. and VI.), are in

structive as to Aristotle s views. The

principia are _univursal_notiQns and

propositions, nnf, starting up .ready
-

m.idft HQr_.as_ original promptings X)f

the intellect, but gradually built up
out of the, particulars jaL-SfiJifiC: .and

Induction^ ..antL-Kpffltfid particular
acts. .They are judged and sanctioned

by Nous or JLutclltxt, luit it requires
much jcare.lojkline them. well. They
Eelong to the_ grtA_3vhil.e demonstra-
tion belongs to the Stori. Eth. Nik.

1. vii. p. 1098, a. 33 : OVK diran-i]T(ov 8

oiifie Tr]v aiTiav tv airacriv o^ioicoj, dXX

iKavuv tv TI&amp;lt;TI TO OTI 8fl^6rjvai Ka\us,
oiov Kal irtpl TUS dp%ds- TO 5 ort

TrpijiTOV Kal dp^f). TU&amp;gt;V dpxaiv 8 al

fjLtv tnaydtyr] flfupovvrai, al 8 al&amp;lt;r-

6f](Td, al 8&quot; f
6icrp.&amp;lt;f

TIVI, KOI XXat 8

U ir((pvKairiv, Kal &amp;lt;Tirov8aoT(ov onus

optaduxri KaXcov fj.fyiiKr]v yap Covert

ponf)i&amp;gt; Trpbs TO. (nop-d a.

Compare Eth. Nik. VI. iii. p. 1139,

b. 25, where the Analytica is cited

by name
f] JKV 8&amp;gt;} ennyu&amp;gt;yi] dpx 7

?

ecrri Kal roC K.a06\ov, 6 8e o-vXXo-yKr-

p.os en TU&amp;gt;V KadoXov flcrlv
&quot;tpa dp\a\

% U&amp;gt;1&amp;gt; 6 (TvX\Oyi(Tp.6s, U&amp;gt;V OVK fCTTl &amp;lt;TV\-

\oyi(TfJ.os eTtayaiyf) tipa. ib. p. 1141,

a. 7 : XetVfrai vovv eti/at TU&amp;gt;V up^utv.

p. 1142, a. 25 : o ptv yap vovs TUIV

opa&amp;gt;vt
&amp;lt;av OVK (&amp;lt;TTI \uyos. p. 1 143, b. 1.

b
Analyt. Tost. I. ii. p. 72, a. 37 : TOV

n t(iv TTJV iirurrrifujv TTJV

((j)s ov fjiovov 8fl TOS (ip^as

Kal
p.aX\oi&amp;gt;

avTals TTHTTCLXIV

(vu&amp;gt;,
dXXa /ir;S XXo avTW

dvai pri^f yva&amp;gt;pip.u&amp;gt;Tfpov

T(i&amp;gt;v dvTtKtifUvmv Tats apxals, ( &&amp;gt;v

f&amp;lt;rrai (rv\\oyt(rp.os 6 TTJS ivavrlas

dndrrjs, dntp 8(1 TOV (iri&amp;lt;rrup.(vov

aTrXcof dfjLfTiinfifrrov (ivai.
c

Ibid. iii. p. 72, b. 20-30. Kal ov

fiavov (Tri&amp;lt;rTT]p.T)v
dXAa Kal

dp\r]i&amp;gt;
tin-
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and pretension passed afterwards to the Stoics, and

various other philosophical sects: they could not be

satisfied without finding infallibility somewhere. It

was against this pretension that the Academics and

Sceptics entered their protest ; contending, on grounds
sometimes sophistical but often very forcible, that it was

impossible to escape from the region of fallibility, and

that no criterion of truth, at once universal and impera

tive, could be set up.
It is to be regretted that Aristotle should have con

tented himself with proclaiming this Inductive process
as an ideal, culminating in the infallible Nous

;
and

that he should only have superficially noticed those

conditions under which it must be conducted in reality,

in order to avoid erroneous or uncertified results. This

is a deficiency however which has remained unsupplied
until the present century .

a

Tivd (papev, $ TOVS opovs

Themistius, p. 14 : wv

KO\IV 6 vovs &&amp;gt; TOVS opovs

The Paraphrase of Themistius (pp.

100-104) is clear and instructive,

where he amplifies the last chapter,

and explains Nous as the generalizing

or universalizing aptitude of the soul,

growing up gradually out of the par
ticulars furnished by Sense and In

duction.
*

Sir W. Hamilton, Lectures on

Logic, Vol. III. Lect. xix. p. 380, says :

&quot; In regard to simple syllogisms, it

was an original dogma of the Platonic

School, and an early dogma of the

Peripatetic, that philosophy (science

strictly so-called) was only conversant

with, and was exclusively contained

in, universals
;
and the doctrine of

Aristotle, which taught that all our

general knowledge is only an induc

tion from an observation of parti

culars, was too easily forgotten or

perverted by his followers, -ffthiis

obtained almost, the force of an ac

knowledged principle, that everything
to be known must be known, under

some general form or notion. Hence-

the exaggerated importance attributed

to definition and deductions, it not

being considered that we only take

out of a general notion what we had

previously placed therein, aad- -that

the amplification of our -know! edge is

not to be sought for from above but

from below, not from speculation

about abstract generalities, but from

the observation of concrete parti

culars. But however erroneous and

irrational, the persuasion had its day
and influence

;
and it perhaps deter

mined, as one of its effects, the total

neglect of one half, and that not the

least important half, of the reasoning

process. For while men thought only

J
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of looking upward to the more ex

tensive notions, as the only objects

and the only media of science, they
took little heed of the more compre
hensive notions, and absolutely con

temned individuals,, as objects which

could neither be scientifically known
in themselves nor supply the condi

tions of scientifically knowing aught
besides. The Logic of Comprehension
and of Induction, was therefore ne

glected or ignored, the Logic of Ex
tension and Deduction exclusively

cultivated, as alone affording tliu rules

by which we might evolve higher
notions into their subordinate con

cepts.&quot;

(Hamilton, iii this passage, con

siders the Logic of Jnduatwn to be

the siting as the Logic of Comprehen

sion.)
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CHAPTEK IX.

TOPICA.

I.

IN treating of the Analytica Posteriora I have already

adverted, in the way of contrast, to the Topica ; and,

in now approaching the latter work, I must again bring
the same contrast before the mind of the reader.

The treatise called Topica (including that which

bears the separate title De Sophisticis Elenchis, but

which is properly its Ninth or last Book, winding up
with a brief but memorable recapitulation of the Ana

lytica and Topica considered as one scheme) is of

considerable length, longer than the Prior and Posterior

Analytics taken together. It contains both a theory
and precepts of Dialectic ; also, an analysis of the pro
cess called by Aristotle Sophistical Refutation, with

advice how to resist or neutralize it.

All through the works of Aristotle, there is nothing
which he so directly and emphatically asserts to be his

own original performance, as the design and execu

tion of the Topica : i. e., the deduction of Dialectic

and Sophistic from the general theory of Syllogism.
He had to begin from the beginning, without any
model to copy or any predecessor to build upon : and

in every sort of work, he observes justly, the first

or initial stages are the hardest.* In regard to

1
Aristot. Sophist. Elench. xxxiv.

|
Tnararov. oa-a&amp;gt; yap KpariaTov ry 8vvd-

y. 183, b. 22 : peyurrov yap ICTUS ap^r)
j

M6
) TOCTOVTOI piKporarov ov TO&amp;gt;

Travros, Sxnrfp Xtyerai* 5(6 *at ^aXe- | ^aXfTrcnTaToii ioTU&amp;gt; offaBrivai.
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Rhetoric much had been done before him
;

there

were not only masters who taught it, but writers

who theorized well or ill, and laid down precepts
about it

;
so that, in his treatise on that subject, he

had only to enlarge and improve upon pre-existing

suggestions. But in regard to Dialectic as he conceives

it in its contrast with Demonstration and Science on

the one hand, and in its analogy or kinship with

Rhetoric on the other nothing whatever had been

done. There were, indeed, teachers of contentious

dialogue, as well as of Rhetoric
;

a but these teachers

could do nothing better than recommend to their

students dialogues or orations ready made, to be learnt

by heart. Such a mode of teaching (he says), though

speedy, was altogether unsystematic. The student

acquired no knowledge of the art, being furnished

only with specimens of art-results. It was as if a

master, professing to communicate the art of making
the feet comfortable, taught nothing about leather-

cutting or shoe-making, but furnished his pupils with

different varieties of ready-made shoes
;
thus supplying

what they wanted for the protection of the feet, but

not imparting to them any power of providing such

protection for themselves.
b &quot; In regard to the process

of syllogizing (says Aristotle, including both Analytic
and Dialectic) I found positively nothing said before

me : I had to work it out for myself by long and

laborious research.&quot;
c

*
Sophist. Elench. xxxiv. p. 183, ir\H(rrdKis fp-niiTTfiv &amp;lt;af)0r)o-

b. 34 : ravrrjs 8e rffs irpaypaTtias TOVS dXXqXcoi Xwyovr.

ov TO
p.fi&amp;gt; TIV TO 8 OVK Tfv irpofg-

b
Ibid, xxxiv. p. 184, a. 2.

ftpyacrpfvov, dXX oiiStv navr(\a&amp;gt;s vTrJjp- Ibid. a. 7: KOI irtpl p-fv TU&amp;gt;V

X(v - *a * y&P r V r P TOVS fplCTTlKOVS pT)TOplK(l3V VTTrjp\f TToXXa Kill TTttXalU

Xoyovs p.i(T0api&amp;gt;ovvT(i&amp;gt;i&amp;gt; 6/xoia TIS rjv fj
Ta

\fy&amp;lt;&amp;gt;p.(va, irfpl 8 TOV
&amp;lt;rvXXoytff(r$cu

nai8fvo-is TJJ Vopyiov irpuy^.aTfi.a Xo- iravTt\u&amp;gt;s ov&ev (i%op.tv TrpoTtpov aXXo

yovs yup ol
p.(t&amp;gt; prjTopiKovs oi &t tput- Xtytiv, XX

?) Tpifif) t]Tovvrfs TTO\VI&amp;gt;

TIJTLKUVS tbidocrav (Kfiavddvfw, (Is ovs \pwov (rrovovp.(i&amp;gt;.
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This is one of the few passages, throughout the

philosopher s varied and multitudinous works, in which

he alludes to his own speciality of method. It is all the

more interesting on that account. If we turn back to

Sokrates and Plato, we shall understand better what

the innovation operated by Aristotle was
;
what the

position of Dialectic had been before his time, and what

it became afterwards.

In the minds of Sokrates and Plato, the great anti

thesis was between Dialectic and Rhetoric interchange
of short question and answer before a select audience,

as contrasted with long continuous speech addressed

to a miscellaneous crowd with known established senti

ments and opinions, in the view of persuading them

on some given interesting point requiring decision. In

such Dialectic Sokrates was a consummate master
;

passing most of his long life in the market-place and

palaestra, and courting disputation with every one.

He made formal profession of ignorance, disclaimed all

power of teaching, wrote nothing at all, and applied
himself almost exclusively to the cross-examining

Elenckus, by which he exposed and humiliated the

ablest men not less than the vulgar. Plato, along with

the other companions of Sokrates, imbibed the Dialectic

of his master, and gave perpetuity to it in those in

imitable dialogues which are still preserved to us from

his pen. He composed nothing but dialogues ;
thus

giving expression to his own thoughts only under

borrowed names, and introducing that of Sokrates very

generally as chief spokesman. But Plato, though in

some dialogues he puts into the mouth of his spokesman
the genuine Sokratic disclaimer of all power and all

purpose of teaching, yet does not do this in all. He
sometimes assumes the didactic function

; though he

still adheres to the form of dialogue, even when it has
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become inconvenient and unsuitable. In the Platonic

Republic Sokrates is made to alternate his own pecu
liar vein of cross-examination with a vein of dogmatic

exposition not his own
; but both one and the other in

the same style of short question and answer. In the

Leges becomes still more manifest the inconvenience

of combining the substance of dogmatic exposition

with the form of dialogue : the same remark may also

be made about the Sophistes and Politicus
;

in which

two dialogues, moreover, the didactic process is ex

hibited purely and exclusively as a logical partition,

systematically conducted, of a genus into its component

species. Long-continued speech, always depreciated by
Plato in its rhetorical manifestations, is foreign to his

genius even for purposes of philosophy : the very
lecture on cosmogony which he assigns to Tima3us,

and the mythical narrative (unfinished) delivered by
Kritias, are brought into something like the form of

dialogue by a prefatory colloquy specially adapted for

that end.

It thus appears that, while in Sokrates the dialectic

process is exhibited in its maximum of perfection, but

disconnected altogether from the didactic, which is left

unnoticed, in Plato the didactic process is recognized
and postulated, but is nevertheless confounded with or

absorbed into the dialectic, and admitted only as one

particular, ulterior, phase and manifestation of it. At
the same time, while both Sokrates and Plato bring out

forcibly the side of antithesis between Rhetoric and

Dialectic, they omit entirely to notice the side of

analogy or parallelism between them. On both these

points Aristotle has corrected the confusion, and im

proved upon tbe discrimination, of his two predecessors.

He has pointedly distinguished the dialectic process
from the didactic ; and he has gone a step farther,
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furnishing a separate theory ancj. precepts both for the

one and for the other. Again, he has indicated the

important feature of analogy between Dialectic and

Ehetoric, in which same feature both of them contrast

with Didactic the point not seized either by Sokrates

or by Plato.

Plato, in his Sokratic dialogues or dialogues of

Search, has given admirable illustrative specimens
of that which Sokrates understood and practised

orally as Dialectic. Aristotle, in his Topica, has in

his usual vein of philosophy theorized on this practice

as an art. He had himself composed dialogues, which

seem, as far as we can judge from indirect and frag

mentary evidence, to have been Ciceronian or rhetorical

colloquies a long pleading pro followed by a long

pleading con, rather than examples of Sokratic bra-

chylogy and cross-examination. But his theory given
in the Topica applies to genuine Sokratic fencing, not to

the Ciceronian alternation of set speeches. He dis

allows the conception of Plato, that Dialectic is a

process including not merely dispute but all full and

efficacious employment of general terms and ideas

for purposes of teaching : he treats this latter as

a province by itself, under the head of Analytic ;

and devotes the Topica to the explanation of argu
mentative debate, pure and simple. He takes his

departure from the Syllogism, as the type of de

ductive reasoning generally ; the conditions under

which syllogistic reasoning is valid and legitimate,

having been already explained in his treatise called

Analytica Priora. So obtained, and regulated by those

conditions, the Syllogism may be applied to one or

other of two distinct and independent purposes :

(1) To Demonstration or Scientific Teaching, which

we have had before us in the last two chapters, com-
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meriting on the Analytica Posteriora
; (2) To Dialectic

or Argumentative Debate, which we are now about to

enter on in the Topica.

The Dialectic Syllogism, explained in the Topica, has

some points in common with the Demonstrative Syl

logism, treated in the Analytica Posteriora. In both,

the formal conditions are the same, and the conclusion

will certainly be true, if the premisses are true ; in both,

the axioms of deductive reasoning are assumed, namely,
the maxims of Contradiction and Excluded Middle.

But, in regard to the subject-matter, the differences

between them are important. The Demonstrative

Syllogism applies only to a small number of select

sciences, each having special principia of its own, or

primary, undemonstrable truths, obtained in the first

instance by induction from particulars. The premisses

being thus incontrovertibly certain, the conclusions

deduced are not less certain ; there is no necessary

place for conflicting arguments or counter-syllogisms,

although in particular cases paralogisms may be com

mitted, and erroneous propositions or majors for syl

logism may be assumed. On the contrary, the Dialectic

Syllogism applies to all matters without exception ; the

premisses on which it proceeds are neither obtained

by induction, nor incontrovertibly certain, but are bor

rowed from some one among the varieties of accredited

or authoritative opinion. They may be opinions held

by the multitude of any particular country, or by
an intelligent majority, or by a particular school of

philosophers or wise individuals, or from transmis

sion as a current proverb or dictum of some ancient

poet or seer. From any one of these sources the

dialectician may borrow premisses for syllogizing.
But it often happens that the premisses which they

supply are disparate, or in direct contradiction to each
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other
;
and none of them is entitled to be considered

as final or peremptory against the rest. Accordingly, it

is an essential feature of Dialectic as well as of Rhetoric

that they furnish means of establishing conclusions con

trary or contradictory, by syllogisms equally legitimate.*

The dialectic procedure is from its beginning intrin

sically contentious, implying a debate between two

persons, one of whom sets up a thesis to defend, while

the other impugns it by interrogation : the assailant

has gained his point, if he can reduce the defendant

to the necessity of contradicting himself; while the

defendant on his side has to avoid giving any re

sponses which may drive him to the necessity of such

contradiction.

Aristotle takes great pains to enforce the separation

both of Dialectic and Rhetoric from Science or In

struction with its purpose of teaching or learning. He

disapproves of those (seemingly intending Plato) who
seek to confound the two. Dialectic and Rhetoric (he

says) have for their province words and discourse, not

facts or things : they are not scientific or didactic pro

cesses, but powers or accomplishments of discourse;

and whoever tries to convert them into means of teach

ing or learning particular subjects, abolishes their

characteristic feature and restricts their universality of

application.
13 Both of them deal not with scientific

a
Aristot. Rhetoric. I. i. p. 1355, pinr) p.6vai TOVTO TTOIOVCTIV

6p.ola&amp;gt;s yap
a. 29 : eri Se rdvavria Set dvvacrdaL flcriv dfj.(p6rfpai TO&amp;gt;V evavriatv.

TTfldeiv, Ka0u7rep Kal ev TOLS
av\\oyi&amp;lt;r-

b
Ibid. iv. 2, p. 1359, b. 12 : oo-w

pots, oi&amp;gt;x
OTT&S dp.(poTfpa Trpdrrco/xej/, 8 av TIS rj rfjv 8ia\(KTiKT)V fj TCIVTTJV

(oil -yap Set rd (pavXa TreiQftv), dXX t^a (TTJV pr/ropiKiji/) /ij) KaBdirtp av 8vvd-

p.t]T( \av6dvr] TTOK fxel
&amp;gt;

&amp;lt;* OTT(os aXXou pfis, dXX fTnaTT]p,as, Treipdrai Kara-

Xpa&amp;gt;[j.fvov
rols Xo-yoi? fj,f]

&amp;lt;WaiW arKfvd^eiv, Xijcrerai TTJV (pixriv avrwv

avrol \veii&amp;gt; fxaip.fv. rtav ptv ovv dfpavicras, TW fttraftaivfiv iri.(rKfvda&amp;gt;v

aXXwv Tf^vSov oiifie/iia rdvavria crv\- fls ono-n^tar inroKfi.p.fi&amp;gt;(av
TIVO&amp;gt;V Trpay-

Xoyiferat rj
8e 8ia\(KTiKT) KO\

f] prjro- p.dr&amp;lt;i&amp;gt;v,
aXXa

/LIT) p.6vnv Xoywj/.
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facts, but with the sum total of accredited opinions,

though each for its own purpose : both of tl^em lay hold

of any one among the incoherent aggregate of accepted

generalities, suitable for the occasion
; the Dialectician

trying to force his opponent into an inconsistency, the

Rhetor trying to persuade his auditors into a favourable

decision. Neither the one nor the other goes deeper
than opinion for his premisses, nor concerns himself

about establishing by induction primary or special

principia, such as may serve for a basis of demonstration.

In every society there are various floating opinions
and beliefs, each carrying with it a certain measure of

authority, often inconsistent with each other, not the

same in different societies, nor always the same even

in the same society. Each youthful citizen, as he grows
to manhood, imbibes these opinions and beliefs insen

sibly and without special or professional teaching.
11

The stock of opinions thus transmitted would not be

identical even at Athens and Sparta : the difference

would be still greater, if we compared Athens with

Rome, Alexandria, or Jerusalem. Such opinions all

carry with them more or less of authority, and it is

from them that the reasonings of common life, among
unscientific men, are supplied. The practice of dia

lectical discussion, prevalent in Athens during and

before the time of Aristotle, was only a more elaborate,

improved, and ingenious exhibition of this common
talk

; proceeding on the same premisses, but bringing
them together from a greater variety of sources, hand

ling them more cleverly, and having for its purpose to

convict an opponent of inconsistency. The dialecticians

* For an acute and interesting de

scription of this unsystematic trans

mission of opinions, see, in the Prota-

iroras of Plato, the speech put into the

mouth of Protagoras, pp. 323-32f&amp;gt;.

See also Plato and the Other Com

panions of Sokrates, Vol. II. ch. xxi.

p. 45, seq.

VOL. I. 2 C
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dwelt exclusively in the region of these received

opinions ;
and the purpose of their debates was to prove

inconsistency, or to repel the proof of inconsistency,
between one opinion and another.

This dialectic debate, which Aristotle found current

at Athens, he tries in the Topica to define and reduce

to system. The dialectician must employ Syllogism ;

and we are first taught to distinguish the syllogism that

he employs from others. The Dialectic syllogism is

discriminated on one side from the Demonstrative, on

the other from the Eristic (or litigious ) ;
also from the

scientific Paralogism or Pseudographeme. This dis

crimination is founded on the nature of the evidence

belonging to the premisses. The Demonstrative syl

logism (which we have already gone through in the

Analytica Posteriora) has premisses noway dependent

upon opinion : it deduces conclusions from true first

principles, obtained by Induction in each science, and

different in each different science. The Dialectic

syllogism does not aspire to any such evidence, but

borrows its premisses from Opinion of some sort
; accre

dited either by numbers, or by wise individuals, or by
some other authoritative holding. As this evidence is

very inferior to that of the demonstrative syllogism, so

again it is superior to that of the third variety the

Eristic syllogism. In this third variety,

a the premisses
do not rest upon any real opinion, but only on a falla

cious appearance or simulation of opinion ;
insomuch

that they are at once detected as false, by any person
even of moderate understanding ;

whereas (according to

Aristotle) no real opinion ever carries with it such a

merely superficial semblance, or is ever so obviously
and palpably false. A syllogism is called Eristic also

Topic. I. i. p. 100, b. 23 : tpi- I vopfvav eV8ocov , /i?)
OVTW 8f,

iKos 8 (cm (rvAXo-yttr/ios 6
&amp;lt;j)ai-

\ 6 e (i&amp;gt;8uuv f/ tJMumfuvnv eVfi
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when it is faulty in form, though its premisses may be

borrowed from real opinion, or when it is both faulty

in form and false in the matter of the premisses. Still

a fourth variety of syllogism is the scientific Para

logism : where the premisses are not borrowed from

any opinion, real or simulated, but belong properly to

the particular science in which they are employed, yet
nevertheless are false or erroneous.&quot;

Upon the classification of syllogisms here set forth by

Aristotle, we may remark that the distinction between

the Demonstrative and the Dialectic is true and im

portant ; but that between the Dialectic and the Eristic

is faint and unimportant ;
the class called Eristic syllo

gisms being apparently introduced merely to create a

difference, real or supposed, between the Dialectician

and the Sophist, and thus to serve as a prelude to the

last book of this treatise, entitled Sophistici Elenchi.

The class-title Eristic (or litigious) is founded upon a

supposition of dishonest intentions on the part of the

disputant ;
but it is unphilosophical to make this the

foundation of a class, and to rank the same syllogism in

the class, or out of it, according as the intentions of the

disputant who employs it are honest or dishonest.

Besides, a portion of Aristotle s definition tells us that

the Eristic syllogism is one of which the premisses can

impose upon no one ; being such that a very ordinary

man can at once detect their falsity.
The dishonest

disputant, surely, would argue to little purpose, if he in

tentionally employed such premisses as these. Lastly,

according to another portion of Aristotle s definition,

(paii&amp;gt;6p,ti&amp;gt;os.
ov yap TTIIV TO fyaiv6u,(vc)V tn fj.^(^irjicfv e^fiv irapa^p^fjui yap Kai

ei&amp;gt;8oov Kai tcrrtv (vooov. ovdiv yap . ws t jrl TO no\ii TO IS xal fUKpa crvvopdv

TO&amp;gt;I/

Xeyo/i/i/o)!/ (v&(j(0v iiriiroXaiov towafuvois cru3^Xos tv avrois
f)
TUV

f\fi 7T&amp;lt;iiTfAa&amp;gt;r TJjv &amp;lt;f&amp;gt;avTatriav, Kaddirtp ^/tv8ovs eerrl (Averts-

nfp\ rat TWO
ipi&amp;lt;TTiKu&amp;gt;v \uyav upxas

*

Topic. I. i. p. 101, a. H-IT.

2 c 2
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every syllogism faulty in form, or yielding no legitimate
conclusion at all, will fall under the class Eristic, and

this he himself in another place explicitly states
;

a which

would imply that the bad syllogism must always
emanate from litigious or dishonest intentions. But in

defining the Pseudographeme, immediately afterwards,
Aristotle does not imply that the false scientific premiss
affords presumption of litigious disposition on the part
of those who advance it; nor does there seem any

greater propriety in throwing all bad dialectic syllo

gisms under the general head of Eristic.

The dialectician, then, will carry on debate only by
means of premisses sustained by real opinion ; which

not only always carry some authority, but are assumed

as being never obviously fallacious ; though often incon

sistent with each other, and admitting of argumentation

pro and con. These are what Aristotle calls Endoxa ;

opposed to Adoxa, or propositions which are discoun

tenanced, or at least not countenanced, by opinion, and

to Paradoxa (a peculiar variety of Adoxa)* or pro

positions which, though having ingenious arguments in

their favour, yet are adverse to some proclaimed and

wide-spread opinions, and thus have the predominant

authority of opinion against them.

Of these three words, Paradox is the only one that

has obtained a footing in modern languages, thanks to

Cicero and the Latin authors. If the word Endox had

obtained the like footing, we should be able to keep
more closely to the thought and views of Aristotle. As

it is, we are obliged to translate the Greek Endoxon as

Probable, and Adoxon as Improbable :

c

which, though

Topic. VIII. xii. p. 162, b. 4.

b
Ibid. I. xi. p. 104, b. 24 : nepl &v

\6yov (\op-fv (vnvriov rais 8oais.
c Aristotle ^ives a double meaning

of &amp;lt;&quot;i8oov (Topic. VIII. ix. p. 160, b.

17): 1. That which involves absurd

or stnm.ae consequences (ro7ra). 2.

That which affords presumption of a
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not incorrect, is neither suitable nor exactly coincident.

Probable corresponds more nearly to what Aristotle

(both in this treatise and in the Analytica) announces
sometimes as TO w? tm TO TTO\V that which happens in

most cases but not in all, as distinguished from the

universal and necessary on one side, and from the

purely casual on the other;* sometimes, also, as TO etVo?

or TO ai]jjLeiov. Now this is a different idea from (though
it has a point of analogy with) the Endoxon : which is

not necessarily true even in part, but may be wholly
untrue

; which always has some considerations against
it. though there may be more in its favour

;
and which,

lastly, may be different, or even opposite, in different

ages and different states of society. When Josephus

distinguished himself as a disputant in the schools of

Jerusalem on points of law and custom,
5
his arguments

must have been chiefly borrowed from the Endoxa or

prevalent opinions of the time and place ; but these

must have differed widely from the Endoxa found and

argued upon by the contemporaries of Aristotle at

Athens. The Endoxon may indeed be rightly called

probable, because, whenever a proposition is fortified by
a certain body of opinion, Aristotle admits a certain

presumption (greater or less) that it is true. But such

probability is not essential to the Endoxon : it is only
an accident or accompaniment (to use the Aristotelian

phrase), and by no means an universal accompaniment.
The essential feature of the Endoxon is, that it has

acquired a certain amount of recognition among the

mass of opinions and beliefs floating and carrying

bad disposition, such as others will i tort, TU 6 &y tnl TO TroXu, TU 8

disapprove olov on fjbovrj rdya6w onvrtp frv\(v, &c. Compare also

KOI TO dbiKtlv Pt\nov roii dbiKfitrdat.
j

Analyt. Post. I. xxx., ct alib.

&quot;

Topic. II. vi. p. 112, b. 1 : tirtl
b See Josephus, De Vita Sua, c. ii.

8t riav itpaypuruv T piv &amp;lt; dviiyKrjs ;
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authority at the actual time and place. The English
word whereby it is translated ought to express this idea,

and nothing more ; just as the correlative word Paradox

does express its implication, approached from the other

side. Unfortunately, in the absence of Endox, we have

no good word for the purpose.
It is within this wide field of floating opinions that

dialectical debate and rhetorical pleading are carried

on. Dialectic supposes a questioner or assailant, and a

respondent or defendant. The respondent selects and

proclaims a problem or thesis, which he undertakes to

maintain : the assailant puts to him successive questions,

with the view of obtaining concessions which may serve

as premisses for a counter-syllogism, of which the con

clusion is contradictory or contrary to the thesis itself,

or to some other antecedent premiss which the respondent
has already conceded. It is the business of the re

spondent to avoid making any answers which may serve

as premisses for such a counter-syllogism. If he suc

ceeds in this, so as not to become implicated in any
contradiction with himself, he has baffled his assailant,

and gained the victory. There are, however, certain

rules and conditions, binding on both parties, under

which the debate must be carried on. It is the purpose
of the Topica to indicate these rules ; and, in accordance

, therewith, to advise both parties as to the eifective con-
t duct of their respective cases as to the best thrusts and

the best mode of parrying. The assailant is supplied
with a classified catalogue of materials for questions, and

with indications of the weak points which he is to look

out for in any new subject which may turn up for

debate. He is farther instructed how to shape, marshal,
and disguise his questions, in such a way that the

respondent may least be able to foresee their ultimate

bearing. The respondent, on his side, is told what he
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ought to look forward to and guard against. Such is

the scope of the present treatise
;
the entire process

being considered in the large and comprehensive spirit

customary with Aristotle, and distributed according to

the Aristotelian terminology and classification.

It is plain that neither the direct purpose of the

debaters, nor the usual result of the debate, is to

prove truth or to disprove falsehood. Such may
indeed be the result occasionally ;

but the only cer

tain result is, that an inconsistency is exposed in

the respondent s manner of defending his thesis, or

that the assailant fails in his purpose of showing

up such inconsistency. Whichever way the debate

may turn, no certain inference can be drawn as to the

thesis itself; not merely as to whether it is true or

false, but even as to whether it consists or does not

consist with other branches of received opinions. Such

being the case, what is the use or value of dialectic

debate, or of a methodized procedure for conducting it ?

Aristotle answrers this question, telling us that it is

useful for three purposes.* First, the debate is a

valuable and stimulating mental exercise
; and, if a

methodized procedure be laid down, both parties will be

able to conduct it more easily as well as more effica

ciously. Secondly, it is useful for our intercourse with

the multitude ;

b
for the procedure directs us to note and

remember the opinions of the multitude, and such know

ledge will facilitate our intercourse with them : we shall

converse with them out of their own opinions, which

we may thus be able beneficially to modify. Thirdly,

*

Topic. I. ii. p. 101, a. 20 ; ?o-rt 8^ ! 8i6n TUS ra&amp;gt;v no\\a&amp;gt;i&amp;gt; Kar

npos rpin, npos yvfunuriav, npf&amp;gt;s
rns I 86{-as OVK (K TO&amp;gt;I&amp;gt; aXXoryuax XX x

fVT(v(it, irf&amp;gt;os
ras Kara (f)i\oaro(f)iav [

ru&amp;gt;v oiKei u&amp;gt;f Soy^irircoi/ o/ziXij&amp;lt;ro^if
j/ irpbs

(TTirrrtj/Mis. avrovs, fif Tn,3{3n&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;iTf s o TI av
/JLI/

KuXtoc
b

Jbid. a. 30: rrpvs 8 TUS (vr(v(ts, fpaivoimai Xtytti/ i)p.u&amp;gt;.
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dialectic debate has an useful though indirect bearing
even upon the processes of science and philosophy, and

upon the truths thereby acquired.* For it accustoms

us to study the difficulties on both sides of every ques

tion, and thus assists us in detecting and discriminating

truth and falsehood. Moreover, apart from this mode

of usefulness, it opens a new road to the scrutiny of the

first principia of each separate science. These prindpia
can never be scrutinized through the truths of the science

itself, which presuppose them and are deduced from

them. To investigate and verify them, is the appro

priate task of First Philosophy. But Dialectic also,

carrying investigation as it does everywhere, and

familiarized with the received opinions on both sides of

every subject, suggests many points of importance in

regard to these principia.

The three heads just enumerated illustrate the discri

minating care of Aristotle. The point of the first head is

brought out often in the Platonic Dialogues of Search :

the stimulus brought to bear in awakening dormant intel

lectual power, and in dissipating that false persuasion of

knowledge which is the general infirmity of mankind,
is frequently declared by Plato to be the most difficult,

-but the indispensable, operation of the teacher upon his

pupil. Under the third head, Aristotle puts this point
more justly than Plato, not as a portion of teaching,
nor as superseding direct teaching, but as a preliminary
thereunto

;
and it is a habit of his own to prefix this

antecedent survey of doubts and difficulties on both

sides, as a means of sharpening our insight into the

dogmatic exposition which immediately follows.

Under the second head, we find exhibited another

characteristic feature of Aristotle s mind the value

*

Topic I. ii. p. 101, a. 34 : npbs Se TUS Kara (fjiXoaotyiav e7rt&amp;lt;m;/xay, &C.
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which he sets upon a copious acquaintance with received

opinions, whether correct or erroneous. The philoso

phers of his day no longer talked publicly in the

market-place and with every one indiscriminately, as

Sokrates had done : scientific study, and the habit of

written compositions naturally conducted them into a

life apart, among select companions. Aristotle here

indicates that such estrangement from the multitude

lessened their means of acting beneficially on the

multitude, and in the way of counteraction he pre
scribes dialectical exercise. His own large and many-
sided observation, extending to the most vulgar phe

nomena, is visible throughout his works, and we
know that he drew up a collection of current pro
verbs.&quot;

Again, what we read under the third head shows that,

while Aristotle everywhere declares Demonstration and

teaching to be a process apart from Dialectic, he at the

same time recognizes the legitimate function of the latter,

for testing and verifying theprincipia of Demonstration ;

b

which principia cannot be reached by Demonstration

itself, since every demonstration presupposes them. He
does not mean that these principia can be proved by

Dialectic, for Dialectic does not prove any thing ;
but it

is necessary as a test or scrutinizing process to assure

us that all the objections capable of being offered against

them can be met by sufficient replies. In respect

of universal competence and applicability, Dialectic

is the counterpart, or rather the tentative companion
and adjunct, of what Aristotle calls First Philosophy

*
Diog. Laert. v. 20. Kephisodorus, madversiones I. p. 40G.

the disciple of Isokrates, in defending
b
Topic. I. ii. p. 101, b. 3 :

his master, depreciated this Aristotc- i

TIK.TI yap ovo-a irpbs TUS anavuiv

lian collection; see in Athenanis II. ptdoduv dp\as 6So

Ivi., comparing bchwcinhuuser s Aui- !
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or Ontology ;
to which Inst he assigns the cognizance

of principia, as we shall see when we treat of the

Metaphysical Dialectic (he repeats more than once)
is not a definite science or body of doctrine, but, like

rhetoric or medicine, a practical art or ability of deal

ing with the ever varying situations of the dialogue ;

of imagining and enunciating the question proper for

attack, or the answer proper for defence, as the case may
be. As in the other arts, its resources are not unlimited.

Nor can the dialectician, any more than the rhetor

or the physician, always guarantee success. Each of

them has an end to be accomplished ; and if he employs
for its accomplishment the best means that the situation

permits, he must be considered a master of his own art

and procedure.
15 To detect truth, and to detect what is

like truth, belong (in Aristotle s judgment) to the same

mental capacity. Mankind have a natural tendency
towards truth, and the common opinions therefore are,

in most cases, coincident with truth. Accordingly, the

man who divines well in regard to verisimilitude, will

usually divine well in regard to truth.

The subject-matter of dialectic debate, speaking

generally, consists of Propositions and Problems, to be

propounded as questions by the assailant and to be

admitted or disallowed by the defendant. They will

relate either to Expetenda and Fugienda, or they must

bear, at least indirectly, upon some point of scientific

11

Metaphys. r. iii. p. 1005, a. 20-b.
i
euv ra&amp;gt;v MtjfOftanHf firjSev

10
;
R ii. p. 1004, b. 15-30. iKavios avrov e\civ rrjv tirurrrjuqv &amp;lt;/&amp;gt;TJ-

b
Topic. I. iii. p. 101, b. 5 : f^o^v o-o/iei/.

Be TfXfais TTJV p.e0oBov, orav 6fjLot(os
i The word (7ri(TTr)p.r]v in the last line

is used loosely, since Aristotle, in the

Rhetorica (p. 1359, b. 12), explicitly

states that Rhetoric and Dialectic are

f^atfifv axnrep firi prjropiKrjs Kai

iaTpiKrjs Kal T&amp;gt;V TOIOVTWV 8vvd-

OVTO ear TO ec rvtv ee-
Troielv a Trpoai.povfj.fda. ovre not to be treated as eTrtorij/ias but as

yap o prjTopiKos (K navros rpoirov

i, ovd 6 larpinos vyia&amp;lt;rer
aXX c

Rhetoric. I. i. p. 1355, a. 17.
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truth or observed
cognition.&quot; They will be either

ethical, physical, or logical ; class-terms which Aristotle

declines to define, contenting himself with giving an

example to illustrate each of them, while adding that

the student should collect other similar examples, arid

gradually familiarize himself with the full meaning of

the general term, through such inductive comparison
of particulars.

11

But it is not every problem coming under one of these

three heads that is fit for dialectic debate. If a man

propounds as subject for debate, Whether we ought to

honour the gods or to love our parents, he deserves

punishment instead of refutation : if he selects the

question, Whether snow is white or not, he must be

supposed deficient in perceptive power. What all per
sons unanimously believe, is unsuitable :

d what no one

believes is also unsuitable, since it will not be conceded

by any respondent. The problem must have some

doubts and difficulties, in order to afford scope for dis

cussion
; yet it must not be one of which the premisses

are far-fetched or recondite, for that goes beyond the

limits of dialectic exercise.
6

It ought to be one on

arat r&amp;lt;av irpofipTjp.tVdii , o/jtcr/icp p.tv

OVK (VTTfTtS dnO&OVVM TTtpl aVTO&amp;gt;V, TT)

&( 8td TTJS (trayutyfis (rvvijdfla

Wfiparfov yva&amp;gt;pi(iv fKfiaTrjv avrtov,

Kara rd TTpoeiprj/xeVa irapaSfiypaTO.

t-m.(TK(mo\ivTa.

This illustrates Aristotle s view of

the process of Induction and its re

sults ; the acquisition of the
imi&amp;gt;ort

of a general term, through comparison

*

Topic. I. xi. p. 104, b. 2. The term logical does not exactly
b

Ibid. xiv. p. 105, b. 20-29 : at . correspond with Aristotle s Aoyt/cat,

p.iv yap f]6iKal Trporda-fis dariv, at 8f but on the present occasion no better

&amp;lt;f)v&amp;lt;riKat,
al &( \oyiKai. TroTat 8&quot; Zxa- tenn presents itself.

c
Ibid. xi. p. 105, a. 67 : KoAao-ew?

at(r^7j(rfo) j, btovrat. Yet he con

siders the question, Whether we ought
rather to obey the laws of the state

or the commands of our parents, in

case of discrepancy between the two,
as quite fit for debate (xiv. p. 105,

b. 22).
d

Ibid. x. p. 104, a. 5.

Ibid. xi. p. 105, a. 7 :

of numerous particulars comprehended ;
kv (ruvtyyvs y nVd8ciir, oi/8 J&amp;gt;i/ Auu/

under it. noppw rd pits yap OVK t\ti uiropiav,
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which opinions are known to be held, both in the

affirmative and in the negative ;
on which either the

multitude differ among themselves, the majority being
on one side, while yet there is an adverse minority ; or

some independent authority stands opposed to the mul

titude, such as a philosopher of eminence, a professional
man or artist speaking on his own particular craft, a

geometer or a physician on the specialties of his depart
ment. Matters such as these are the appropriate sub

jects for dialectic debate
;
and new matters akin to

them by way of analogy may be imagined and will be

perfectly admissible/ Even an ingenious paradox or

thesis adverse to prevailing opinions may serve the

purpose, as likely to obtain countenance from some

authority, though as yet we know of none.
b

These conditions apply both to problems propounded
for debate, and to premisses tendered on either side

during the discussion. Both the interrogator and the

respondent the former having to put appropriate

questions, and the latter to make appropriate answers

must know and keep in mind these varieties of existing

opinion among the multitude as well as among the

special dissident authorities above indicated. The dialec

tician ought to collect and catalogue such Endoxa, with

the opinions analogous to them, out of written treatises

TO. 8 TrXetoi/ tj
Kara yvp.vacrTi.KTjv.

The loose use of the word a7rdfieiir

deserves note here : it is the technical

term of the Analyt. Post., denoting
that application of the syllogism
which contrasts with Dialectic alto

gether.

Aristotle here means only that

problems falling within these limits

are the best for dialectic discussion ;

but, in his suggestions later on, he

includes problems for discussion in

volving the utmost generalities of

philosophy. For example, he often

adverts to dialectic debate on the

Platonic Ideas or Forms (Topic. II.

vii. p. 113, a. 25
;
V. vii. p. 137, b. 7

;

VI. vi. p. 143, b. 24. Compare also

I. xi. p. 104, b. 14.)
a
Topic. I. x. p. 104, a. 11-37.

b
Ibid. xi. p. 104, b. 24-28 :

r,

Ttfpi &amp;gt;v \6yov e%op.ev evavriov rais

86ais TOVTO yap, (I Kai TIVI
p.r) 8oKfl,

Stci TO \6yuv fXflv -
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and elsewhere;* distributing them under convenient

heads, such as those relating to good and evil generally,
and to each special class of good, &c. Aristotle, how

ever, admonishes him that he is debating problems not

scientifically, but dialectically ; having reference not to

truth, but to opinion.* If the interrogator were pro

ceeding scientifically and didactically, he would make
use of all true and ascertained propositions, whether

the respondent conceded them or not, as premisses for

his syllogism. But in Dialectic he is dependent on the

concession of the respondent, and can construct his

syllogisms only from premisses that have been conceded

to him. Hence he must keep as closely as he can to

opinions carrying extrinsic authority, as being those

which the respondent will hesitate to disallow.*
1

Moreover, the form of the interrogation admissible in

dialectic debate is peculiar. The respondent is not

bound to furnish any information in his answer : he is

bound only to admit, or to deny, a proposition tendered

to him. You must not ask him, What is the genus of

man? You must yourself declare the genus, and ask

whether he admits it, in one or other of the two follow

ing forms (1) Is animal the genus of man ? (2) Is

animal the genus of man, or not ? to which the re

sponse is an admission or a denial.
6

Topic. I. xiv. p. 105, b. 1-18. I

d
Ibid. i. p. 15fi, b. LO : Xpw^ov

^* *a T0 firi\(y(iv ori (rvi Tjdfs /cot

\ty6fuvov TO TOIOVTW OKVOvirt
b

Ibid. b. 30: npos p.(i&amp;gt;

ovv (pi\o-

(ro(f)iav tear u\t]6fiav irtpl avr&v irpay-

fJMTfVTfOV, SiaAeKTtKtOS fie TT/JOf So^fJl/.
c

Ibid. VIII. i. p. 155, b. 10:

TTpOS (T(pnt&amp;gt; yup JTdV TO TOloOroi/, TO)

fit
(pi\n(T&amp;lt; &amp;gt;(pu&amp;gt;

KCU (TJTOWTI Kd8 (iivTov
[ ftXrjpa. But this distinction between

oi*Si&amp;gt; fjifXfi,
tav ti\T)dr) fjifv ?i

KOI
yi/o&amp;gt;-

these two words is not steadily ad-
/1 &quot; N

hered to : it is differently declared in

yap Kivtiv TO ftad os,

&quot;

Ibid. I. iv. p. 101, b. 30. The
first of these two forms Aristotle calls

a npoTdffis, the secor.d he calls a

fi o affoKpivofUVOS, Topic. I. x., xi. p. 104, as Alexander
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Dialectic procedure, both of the assailant and of the

defendant, has to do with propositions and problems ;

accordingly, Aristotle introduces a general distribu

tion of propositions under four heads. The predicate

must either be Genus, or Proprium, or Accident, of its

subject. But the Proprium divides itself again into

two. It always reciprocates with, or is co-extensive

with, its subject ;
but sometimes it declares the essence

of the subject, sometimes it does not. When it de

clares the essence of the subject, Aristotle calls it the

Definition ; when it does not declare the essence of

the subject, although reciprocating therewith, he re

serves for it the title of Proprium. Every proposition,

and every problem, the entire material of Dialectic, will

declare one of these four Proprium, Definition, Genus,
or Accident.* The Differentia, as being attached to the

Genus, is ranked along with the Genus.
b

The above four general heads include all the Pre-

dicables, which were distributed by subsequent logicians

(from whom Porphyry borrowed) into five heads in

stead of four Genus, Species, Differentia, Proprium,
Accident ; the Differentia being ranked as a separate

item in the quintuple distribution, and the Species sub

stituted in place of the Definition. It is under this

quadruple classification that Aristotle intends to con

sider propositions and problems as matters for dialectic

procedure : he will give argumentative suggestions ap

plicable to each of the four successively. It might be

has remarked in the Scholia, p. 258,

b. 4, Brand. Compare also De In-

terpretat. p. 20, b. 26
;
and Topic.

VIII. ii. p. 158, a. 14: ov Soul 8e

TTO.V TO KddoXov 8la\(KTlKr) TTpOTaCTlS
T T i ) M n *

twai, oiov TI f&Tiv
avapa&amp;gt;TTOS) rj

KCHTa.)(u&amp;gt;s \fytrai rnyaBov ; eari yap

TrpoTOcrty 8ia\fKTiKi} irpos TJV fcrrtv

va
rj

ov- irpos f ras

ipT]p.fvas OVK tirriv. fito ov 8ui\(K-

TIKO. fOTl TO TOtavra TU&amp;gt;V fpCOTTJpUTWV,

av
fj.fj

UVTOS Biopicras r) 8if\6p.ei os

61717;.

Topic. I. iv. p. 101, b. 17-36.
b

Ibid. b. 18 : rfjv Suxpopuv us

OV(Tlll&amp;gt; yfVlK1]V OfJLOl TO) JfVfl T(IKTOV.
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practicable (he thinks) to range all the four under the

single head of Definition ; since arguments impugning
Genus, Proprium, and Accident, are all of them good
also against Definition. But such a simplification would

be perplexing and unmanageable in regard to dialectic

procedure.&quot;

That the quadruple classification is exhaustive, and

that every proposition or problem falls under one or

other of the four heads, may be shown in two ways.

First, by Induction : survey and analyse as many pro

positions as you will, all without exception will be

found to belong to one of the four.
b

Secondly, by the

following Deductive proof: In every proposition the

predicate is either co-extensive and reciprocating with

the subject, or it is not. If it does reciprocate, it either

declares the essence of the subject, or it does not : if

the former, it is the Definition
;

if the latter, it is a

Proprium. But, supposing the predicate not to recipro

cate with the subject, it will either declare something
contained in the Definition, or it will not. If it does

contain a part of the Definition, that part must be

either a Genus or a Differentia, since these are the con

stituents of the Definition. If it does not contain any
such part, it must be an Accident. Hence it appears

Topic. I. vi. p. 102, b. 27-38. It will be observed that Aristotle

dXX ov did TOVTO p.iav eVt Trdvraiv here resolves Definition into Genus

Kad6\ov p.f6u8ov T)TTJT((&amp;gt;V
OVT( yap and Differentiae enti^fj 6 6pr/jur V

pd&iov vpt Iv TOUT
&amp;lt;rriv,

ei$ tvpidtir), yivovs Ka\ ftiatpopwv (oriv. Moreover,

though he does not recogni/.e Species
as a separate head, yet in his defini

tion of Genus he implies Species as

known ytvos tori TO KOT ir\ti6vu&amp;gt;v

KU\ to
ia&amp;lt;fnp6vr uv T u&amp;gt; (18 ( t iv

TO) Tl (CTTl
KaTT)yOpOl/p.(l&amp;gt;OV (p. 102,

a* 31).

It thus
ap]x&amp;gt;ars

that the quintuple

fir) TTpos rrjv npoK(ip.(vrii&amp;gt; Trpayp-ctTfav.
b

Ibid. viii. p. 103, b. 3 : /ita p.ev

TTt orir T)
8wi TTJy tTrayaiyJjj- d yap

(K(.i(TTrjv T&amp;lt;av irpard-

Ka Ta&amp;gt;f

iiv
i]
dnb TOV opov ff

&C.
*

Ibid. b. 6-19: XX?; fit iricrns fj

a o-uXXoyKr/ioO. !
classification is the real and logical
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that every proposition must belong to one or other of

the four, and that the classification is exhaustive.

Moreover, each of the four Predicables must fall

under one or other of the ten Categories or Predica

ments. If the predicate be either of Genus or Defi

nition, declaring the essence of the subject, it may fall

under any one of the ten Categories ;
if of Proprium

or Accident, not declaring essence, it cannot belong to

the first Category (Owr/a), but must fall under one of

the remaining nine.
a

The notion of Sameness or Identity occurs so often

in dialectic debate, that Aristotle discriminates its three

distinct senses or grades: (1) Numero; (2) Specie;

(3) Genere. Water from the same spring is only idem

specie, though the resemblance between two cups of

water from the same spring is far greater than that be

tween water from different sources. Even Idem Numero
has different significations : sometimes there are complete

synonyms ;
sometimes an individual is called by its pro-

prium, sometimes by its peculiar temporary accident.
13

Having thus classified dialectic propositions, Aristotle

proceeds to the combination of propositions, or dialectic

discourse and argument. This is of two sorts, either

Induction or Syllogism ;
of both which we have already

heard in the Analytica. Induction is declared to be

plainer, more persuasive, nearer to sensible experience,
and more suitable to the many, than Syllogism ; while

this latter carries greater compulsion and is more

irresistible against professed disputants. A parti

cular example is given to illustrate what Induction is.

But we remark that though it is always mentioned

one ;
but the quadruple may perhaps

be more suitable for the Topica, with

a view to dialectic procedure, since

debates turn upon the attack and

defence of a Definition.

Topic. I. ix. p. 103, b. 20-39.
b

Ibid. vii. p. 103, a. 6-39.
c

Ibid. xii. p. 105, a. 10-19 : ir6&amp;lt;ra

TU&amp;gt;V Xdycoj/ flbr) TWV
8ia\fKTiKO&amp;gt;v, &C.
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as an argumentative procedure important and indis

pensable, yet neither here nor elsewhere does Aristotle

go -into any discriminative analysis of the conditions

under which it is valid, as he does about Syllogism in

the Analytica Priora.

What helps are available to give to the dialectician

a ready and abundant command of syllogisms ? Four

distinct helps may be named :

a

(j^ He must make a

large collection of Propositions ; (2) He must study and

discriminate the different senses in which the Terms of

these propositions are used
; (3) He must detect and note

Differences
; (4) He must investigate Resemblances.

1. About collecting Propositions, Aristotle has al

ready indicated that those wanted are such as declare

Endoxa, and other modes of thought cognate or ana

logous to the Endoxa :
b

opinions of the many, and

opinions of any small sections or individuals carrying

authority. All such are to be collected (out of written

treatises as well as from personal enquiry) ;
nor are in

dividual philosophers (like Empedokles) to be omitted,

since a proposition is likely enough to be conceded

when put upon the authority of an illustrious name.

If any proposition is currently admitted as true in

general or in most cases, it must be tendered with

confidence to the respondent as an universal prin

ciple ;
for he will probably grant it, not being at first

Topic. I. xiii. p. 105, a. 21 : ra S paring Top. VIII. xiv. p. 103, b. 0.

opyava, 8V &v cLTropijo-o/ifj/ rtov auX- Waitz says truly (Prolegg. ad Analvt.

Xo-ytfT/xcoi/, f aTi TfTTapa, tv ptv TO Trpo- Post. p. 294) :

&quot;

lindc fit, lit opyava
Tutms \aftf~ii&amp;gt;, dfvrepov 8f nova^us dicat quiocunquc ad aliquam rcm

fKacrTov XiytTcii &amp;gt;vi&amp;gt;a&amp;lt;rQm 8tf\tlv, rpi- ;

faciendam adiinnentum afferent.&quot;

TOV TUJ 8ia0opas fvpelv, TfToprov 8f
b

Topic. I. xiv. p. 105, b. 4 : eV-

17
TOV ofjLoiov crKfijns. \tyfiv fj.f] fjLOvov Tas ovaas fv8()^ovs,

The term opyava, pro]K!rly signify- XXa KOI ras ofioias ravrais.

ing instruments, appears here by a I Ibid. b. 17 : ddrj yap *a&amp;gt; TU TO

strained metaphor. It means simply |

{urn TWOS (lprjp.tvov tv&6ov.

helps or aids, as may be seen by com- i

VOL. I. 2 I)
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aware of the exceptions.&quot;
All propositions must be

registered in the most general terms possible, and

must then be resolved into their subordinate con

stituent particulars, as far as the process of subdivision

can be carried.
b

2. The propositions having been got together, they
must be examined in order to find out Equivocation or

double meaning of terms. There are various ways of

going about this task. Sometimes the same predicate
is applied to two different subjects, but in different

senses
; thus, courage and justice are both of them

good, but in a different way. Sometimes the same

predicate is applied to two different classes of subjects,

each admitting of being defined
; thus, health is good

in itself, and exercise is good as being among those

things that promote health. Sometimes the equivocal

meaning of a term is perceived by considering its

contrary ;
if we find that it has two or more dis

tinct contraries, we know at once that it has different

meanings. Sometimes, though there are not two dis

tinct contraries, yet the mere conjunction of the same

adjective with two substantives shows us at once that

it cannot mean the same in bothd

(XeiW/ (fxavi) \evKov

XpW). In one sense, the term may have an assignable

contrary, while in another sense it may have no contrary ;

showing that the two senses are distinct : for example,
the pleasure of drinking has for its contrary the pain
of thirst

;
but the pleasure of scientifically contem

plating that the diagonal of a square is incommen-

*

Topic. I. xiv. p. 105, b. 10 : ocra KOI TTJV p.iav TroXXay TroirjTfov diai-

eVi TrdvTcw
rj

rail/ TrXeicrrwi (paive- pfTfov, f&amp;lt;as av evbe^rai biaipflv, &C.

rat, \-qrrreov cos
&amp;lt;ipx n v Ka 8oKov(rai&amp;gt;

c
Ibid. xv. p. 100, a. 1-8 : TO 8e

6(criv ritieacri yap ol
p.rj crvvopwvTes Trocrax&s, 7rpay/j.aTfVTfov pi] p,6vov ocra

fTri TIVOS ovx ourwy. Aeyerui Ka$ erepov Tpoirov, aXXa xat
b

Ibid. b. 31-37 :
\r)nrfoi&amp;gt;

8 OTI
;
TOVS \6yovs avrcov Tteipareov ajroStSoi/at.

//aXiara jcatfdXou rrdcras ras TrpoTiicrfis, I

d
Ibid. a. 9-35.
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surable with the side, has no contrary; hence, we see

that pleasure is an equivocal term.&quot; In one sense,

there may be a term intermediate between the two con

traries
;
in another sense, there may be none

;
or there

may be two distinct intermediate terms for the two dis

tinct senses
;
or there may be several intermediate terms

in one of the senses, and only one or none in the other :

in each of these ways the equivocation is revealed.
1

We must look also to the contradictory opposite (of a

term), which may perhaps have an obvious equivoca
tion of meaning ; thus, /jn] p\eTreti&amp;gt;

means sometimes to

be blind, sometimes not to be seeing actually, whence

we discover that pXeTreiv also has the same equivocation.
If a positive term is equivocal, we know that the

privative term correlating with it must also be equi
vocal

; thus, TO alaOaveoOai has a double sense, according
as we speak with reference to mind or body ; and this

will be alike true of the correlating privative TO

avaiaOrjrov eivtu.
d

Farther, an equivocal term will have

its derivatives equivocal in the same manner
;
and con

versely, if the derivative be equivocal, the radical will

be so likewise.
6 The term must also be looked at in

reference to the ten Categories : if its meanings fall

under more than one Category, we know that it is

equivocal/ If it comprehends two subjects which are

not in the same genus, or in genera not subordinate one

to the other, this too will show that it is equivocal.
8

The contrary, also, of the term must be looked at with

a view to the same inference.
11

Again, it will be useful to bring together the same

term in two different conjunctions, and to compare

Topic. I. xv. p. 10G, a. 36.
|

Ibid. b. 2K.
&quot;

Ibid. b. -t. Ibid. p. 107, a. 3-17.
-

Ibid. b. 13-20. Ibid. a. 1H.
11

Ibid. b. 21-28. &quot;

Ibid. a. 32-3.&quot;,.

2 D 2
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the definitions of the two. Define both of them,

and then deduct what is peculiar to each definitum :

if the remainder be different, the term will be equi

vocal ;
if the remainder be the same, the term will

be univocal. Thus, \WKOV o-^a will be defined, a

body having such and such a colour
; Aeuw) 0&amp;lt;fWy,

a

voice easily and distinctly heard : deduct o-w/m from

the first definition, and
&amp;lt;W/

from the second, the re

mainder will be totally disparate ; therefore, the term

\evn6v is
equivocal.&quot; Sometimes, also, the ambiguity

may be found in definitions themselves, where the

same term is used to explain subjects that are not

the same
;
whether such use is admissible, has to be

considered.
b If the term be univocal, two conjunc

tions of it may always be compared as to greater or

less, or in respect of likeness ;
whenever this cannot

be, the term is equivocal. If, again, the term is

used as a differentia for two genera quite distinct

and independent of each other, it must be equivocal ;

for genera that are unconnected and not subordinate

one to the other, have their differentia also dis

parate.*
1

And, conversely, if the term be such that

the differential applied to it are disparate, we may
know it to be an equivocal term. The like, if the

term be used as a species in some of its conjunctions,
and as a differentia in others.

6

3. Aristotle has thus indicated, at considerable length,
the points to be looked for when we are examining
whether a term is univocal or equivocal. He is more

concise when he touches on the last two out of the four

helps (opyam) enumerated for supplying syllogisms
when needed, viz. the study of Differences and of

Topic. T. xv. p. 107, a. 36-b. 3.
b

Ibid. b. 8.
&quot;

Ibid. b. 13-18 : ert
/J.TJ

tn

Kara TO p.a\\ov r] ofj.oi(os, TO yap
ov TTO.V crvfji/SXijTov.

Ibid. b. 19-26.
e

Ibid. b. 27-37.
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Resemblances. In regard to the study of Differences,

standing third, while he remarks that, where these are

wide and numerous, they are sure without any precept
to excite our attention, he advises that we should study
the differences of subjects that are nearly allied, those

within the same genus, or comprehended in genera not

much removed from one another, such as, the distinc

tion between sensible perception and science. But he

goes into no detail.&quot;

4. In regard to the study of Resemblances, he inverts

the above precept, and directs us to note especially the

points of resemblance between subjects of great apparent
difference.

11 We must examine what is the quality
common to all species of the same genus man, horse,

dog, &c. ; for it is in tin s that they are similar. We
may also compare different genera with each other, in

respect to the analogies that are to be found in each :

tv/., as science is to the cognizable, so is perception to

the perceivable ;
as sight is in the eye, so is intellection

in the soul
;
as -ya\)/i/)/

is in the sea, so is
i/j/cf/x/o.

in

the air.

Such arc the four distinct helps, towards facility of

syllogizing, enumerated by Aristotle. It will be

observed that the third and fourth (study of Resem
blances and Diuerences) bear more upon matters of fact

and less upon words ;
while the second (TO Trotm^?),

though doubtless also bearing on matters of fact and

deriving from thence its main real worth, yet takes its

departure from terms and propositions, and proceeds by

comparing multiplied varieties of these in regard to

diversity of meaning. Upon this ground it is, appa

rently, that Aristotle has given so much fuller develop-

Topic. I. xvi. p. 107, 1&amp;gt;. 30.
&quot;

Ibid. xvii. p. 108, a. 12 : jiaXio-ra

(V Tois TToXl) 8lTTOHTt
i&amp;gt;/il/&amp;lt;i&amp;lt;r$at

r fianv yap tVi TU&amp;gt;V XotTTeoi/

da TO op.oia (Tvvopav.

Ibid. p. 108, ;v. 7.
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merit to the second head than to the third and fourth ;

for, in the Topica, he is dealing with propositions

and counter-propositions with opinions and counter-

opinions, not with science and truth.

He proceeds to indicate the different ways in which

these three helps (the second, third, and fourth) further

the purpose of the dialectician respondent as well

as assailant. Unless the different meanings of the

term be discriminated, the respondent cannot know

clearly what he admits or what he denies
;
he may be

thinking of something different from what the assailant

intends, and the syllogisms constructed may turn upon
a term only, not upon any reality .

a The respondent
will be able to protect himself better against being
driven into contradiction, if he can distinguish the

various meanings of the same term
;

for he will thus

know whether the syllogisms brought against him touch

the real matter which he has admitted.
13 On the other

hand, the assailant will have much facility in driving
his opponent into contradiction, if he (the assailant) can

distinguish the different meanings of the term, while

the respondent cannot do so
;
in those cases at least

where the proposition is true in one sense of the term

and false in another. This manner of proceeding,

however, is hardly consistent with genuine Dialectic.

No dialectician ought ever to found his interrogations
and his arguments upon a mere unanalysed term,

unless he can find absolutely nothing else to say in

the debate.
d

Topic. I. xviii. p. 108, a. 22.
h

Ibid. a. 26 : XPW1^ &quot; $* &quot;&amp;lt;&quot; Trpos

TO
fjif) Trapa\oyio~dr)vai KOI irpbs TO

TrapaXoyunuroai. fl86rfs yap T?~

ffu^a&amp;gt;s Xrycrcu ov
fj.rj TrapdXoyio~d&amp;lt;Ji&amp;gt;-

p.(v, dXX
(I8rfo~ofjifi&amp;gt;

fav
fif] Trpos TO

CIVTO TOV \6yov TrotJjrat o fpatrStv. Ibid. a. 34 : 810 Trai/reXaJs eu)

Ibid. a. 29 : avToi re epeoroHTes !
Ttov TOIS oiaXfKTiKols TO TOIOVTOV, TO

a
Trapa\oyio~u&amp;lt;T0ai,

eav p.t]

y (18&S o aTTOKpivofjifvos iro-

Xeyerar TOVTO 8 OVK eVi TTUV-

rcoi&amp;gt; 8vvar6v, dXX 6Vai/
?;

TO&amp;gt;I&amp;gt; iro\-

Xaws \eojievav TO. fv a\rdr, TO. 8e



CHAP. IX. USE OF THE ORGANA. 407

The third help (an acquaintance with Differences)
will be of much avail on all occasions where we have

to syllogize upon Same and Different, and where we
wish to ascertain the essence or definition of any thing ;

for we ascertain this by exclusion of what is foreign

thereunto, founded on the appropriate differences in

each case.
a

Lastly, the fourth help (the intelligent survey of Re

semblances) serves us in different ways: (1) Towards

the construction of inductive arguments; (2) Towards

syllogizing founded upon assumption; (o) Towards the

declaration of definitions. As to the inductive argu

ment, it is founded altogether on a repetition of similar

particulars, whereby the universal is obtained.
15 As to

the syllogizing from an assumption, the knowledge of

resemblances is valuable, because we are entitled to

assume, as an Endo.von or a doctrine conformable to com

mon opinion, that what happens in any one of a string

of similar cases will happen also in all the rest. We
lay down this as the major proposition of a syllogism ;

and thus, if we can lay hold of any one similar case, we
can draw inference from it to the matter actually in

debate.&quot; Again, as to the declaration of definitions,

when we have once discovered what is the same in all

particular cases, we shall have ascertained to what,

genus the subject before us belongs;
11

for that one of

irpbs Tovvopa 8ia\fy((rdai, eav prj \oyr]&amp;lt;rop.f0a, cor Trore eVl TOVTCOI/

irpoK(ip.vov 8 ia\ (y f &amp;lt;r 6 a i.
*X.fLV - &fiavrts 8i eKtlvo KOI TO rrpo-

*
Topic. I. xviii. p. 108, b. 2. Kti^tvov e vnodtae w s 8 8 e t-

b
Ibid. b. 9. xore s t a 6 ijLtda- VTT o 6 ( p.e v o i

c
Ibid. b. 12 : TT/JOJ of rovs ( yap , &amp;gt;s iroTf tnl TOVTU&amp;gt;V

VTro6t(Tu&amp;gt;s &amp;lt;rv\\oyi(rp.ovs, StoTt t v-

8 o 6 v t cr T iVj &amp;lt;Jf iron
f&amp;lt;p

evos

TO)V OLtOl(i)V fYlj OVT(i)y K(ll 7Ti T(*)V

\omOiv uitJTt irpos o rt av aii

ro

b. 35.

iv nf7roiT)fj.(()a. For TO ^ v

compare Topic. III. vi. p. 1

Topic. I. xviii. p. 108, b. 19.
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the common predicates which is most of the essence,

will be the genus. Even where the two matters com

pared are more disparate than we can rank in the same

genus, the knowledge of resemblances will enable us

to discover useful analogies, and thus to obtain a defi

nition at least approximative. Thus, as the point is in

a line, so is the unit in numbers
;
each of them is a

principium ; this, therefore, is a common genus, which

will serve as a tolerable definition. Indeed this is the

definition of them commonly given by philosophers ;

who call the unit principium of number, and the point

principium of a line, thus putting one and the other

into a genus common to both.
8

II.

The First Book of the Topica, which we have thus

gone through, was entitled by some ancient commen
tators TO. Trpo TWV To7rwy matters preliminary to the

Loci. This is quite true, as a description of its contents
;

for Aristotle in the last words of the book, distinctly

announces that he is about to enumerate the Loci to

wards which the four above-mentioned Organa will be

useful.
1&quot;

Locus (TOTTO?) is a place in which many arguments

pertinent to one and the same dialectical purpose,

may be found sedes argumentorum. In each locus, the

arguments contained therein look at the thesis from

the same point of view
;
and the locus implies nothing

Topic. J. xviii. p. 108, b. 27 :

UXTTt TO KOIVOV CTTl &quot;KO.VT&V JtVOS O.TTO-

8i8oVTts bo^o^fv ov

6pif(T0ai. It will be recollected

that all the work of Dialectic (as

Aristotle tells us often) has reference

to 8da and not to scientific truth, i oi8e

&quot; We shall seem to define not in a

manner departing from the reality of

the subject&quot; is, therefore, an appro

priate dialectic artifice.

b
Topic. I. xviii. p. 108, b. 32 : of

npos
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distinct from the .arguments, except this manner of

view common to them all. In fact, the metaphor is a

convenient one for designating the relation of every
Universal generally to its particulars : the Universal is

not a new particular, nor any adjunct superimposed

upon all its particulars, but simply a place in which all

known similar particulars may be found grouped to

gether, and in which there is room for an indefinite

number of new ones. If we wish to arm the student

with a large command of dialectical artifices, we cannot

do better than discriminate the various groups of argu

ments, indicating the point of view common to each

group, and the circumstances in which it becomes

applicable. By this means, whenever he is called upon
to deal with a new debate, he will consider the thesis in

reference to each one of these different loci, and will be

able to apply arguments out of each of them, according
as the case may admit.

The four Helps (opyai/a) explained in the last book

differ from the Loci in being of wider and more unde

fined bearing : they are directions for preparatory study,
rather than for dealing with any particular situation of

a given problem; though it must be confessed that,

when Aristotle proceeds to specify the manner in which

the three last-mentioned helps are useful, he makes con

siderable approach towards the greater detail and par-

ticularization of the Loci. In entering now upon these,

he reverts to that quadruple classification of propo
sitions and problems (according to the four Predi-

cables), noted at the beginning of the treatise, in which

the predicate is either Definition, Proprium, Genus, or

Accident, of the subject. He makes a fourfold distri

bution of Loci, according as they bear upon one or

other of these four. In the Second and Third Books,
we find those which bear upon propositions predicating
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Accident
;
in the Fourth Book, we pass to Genus ;

in

the Fifth, to Proprium ;
in the Sixth and Seventh, to

Definition.

The problem or thesis propounded for debate may
have two faults on which it may be impugned : either

it may be untrue ; or it may be expressed in a way
departing from the received phraseology .

a
It will be

universal, or particular, or indefinite ; and either affirma

tive or negative ; but, in most cases, the respondent

propounds for debate an affirmative universal, and not

a negative or a particular.
b Aristotle therefore begins

with those loci that are useful for refuting an Affirma

tive Universal ; though, in general, the same arguments
are available for attack and defence both of the uni

versal and of the particular ; for if you can overthrow

the particular, you will have overthrown the universal

along with it, while if you can defend the universal,

this will include the defence of the particular. As the

thesis propounded is usually affirmative, the assailant

undertakes the negative side or the work of refutation.

And this indeed (as Eudemus, the pupil of Aristotle,

remarked, after his master )
is the principal function

and result of dialectic exercise
;
which refutes much and

proves very little, according to the analogy of the

Platonic Dialogues of Search.

a

Topic. II. i. p. 109, a. 27 : 8to-

picrao-Qai 8e 8fl KOI ras dfiaprias ras

(v ros TTporjuaariv, on fer

j}
TW ^fvdfcrdat, rj

ra&amp;gt; Trapaftalvfiv rrjv

K(ip.evr)i&amp;gt;
\(iv.

Alexander remarks (Schol. p. 264,
b. 23, Br.) that 7rpd/3X7;/xa here means,
not the interrogation, but TO

ov

V, ov 6 SiaXtKTiKos

Xfiv fj HTJ, TOVS 8e 8ia\fyofj.fvovs dvu-

o~Kevdfiv.
c Alexander ap. Schol. p. 264, a.

27, Br. : 6Vt 8e olKfiorepov rw 8ia-

XfKTlKO) TO aVCHTKfvd^flV TOV KClTd-

crKevu^fiv, fv ru&amp;gt; TTpcorw r&amp;gt;v entypa-

(pop.fi&amp;gt;a&amp;gt;v Ev8ijfJ,(ia&amp;gt;v
AvaXvriKoiv (eVt-

ypcXpfTai 8e avro KOI Ev8rjfiov inrtp

T&amp;gt;V AvaXnriKcoi ) OVTCOS \cyfTM, OTI

SiaXfKTiKos a
fj.fv

Ft.
j p.lKpd OTt, TO Se TToXtl TTjS 8wdflfO)S

Topic. II. i. p. 109, a. H: 8td TO l avrov irpos TO avcuptiv TL i&amp;lt;rrfo.

TUS deads Kop.i(iv ev TO) inrdp-
&amp;lt;
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Aristotle takes the four heads Accident, Genus,

Proprium, and Definition, in the order here enume
rated. The thesis of which the predicate is enunciated

as Accident, affirms the least, is easiest to defend, and

hardest to upset.
a When we enunciate Genus or Pro

prium, we affirm, not merely that the predicate belongs
to the subject (which is all that is affirmed in the case

of Accident), but, also something more that it belongs
to the subject in a certain manner and relation. And
when we enunciate Definition, we affirm all this and

something reaching yet farther that it declares the

whole essence of the dcfinitum, and is convertible there

with. Accordingly, the thesis of Definition, affirming
as it does so very much, presents the most points

of attack arid is by far the hardest to defend.
1 Next

in point of difficulty, for the respondent, comes the

Proprium.

Beginning thus with the thesis enunciating Accident,

Aristotle enumerates no less than thirty-seven distinct

loci or argumentative points of view bearing upon it.

Most of them suggest modes of assailing the thesis ;
but

there are also occasionally intimations to the respondent
how he may best defend himself. In this numerous

list there are indeed some items repetitions of each

other, or at least not easily distinguishable. As it

a

Topic. VII. v. p. 155, a. 27: 8e8o/zeVu noXXwv eIprj^vcuv. a. 2A: rSav

pao~TOi&amp;gt;
of irdvrov K(iT(i(TKfvdcrai TO

(TVfjLJ3(fir)Kus dva&amp;lt;TKvii(iv of ^nXf-
TTWTUTOV TO OVfjflfftrjKOS, OTl eXci^lOTtt

(v aiiTu&amp;gt; 8t8oTtu - ou yap irpo&amp;lt;T(Ti)fUiivfi

TTtOS

eVi /iV Toil/ aX\u&amp;gt;v S

\dtf, fj
d(iai&amp;gt;ra on

OTl OV\ OUTWS VTT(lf)\(l, (If

OVK tarnv avt\(iv oXX

S a\\&amp;lt;av TO toiov ^idXicrrn TOIOVTOV.
c
Aristotle himself admits the re

petition in some cases, Topic. II. ii.

p. 110, a. 12 : the fourth locus is

identical substantially with the second

locus.

Theophrastus distinguished napiiy-

yf\p.a as the general precept, from

or locus, as any proposition

i) bti^avra OTI ov% imdp\ti. , specially applying the precept to a
b

Ibid. a. . {. -nuvruv pua-Tov opov particular case (Schol. p. 2G4, b. 38).

dva&amp;lt;jK.(vd&amp;lt;rai- n\(~iVTa yiip tv avrif TU
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would be tedious to enumerate them all, I shall select

some of the most marked and illustrative.

1. The respondent has enunciated a certain predicate

as belonging in the way of accident, to a given subject.

Perhaps it may belong to the subject ; yet not as acci

dent, but under some one of the other three Predicables.

Perhaps he may have enunciated (either by explicit

discrimination, or at least by implication contained in

his phraseology) the genus as if it were an accident,

an error not unfrequently committed.* Thus, if he

has said, To be a colour is an accident of white, he has

affirmed explicitly the genus as if it were an accident.

And he has affirmed the same by implication, if he has

said, White (or whiteness) is coloured. For this is a

form of words not proper for the affirmation of a genus

respecting its species, in which case the genus itself

ought to stand as a literal predicate (White is a

colour), and not to be replaced by one of its derivatives

(White is coloured). Nor can the proposition be in

tended to be taken as affirming either proprium or

definition
;
for in both these the predicate would reci

procate and be co-extensive with the subject, whereas

in the present case there are obviously many other

subjects of which it may be predicated that they are

coloured.
b In saying, White is coloured, the respon

dent cannot mean to affirm either genus, proprium, or

definition ; therefore he must mean to affirm accident.

The assailant will show that this is erroneous.

*
Topic. II. ii. p. 109, a. 34 : eis XPP-a

fj.fv 817 TOTTOS TO fVi/SXfVeij/ ti TO tear
[

b \Ve may find cases in which

/iXXov Tiva rpoTTov vndpxov &amp;lt;&quot;s (ru/ijSe- !
Aristotle has not been careful to

fiijKos aTro8(b(i&amp;gt;Kev. afiaprdverai 8e maintain the strict logical sense of

jouiAiora TOIJTO Trepl rd yevr], olov et,
j
crv^f^rjKos or (rupfifftTjKfv, where he

TIS TU&amp;gt; \fVKw (pair] o-upftefiijKfvai XP
\
applies these terms to Genus or Pro-

fj.aTi flvai- ov yap (rvp.^t^r]K.e T&amp;lt;U XCUKW prium : e.g. Topic. II. iii. p. 110, b.

XpapaTi. flvai, aXXa yevos avrov TO 24.
; Soph. El. vi. p. 168, b. 1.
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2. Suppose the thesis set up by the respondent to

be an universal affirmative, or an universal negative.
You (the interrogator or assailant) should review the

particulars contained under these universals. Review
them not at once as separate individuals, but as com

prised in subordinate genera and species ; beginning
from the highest, and descending down to the lowest

species which is not farther divisible except into indi

viduals. Thus, if the thesis propounded be, The cog
nition of opposites is one and the same cognition ;

you will investigate whether this can be truly predi
cated respecting all the primary species of Opposita :

respecting Relata and Correlata, respecting Contraries,

respecting Contradictories, respecting Habitus and Pri-

nitio. If, by going thus far, you obtain no result

favourable to your purpose,
a

you must proceed farther,

and subdivide until you come to the lowest species :

Is the cognition of just and unjust one and the same ?

that of double and half? of sight and blindness? of

existence and non-existence ? If in all, or in any one,

of these cases you can show that the universal thesis

does not hold, you will have gained your point of

refuting it. On the other hand, if, when you have

enumerated many particulars, the thesis is found to

hold in all, the respondent is entitled to require you
to grant it as an universal proposition, unless you can

produce a satisfactory counter-example. If you decline

this challenge, you will be considered an unreasonable

debater.b

3. You will find it useful to define both the accident

predicated in the thesis, and the subject respecting

Topic. II. ii. p. 109, b. 20 : KM b
Ibid. b. 25-30. tav yap

(ni Tovrtav
p.T)nu&amp;gt; (pavtpov i/,

ravra Suupcrcov pfXP 1 r *v

oiov fl TCOV ducat coc Kai &amp;lt;i U.&amp;lt;a&amp;gt;r, &c.

TTOITJ, (iroTroy
&amp;lt;pavf

iTai
p.f] TI-

ytis.
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which it is predicated, or at least one of them : you
will see then whether these definitions reveal anything
false in the affirmation of the thesis. Thus, if the

thesis affirms that it is possible to do injustice to a god,

you will define what is meant by doing injustice.

The definition is hurting intentionally : you can thus

refute the thesis by showing that no injustice to a

god can possibly be done
;
for a god cannot be hurt.

a

Or let the thesis maintained be, The virtuous man is

envious. You define envy, and you find that it is

vexation felt by reason of the manifest success of

some meritorious man. Upon this definition it is plain
that the virtuous man cannot feel envy : he would be

worthless, if he did feel it. Perhaps some of the terms

employed in your definition may themselves require

definition ;
if so, you will repeat the process of defining

until you come to something plain and clear.
b Such

an analysis will often bring out some error at first

unperceived in the thesis.

4. It will be advisable, both for assailant and re

spondent, to discriminate those cases in which the

authority of the multitude is conclusive from those in

which it is not. Thus, in regard to the meaning of

terms and in naming objects, we must speak like the

multitude ; but, when the question is as to what objects

deserve to be denominated so and so, we must not feel

bound by the multitude, if there be any special dis

sentient authority. That which produces good health

we must call wholesome, as the multitude do
; but, in

calling this or that substance wholesome, the physician

must be our guide.

a

Topic. II. ii. p. 109, b. 34: ov

yap evdexerat jSXaTrretr&u TQV 6(6v.

b
Ibid. p. 110, a. 4 : \apfiavfiv 8e

KOI avT\ Tcav ev rots \6yois o

\6yovs, KOI

Ibid. a. 14-22.
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5. Aristotle gives more than one suggestion as to

those cases in which the terms of the thesis have a

double or triple sense, yet in which the thesis is pro

pounded either as an universal affirmative or as an

universal negative. If the respondent is himself

not aware of the double sense of his thesis, while

you (the questioner) are aware of it, you will prove
the point which you are seeking to establish against
him in one or other of the two senses, if you cannot

prove it in both. If he is aware of it in the double

sense, he will insist that you have chosen the sense

which he did not intend.&quot; This mode of procedure
will be available to the respondent as well as to you ;

but it will be harder to him, since his thesis is uni

versal. For, in order to make good an universal thesis,

he must obtain your assent to a preliminary assumption
or convention, that, if he can prove it in one sense of

the terms, it shall be held proved in both
; and, unless

the proposition be so plausible that you are disposed to

grant him this, he will not succeed in the procedure.
1

l&amp;gt;ut you, on your side, as refuting, do not require any
such preliminary convention or acquiescence ; for, if you

prove the negative in any single case, you succeed in

overthrowing the universal affirmative, while, if you

prove the affirmative in any single case, you succeed in

overthrowing the universal negative. Such procedure,

however, is to be adopted only when you can find no

argument applicable to the equivocal thesis in all its

separate meanings ;
this last sort of argument, wherever

it can be found, being always better.
d

*

Topic. II. iii. p. 110, a. 24. ort Trairi wrcip;(ft TO
t&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;

ivus SiaXf^-
Ibid. a. 37 : KHTao-Kfv(iov&amp;lt;ri 5( dfjvai.

oSto^ioAoyrjTfoi OTI d oratovv irtrdp- Ibid, a. 32 : irXtjv avtuncewfovrt

,
iravrl vir(ipxfl &amp;gt;

&quot;&quot; TtAxvAv
/
TO p.ivov8(v 6Vl t

i(t&amp;gt;fjni-
oil yap uiroxprj TT/JOS TO &(lai

i

d
Ibid. b. 4.
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In cases where the double meaning is manifest, the

two meanings must be distinguished by both parties,

and the argument conducted accordingly. Where the

term has two or more meanings (not equivocal but)
related to each other by analogy, we must deal with

each of these meanings distinctly and separately.* If

our purpose is to refute, we select any one of them in

which the proposition is inadmissible, neglecting the

others : if our purpose is to prove, we choose any one

in which the proposition is true, neglecting the others.
b

6. Observe that a predicate which belongs to the

genus does not necessarily belong to any one of its

species, but that any predicate which belongs to one of

the species does belong also to the genus ;
on the other

hand, that any predicate which can be denied of the

genus may be denied also of all its contained species,

but that any predicate which can be denied of some one

or some portion of the contained species cannot for

that reason be denied of the genus. You may thus

prove from one species to the genus, and disprove
from the genus to each one species ;

but not vice versd.

Thus, if the respondent grants that there exist cog
nitions both estimable and worthless, you are warranted

in inferring that there exist habits of mind estimable

and worthless ;
for cognition is a species under the

genus habit of mind. But if the negative were

granted, that there exist no cognitions both estimable

and worthless, you could not for that reason infer that

there are no habits of mind estimable and worthless.

*

Topic. II. iii. p. 110, b. 16-p. Ill, cripa npbs TO KaracrKfydcrai- av 5

a. 7. This locus is very obscurely . avaa-Kfvua-ai, otra pfj eVfitxerai, ra Se

stated by Aristotle. \\onra TrapaXfiirreov.
&quot;

Ibid. p. 110, b. 29-32 : fav /3ovXo&amp;gt;-
Aristotle s precepts indicate the

p(6a KaraffKfvda-at, ra roiavra irpo- I way of managing the debate with a

mcTTfov ocra eVSe^ercu, na\ diaiptrtov
j

view to success.

fly T avr a fjiovov o&amp;lt;ra KOI XP*1~
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So, if it were granted to you that there are judgments
correct and erroneous, you could not for that reason

infer that there were perceptions of sense correct and

erroneous
; perceiving by sense being a species under

the genus judging. But, if it were granted that there

were no judgments correct and erroneous, you might
thence infer the like negative about perceptions of

sense.
8

7. Keep in mind also that if there be any subject
of which you can affirm the genus, of that same

subject you must be able to affirm one or other of the

species contained under the genus. Thus, if science

be a predicate applicable, grammar, music, or some

other of the special sciences must also be applicable :

if any man can be called truly a scientific man, he

must be a grammarian, a musician, or some other

specialist. Accordingly, if the thesis set up by your

respondent be, The soul is moved, you must examine

whether any one of the known varieties of motion

can be truly predicated of the soul, e.g., increase, de

struction, generation, &c. If none of these special

predicates is applicable to the soul, neither is the

generic predicate applicable to it
;
and you will thus

have refuted the thesis. This locus may serve as a

precept for proof as well as for refutation
; for, equally,

if the soul be moved in any one species of motion, it

is moved, and, if the soul be not moved in any species

of motion, it is not moved.b

Topic. II. iv. p. Ill, a. 14-32. pos ^fvSijr.

viv fj.(v ovv (K TOV ytvovs ntp\ TO flSos It is here a point deserving atten-

q dn6ofiis- TO yap uplvtiv ytvos TOV tion, that Aristotle ranks TO alcrda-

alcr6dvT0af o ydp al(r6av6p.tvoy itpivd ;
vtaQai as a species under the genus

jrwr 6 piv ovv TrpoTtpos TOKOS ^fv8f]s TO Kpivtiv. This is a notable cir-

firri npos TO KaTacrKtvacrai, 6 8i Stv- cumstance in the Aristotelian psy-

Tfpoj d\T)6r)s. irpos 8f TO avaaKtvd-
\ chology.

ttv 6 p.(v npoTfpos a\T)6t)s,6 &i ofvTf-
b

Topic. II. iv. p. Ill, a. 33-b. 11.

VOL. I. 2 E
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8. Where the thesis itself presents no obvious hold

for interrogation, turn over the various definitions that

have been proposed of its constituent terms ; one or

other of these definitions will often afford matter for

attack.* Look also to the antecedents and consequents
of the thesis what must be assumed and what will

follow, if the thesis be granted. If you can disprove
the consequent of the proposition, you will have dis

proved the proposition itself. On the other hand, if

the antecedent of the proposition be proved, the pro

position itself will be proved also.
b Examine also

whether the proposition be not true at some times,

and false at other times. The thesis, What takes nou

rishment grows necessarily, is true not always, but

only for a certain time : animals take nourishment

during all their lives, but grow only during a part

of their lives. Or, if a man should say that knowing
is remembering, this is incorrect

;
for we remember

nothing but events past, whereas we know not only

these, but present and future also.

9. It is a sophistical procedure (so Aristotle terms

it) to transfer the debate to some point on which we

happen to be well provided with arguments, lying

apart from the thesis defended. Such transfer, how

ever, may be sometimes necessary. In other cases

it is not really but only apparently necessary ;
in still

other cases it is purely gratuitous, neither really nor

apparently necessary. It is really necessary, when the

respondent, having denied some proposition perfectly
relevant to his thesis, stands to his denial and accepts
the debate upon it, the proposition being one on which
a good stock of arguments may be found against him

;

Topic. II. iv. p. Ill, b. 12-16. b
Ibid. b. 17-23.

c
Ibid. b. 24-31.
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also, when you are endeavouring to disprove the

thesis by an induction of negative analogies.
8

It is

only apparently, and not really, necessary, when the

proposition in debate is not perfectly relevant to

the thesis, but merely has the semblance of being so.

It is neither really nor apparently necessary, . when
there does not exist even this semblance of relevance,

and when some other way is open of bringing bye-
confutation to bear on the respondent. You ought to

avoid entirely such a procedure in this last class

of cases
;

for it is an abuse of the genuine purpose
of Dialectic. If you do resort to it, the respondent
should grant your interrogations, but at the same time

notify that they are irrelevant to the thesis. Such noti

fication will render his concessions rather troublesome

than advantageous for your purposed
10. You will recollect that every proposition laid

down or granted by the respondent carries with it

by implication many other propositions ;
since every

affirmation has necessary consequences, more or fewer.

Whoever says that Sokrates is a man, has said also that

he is an animal, that he is a living creature, biped,

capable of acquiring knowledge. If you can disprove

any of these necessary consequences, you will have

disproved the thesis itself. You must take care, how

ever, that you fix upon some one of the consequences
which is really easier, and not more difficult, to refute

than the thesis itself.

Topic. II. V. p. Ill, b. 32-p. 112, a. I The epithet O-O^KJ-TKCOS rponos is

2 : iri 6 o-ofpHTTtKos rpwros, TO liyav probably intended by Aristotle to

ds TOIOVTOV irpbs o (v7ropT]crofj.fv firt- apply only to this last class of cases.

X(ipinui&amp;gt;, &c. This paragraph is very obscure,
b

Ibid. p. 112, a. 2-15. 8&amp;lt;I 8 tvXa- ! and is not much elucidated by the

j3fl(7$ai ruv ta-xarov r&amp;lt;av prfQtvrttv rpo- . long Scholion of Alexander (pp. 267-

Trojv TraiTtAebs yup nirr)prr]p.tvos KOI
\
208, Br.).

ti\\i&amp;gt;rpit)s
(oiKfv ftixu TJJS SiuAfKTixfjr. Topic. II. v. p. 112, a. 16-2:;.
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1J. Perhaps the thesis set up by the respondent may
be of such a nature that one or other of two contrary

predicates must belong to the subject ; e.g., either health

or sickness. In that case, if you are provided with

arguments bearing on one of the two contraries, the

same arguments will also serve indirectly for proof, or

for disproof, of the other. Thus, if you show that one of

the two contraries does belong to the subject, the same

arguments prove that the other does not
;

vice versa, if

you show that one of them does not belong, it follows

that the other does.&quot;

12. You may find it advantageous, in attacking the

thesis, to construe the terms in their strict etymological

sense, rather than in the sense which common usage

gives them.b

13. The predicate may belong to its subject either

necessarily, or usually, or by pure hazard. You will

take notice in which of these three ways the respondent
affirms it, and whether that which he chooses is con

formable to the fact. If he affirms it as necessary,
when it is really either usual or casual, the thesis will

be open to your attacks. If he affirms it without

clearly distinguishing in which of the three senses he

intends it to be understood, you are at liberty to con

strue it in that one of the three senses which best suits

your argument.
14. Perhaps the thesis may have predicate and sub-

&quot;

Topic. II. vi. p. 112, a. 25-31.

~-j\ov ovv on Trpbs ap(pa&amp;gt; \pr/(TLp.os 6
definition, which is its more usual

meaning.
TOTTOS. c

Ibid. b. 1-20. This locus seems
b

Ibid. a. 32-38 : en TO eVixeipeiv ! unsuitable in that part of the Topica

p.fTa&amp;lt;pfpoi&amp;gt;ra rovvofj-a eVi rbv Xoyov, a&amp;gt;s where Aristotle professes to deal with

/xaXtora irpoarjuov eK\ap.^dvfiv fj u&amp;gt;s

Kftrai Tovvofj-a.

The illustrative examples which
follow prove that \6yov here means
the etymological origin, and not the

theses TOW a-vi^f^rKOTos, or theses

affirming or denying accidental pre

dicates. It is one of the suppositions
here that the respondent affirms the

predicate as necessary.
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ject exactly synonymous, so that the same thing will

be affirmed as an accident of itself. On this ground it

will be assailable.*

15. Sometimes the thesis will have more than one

proposition contrary to it. If so, you may employ in

arguing against it that one among its various contraries

which is most convenient for your purposed Per

haps the predicate (accidental) of the thesis may have

some contrary : if it has, you will examine whether

that contrary belongs to the subject of the thesis
; and,

should such be the case, you may use it as an argument
to refute the thesis itself. Or the predicate of the

thesis may be such that, if tlie thesis be granted, it

will follow as a necessary consequence that contrary

predicates must belong to the same subject. Thus, if

the thesis be that the Platonic Ideas exist in us, it

follows necessarily tbat they are both in motion and at

rest
;

both perceivable by sense, and cogitable by
intellect.

11 As these two predicates (those constituting

the first pair as well as the second pair) are contrary
to each other, and cannot both belong to the same

subject, this may be used as an argument against the

thesis from which such consequence follows.

*
Topic. II. vi. p. 112, b. 21-20. , fundamental characteristic, that they

b
Ibid. vii. p. 112, b. 28-p. 113, a.

|

are at rest and cogitable. But, if the

19. SijXoi- ovv tK TO&amp;gt;V flprj^ifvuiv ort rw Ideas exist in us, they must be move-

otTw TrXftoi/a fvavria (rv^aiva. ylvfcr-
|

able, because we are moved ; they
dai. \anfiiivtiv ovv ra&amp;gt;v fvavricw OTTO- \ must also be perceivable by sense,

Tfpov uv
7) irpof TJJV tiiaiv xprjtnuov. because it is through vision only that

c
Ibid. viii. p. 113, a. 20-23. i we discriminate and know differences

*
Ibid. a. 24-32:

r)
t n TOIOVTOV of form. Waitz observes (in regard

(&quot;prjTai
Kara TIVOS, ov OITOS dvdyKrj rd to the last pair, KOI

al&amp;lt;r0tfrai)
:

&quot; Xam
(vavria virdpxtw nlov tl ras i&as (v singular ide;e certam quandam rerum

T)H~IV t&amp;lt;f)Tj(T(i&amp;gt;
ivar Kivdadai rt yap ical speciem ct tormani exprimunt : species

T)p(H(~iv airus (rvp.pr)&amp;lt;TfTai, tri 8e alcr- autem et lurma oculis cernitur.&quot; I

6rjraf teal vorjTas tivai. Aristotle then i do not clearly see, however, that this

proceeds to state how this conse- is a consequence of affirming Ideas to

qucnce arises. Those who affirm the be iv Tjfiiv, it is equally true if they
I latonic Ideas, assign to them as are not eV fjp.

iv.
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16. We know that whatever is the recipient of one

of two contraries, is capable also of becoming recipient

of the other. If, therefore, the predicate of the thesis

has any contrary, you will examine whether the subject

of the thesis is capable of receiving such contrary. If

not, you have an argument against the thesis. Let the

thesis be, The appetitive principle is ignorant. If this

be true, that principle must be capable of knowledge.*
Since this last is not generally admitted, you have an

argument against the thesis.

17. We recognize four varieties of Opposita: (1)

Contradictory ; (2) Contrary ; (3) Habitus and Pri-

vatio ; (4) Relata. You will consider how the relation

in each of these four varieties bears upon the thesis in

debate.

In regard to Contradictories, you are entitled, con

verting the terms of the thesis, to deny the predicate

of the converted proposition respecting the nega
tion of the subject. Thus, if man is an animal, you
are entitled to infer, What is not an animal is not a

man. You will prove this to be an universal rule by
Induction ; that is, by citing a multitude of particular

cases in which it is indisputably true, without possibility

of finding any one case in which it does not apply. If

you can prove or disprove the converted obverse of

the thesis What is not an animal is not a man you
will have proved, or disproved, the thesis itself, Man
is an animal. This locus is available both for assailant

and respondent^

Topic. II. vii. p. 113, a. 33-b. 10.

Ibid. viii. p. 113, b. 15-26 :

&amp;lt;pov,
TO

firj
aov OVK

tivdpa&amp;gt;jror

o
fj.
o L u&amp;gt; s 8 e K a I e TT t T 5) v a X A to &amp;gt;

67TI TtaVTtoV OVV TO TOtOV-y al dvriQfcrtis re crcrapey, crKonflv

p,fi&amp;gt;
TO&amp;gt;V

di&amp;gt;Ti(pd&amp;lt;rfcoi&amp;gt;
dvdira\iv fK TTJS I

TOV

d*o\ovdr](reus al dvaipovvrt KOI Ka-
\

Aristotle s declaration, that this

T(urKtvdovTi- \apfidvtiv ft e great logical rule can only be proved

eVay coy i; s, olov tl /&amp;gt; avOpunos by Induction, deserves notice. I have
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In regard to Contraries, you will study the thesis,

to see whether the contrary of the predicate can be

truly affirmed respecting the contrary of the subject,

or whether the contrary of the subject can be truly

affirmed respecting the contrary of the predicate. This

last alternative occurs sometimes, but not often : in

general, the first alternative is found to be true. You
must make good your point here also by Induction, or

by repetition of particular examples. This locus will

serve either for the purpose of refutation or for that of

defence, according to circumstances. If neither of the

two alternatives above-mentioned is found correct, this

is an argument against the thesis.&quot;

In regard to Habitus and Privatio, the rule is the

same as about Contraries ; only that the first of the two

above alternatives always holds, and the second never

occurs.
b

If sensible perception can be predicated of

vision, insensibility also can be predicated of blindness
;

otherwise, the thesis fails.

In regard to Retata, the inference holds from the

correlate of the subject to the correlate of the predicate.

If knowledge is belief, that which is known is believed ;

if vision is sensible perception, that which is visible is

sensibly perceivable. Some say that there are cases in

which the above does not hold; e.g., That which is

sensibly perceivable is knowable ; yet sensible percep
tion is not knowledge. But this objection is not valid

;

for many persons dispute the first of the two pro-

remarked the same thing about his i fvavriav (rvftfiaivtt, AXd roir ir\ti-

rules for the conversion of proposi- o-rots rt ravrd
17 uKoXovdrjcrts. tl

tions, in the beginning of the Analy- ovv firjr itrl ravrd TO&amp;gt; eVarn co TO

tica Priora. See above, p. 209, seq. |
tvavriov aK\ovdfl ^Tf dvdiniktv,

*
Topic. II. viii. p. 113, b. 27-p. 8fj\ov on oi Oe TU&amp;gt;I&amp;gt;

pT]6ivrtt&amp;gt;v
aK

114, a. G. \aftftavdv 8( KOI rd rot-
|
6(i TO (Tfpov ro&amp;gt; tVepw.

avra t
Vaya&amp;gt;yf;r,

&amp;lt; oo-oi/ ^p7jo-(/io . I

b
Ibid. p. Ill, a. 7-12.

orrdviov &t TO dvdtraXiv tnt ru&amp;gt;v
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positions. This locus will be equally available for the

purpose of refutation ; thus, you may argue That

which is sensibly perceivable is not knowable, because

sensible perception is not knowledge.*
18. You will look at the terms of the proposition,

also, in regard to their Derivatives, Inflections, &c.,

and to matters associated with them in the way of pro

duction, preservation, &c. This locus serves both for

proof and for refutation. What is affirmable of the

subject, is affirmable also of its derivatives : what is not

affirmable of the derivatives, is not affirmable of the

subject itself.
b

19. Arguments may often be drawn, both for proof
and for refutation, from matters Similar or Analogous
to the subject or predicate of the thesis. Thus, if one

and the same cognition comprehends many things, one

and the same opinion will also comprehend many things.

If to possess vision is to see, then also to possess audition

is to hear. If to possess audition is not to hear, then

neither is to possess vision to see. The argument may
be urged whether the resemblance is real, or only

generally supposed. Sometimes, however, the inference

will not hold from one to many. Thus, if to know is

to cogitate, then to know many things should be to

cogitate many things. But this last is impossible. A
man may know many things, but he cannot cogitate

many things ; therefore, to know is not to cogitate.

*

Topic. II. viii. p. 114, a. 13-25.
b

Ibid. ix. p. 114, a. 26-b. 5. vv-

crrot^a, Trraxrets, ra TrotrjTiKa KOI

(pv\aKTiK.d Si)Aoi&amp;gt;
ovv on evos OTTOIOV-

ovv 8fi%devTOS TU&amp;gt;V Kara rrfv avrrjv

dyadov fj eVaiyerou, KCU

8f TO.
&amp;lt;$&amp;gt;6apTiK.d dyadd, aiird raw

ftcucea?.

c
Ibid. x. p. 114, b. 25-36 : TraXiv

errl TU&amp;gt;V
6p.oia&amp;gt;v,

fl o

67TI TO&amp;gt;V OVTWV KO. TV oKOVlT(0V8oKOVl

8 6 roTToy Trpbs afKpd)

ra XOITTO Trdvra 8(8(iyfj.fva yivtrai.
j

crKontlv 8f Kal (I
t&amp;lt;j)

tvbs Kal fl (irl

b. 23: $&amp;gt;v /xei/ yap rd iroirjTi-
j

TroXXwi/ o/xoicof *X el&amp;gt; * ViaXv 7P ^tn~

KO. dyadd, KCU. aiird ru&amp;gt;v nyaQaiv, u&amp;gt;v fpavd.
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20. There are various loci for argument, arising
from degrees of Comparison more, less, equally. One
is the argument from concomitant variations, which is

available both for proof and for disproof. If to do

injustice is evil, to do more injustice is more evil. If

an increase in degree of the subject implies an increase

in degree of the predicate, then the predicate is truly
affirmed

;
if not, not. This may be shown by Induc

tion, or repetition of particular instances.* Again,

suppose the same predicate to be affirmable of two

distinct subjects A and B, but to be more probably
affirmable of A than of B. Then, if you can show that

it does not belong to A, you may argue (a fortiori] that

it does not belong to B
; or, if you can show that it

belongs to B, you may argue (a fortiori) that it belongs
also to A. Or, if two distinct predicates be affirmable

respecting the same subject but with unequal degrees
of probability, then, if you can disprove the more pro
bable of the two, you may argue from thence in disproof

of the less probable ; and, if you can prove the less

probable, you may argue from thence in proof of

the more probable. Or, if two distinct predicates be

affirmable respecting two distinct subjects but with

unequal degrees of probability, then, if you can dis

prove the more probable you may argue from thence

against the less probable ; and, if you can prove the less

probable, you are furnished with an argument in proof
of the more probable.

b
If the degrees of probability,

instead of being unequal, are equal or alike, you may

Topic. II. x. p. 114, b. 37-p. 115,

a. 5 : d&l 8e TOV p,a\\ov rojrot rter-

craptr, tls ptv fl dxoXov^fl TO pM\\ov

Tff /laXXov, xpriaipos 6e jrpoj ap.(f)&amp;lt;i)
6

Terror d p(v yap ano\ov6(l TTJ TOV

rj
TOV arvp.!3f-

eVioWir, KaQdirtp

, OV
&amp;lt;TVfJL{$(f3T]K(V. TOVTO

f) \rjnTfov.

Ibid. p. 115, a. 5-14.
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still, in the cases mentioned, argue in like manner from

proof or disproof of the one to proof or disproof of the

other.
a

21. Another locus for argument is, that ex adjuncto.

If the subject, prior to adjunction of the attribute, be

not white or good, and if adjunction of the attribute

makes it white or good, then, you may argue that the

adjunct must itself be white or good. And you might

argue in like manner, if the subject prior to adjunction
were to a certain extent white or good, but became

more white or more good after such adjunction .

b But

this locus will not be found available for the negative
inference or refutation. You cannot argue, because

the adjunction does not make the subject white or

good, that therefore the adjunct itself is not white

or not good.
6

22. If the predicate be affirmable of the subject in

greater or less degree, it must be affirmable of the sub

ject simply and absolutely. Unless the subject be one

that can be called white or good, you can never call it

more white or more good. This locus again, however,
cannot be employed in the negative, for the purpose of

refutation. Because the predicate cannot be affirmed

of the subject in greater or less degree, you are not

warranted in inferring that it cannot be affirmed of the

subject at all. Sokrates cannot be called in greater or

less degree a man ; but you cannot thence infer that

he is not called a man simply.
d If the predicate can

be denied of the subject simply and absolutely, it can be

denied thereof with every sort of qualification : if it can

be affirmed of the subject with qualification, it can also

be affirmed thereof simply and absolutely, as a possible

Topic. II. x. p. 115, a. 15-24 :

T)
8oKflv inrdp-

b
Ibid. xi. p. 115, a. 26-33.

c
Ibid. a. 32-b. 2.

d
Ibid. b. 3-10.
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predicate.
8

This, however, when it comes to be ex

plained, means only that it can be affirmed of some

among the particulars called by the name of the subject.

Aristotle recognizes that the same predicate may often

be affirmed of the subject secundum quid, and denied of

the subject simply and absolutely. In some places, (as

among the Triballi) it is honourable to sacrifice your
father ; simply and absolutely, it is not honourable. To
one who is sick, it is advantageous to undergo medical

treatment
; speaking simply and absolutely (i.e., to per

sons generally in the ordinary state of health), it is not

advantageous. It is only when you can truly affirm

the proposition, without adding any qualifying words,
that the proposition is true simply and absolutely.

1&quot;

III.

Such are the chief among the thirty-seven Loci which

Aristotle indicates for debating dialectically those

theses in which the predication is only of Accident

not of Genus, or Proprium, or Definition. He proceeds

(in the Third Book of the Topica) to deal separately
with one special branch of such theses, respecting Expe-
tenda and Fuyienda: where the question put is, Of two

or more distinct subjects, which is the more desirable

or the better ? The cases supposed are those in which

the difference of value between the two subjects com

pared is not conspicuous and unmistakeable, but where

there is a tolerably near approximation of value between

them, so as to warrant doubt and debate.

We must presume that questions of this class occurred

*
Topic. II. xi. p. 115, b. 11-35. alcrxpov y nXXo TI ru&amp;gt;v TOIOI/TCOV, riTrXcos

ci yap Kara TI fv8(\(Tai, KOI aTrXws prj6r]crfTai.

eV8fVt. Ibid. III. i. p. llfi, a. 1-12 : Uart-
b

Ibid. b. 33 : axrrf o av p.T)8(-
i pov 8

alptra&amp;gt;r(pnv ff $i\nov 8v( iv
fj

vos npo(rri6(p.(V(}v SOKJ; tlvai KO\OV
fj

TrAttoVcoi , eVc ru&amp;gt;v8( (TKcrrrtov. &c.
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very frequently among the dialectical debates of Ari

stotle s contemporaries ;
so that he thinks it necessary

to give advice apart for conducting them in the best

manner.

1. Of two good subjects compared, that is better and

more desirable which is the more lasting ;
or which is

preferred by the wise and good man
; or by the profes

sional artist in his own craft ; or by right law ;
or by the

multitude, all or most of them. That is absolutely or

simply better and more desirable, which is declared to

be such by the better cognition ; that is better to any

given individual, which is declared to be better by his

own cognition.*

2. That is more desirable which is included in the

genus good, than what is not so included
;
that which

is desirable on its own account and per se, is better than

what is desirable only on account of something else

and per accidens ; the cause of what is good in itself is

more desirable than the cause of what is good by
accident.

b

3. What is good absolutely and simply (i.e.,
to all

and at all times) is better than what is good only for a

special occasion or individual
; thus, to be in good

health is better than being cut for the stone. What is

good by nature is better than what is good not by

nature; e.g., justice (good by nature), than the just

individual, whose character must have been acquired.

What is good, or what is peculiarly appurtenant, to the

more elevated of two subjects is better than what is

good or peculiar to the less elevated. Grood, having its

place in the better, prior, and more exalted elements of

any subject, is more desirable than good belonging to

*
Topic. III. i. p. 116, a. 13-22.

&quot;

Ibid. a. 23-b. 7.

c
Ibid. b. 7-12.
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the derivative, secondary, and less exalted
; thus, health,

which has its seat in proper admixture and proportion
of the fundamental constituents of the body (wet, dry,

hot, cold), is better than strength or beauty strength

residing in the bones and muscles, beauty in proper

symmetry of the limbs.
8

Next, an end is superior to

that which is means thereunto
; and, in comparing two

distinct means, that which is nearer to the end is the

better. That which tends to secure the great end of

life is superior to that which tends towards any other

end ;
means to happiness is better than means to intel

ligence ;
also the possible end, to the impossible. Com

paring one subject as means with another subject as

end, we must examine whether the second end is more

superior to the end produced by the first subject, than

the end produced by the first subject is superior to the

means or first subject itself. For example, in the two

ends, happiness and health, if happiness as an end

surpasses health as an end in greater proportion than

health surpasses the means of health, then the means

producing happiness is better than the end health.
5

Again, that which is more beautiful, honourable, and

praiseworthy per se, is better than what possesses these

same attributes in equal degree but only on account of

some other consequence. Thus, friendship is superior

to wealth, justice to strength ;
for no one values wealth

Topic. III. i. p. 116, b. 12-22 : , superior estimation is a very curious

cal TO tv fifXrioffiv q irportpois f/
one : the fundamental or primary

Ti/iiwTfpotr # XTIOI&amp;gt;,
olov vyifia icrxvos constituents rank higher than com

ical (cdXXovf .
T) p.ev yap tv i/ypois KO\ pounds or derivatives formed by them

frpois cat dipp-ols Kal ^vxpols, aTrXcor or out of them. Also, the defini-

8 fijrf iv &v irpuruv a-wfo-TTjKf TO ! tion of beauty deserves attention : the

fwov, TO. 8 tv rolj voTtpois- rf p.tv yap Greeks considered beauty to reside

lo-\vs tv rots vfvpois tcai oorotr, TO 8e
j

more in proportions of form of the

icaXXoy TWV ^.eXwi/ TIS trvpfurpia 8oi body than in features of the face.

tivai.
b

Ibid. b. 22-36.

The reason given in this locus for i
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except for its consequences, whereas we esteem friend

ship per se&amp;gt;
even though no consequences ensue from it.

a

Where the two subjects compared are in themselves

so nearly equal that the difference of merit can hardly
be discerned, we must look to the antecedents or con

sequents of each, especially to the consequents; and,

according as these exhibit most of good or least of evil,

we must regulate our estimation of the two subjects to

which they respectively belong .

b The larger lot of

good things is preferable to the smaller. Sometimes

what is not in itself good, if cast into the same lot with

other things very good, is preferable to another thing
that is in itself good. Thus, what is not per se good, if

it goes along with happiness, is preferable even to

justice and courage. The same things, when taken

along with pleasure or with the absence of pain, are

preferable to themselves without pleasure or along with

pain. Everything is better, at the season when it tells

for most, than itself at any other season ; thus, intel

ligence and absence of pain are to be ranked as of

more value in old age than in youth ;
but courage and

temperance are more indispensably required, and there

fore more to be esteemed, in youth than in old age.

What is useful on all or most occasions is more to be

esteemed than what is useful only now and then
; e.g.,

justice and moderation, as compared with courage : also

that which being possessed by every one, the other would

not be required ; e.g., justice is better than courage, for,

if every one were just, courage would not be required.*
1

Among two subjects the more desirable is that of

which the generation or acquirement is more desirable ;

that of which the destruction or tbe loss is more to be

Topic. III. i. p. 116, b. 33-p. 117, a. 4.
b

Ibid. p. 117, a. 5-15.
c

Ibid. a. 16-25. A
Ibid. a. 26-b. 2.
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deplored ; that which is nearer or more like to the

Summinn Bonum or to that which is better than itself

(unless indeed the resemblance be upon the ridiculous

side, in the nature of a caricature, as the ape is to

man*) ; that which is the more conspicuous; the more

difficult to attain ; the more special and peculiar ;
the

more entirely removed from all bad accompaniments ;

that which we can best share with friends
;
that which

we wish to do to our friends, rather than to ordinary

strangers (e.g., doing justice or conferring benefit, than

seeming to do so ; for towards our friends we prefer

doing this in reality, while towards strangers we prefer

seeming to do so
b

) ;
that which we cannot obtain from

others, as compared with that which can be hired ;
that

which is unconditionally desirable, as compared with

that which is desirable only when we have something
else along with it

; that of which the absence is a ground
of just reproach against us and ought to make us

ashamed ;
that which does good to the proprietor, or to

the best parts of the proprietor (to his mind rather than

his body);
d that which is eligible on its own ground,

rather than from opinion of others ; that which is

eligible on both these accounts jointly, than either.
6

Acquisitions of supererogation are better than neces

saries, and are sometimes more eligible : thus, to live

well is better than life simply ; philosophizing is better

than money-making ;
but sometimes necessaries are more

*
Topic. III. ii. p. 117, b. 2-17.

|

tv iroitlv ftov\6p.f0a fj.d\\ov 77 8oK~iv,

TO. y(\oioTfpa TOVS oe TV\6vTas dvdtraXiv.

Ibid. p. 118, a. 16-26.
d

Ibid. iii. p. 118, a. 29.

Ibid. b. 20. The definition of

this last condition is that we should

Ibid. b. 20-p. 118, a. 5. & irpbs
\

not care to possess the thing if no one

TOV
&amp;lt;pi\ov 7rpaai /xaXXov fiov\6p.(6a knew that we possessed it : opos fie

r)
a irpbt TOV TV^ovra, Tavra alptTu- [

TOV Trpbs fioa/, TO p.r)8(vbt

Ttpa, olov TO fiucfMOTrpayeu/ not tv iroidv \ pr) ai&amp;gt; crrrovodo~ai v&amp;gt;

tj
TO SoKfiv TOVS yap (pi\ovs ,

etr; op.oiov, Kaddntp 6 irrjuos r&amp;lt;u ei&amp;gt;-

6pd)TTIf, TOV ITTTTOV p.1] OVTOt 6p,OiOV

ov yap KuXXioi/ 6 TridrjKos, opoioTfpov

TO)
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eligible, as, e.g., to a starving man. Speaking generally,

necessaries are more eligible ;
but the others are better.

8

Among many other loci, applicable to this same

question of comparative excellence between two different

subjects, one more will suffice here. You must dis

tinguish the various ends in relation to which any given

subject is declared to be eligible : the advantageous, the

beautiful, the agreeable. That which conduces to all

the three is more eligible than that which conduces to

one or two of them only. If there be two subjects, both

of them conducive to the same end among the three,

you must examine which of them conduces to it most.

Again, that which conduces to the better end
(e.g., to

virtue rather than to pleasure) is the more eligible.

The like comparison may be applied to the Fugienda as

well as to the Expetenda. That is most to be avoided

which shuts us out most from the desirable acquisitions:

e.g., sickness is more to be avoided than ungraceful form ;

for sickness shuts us out more completely both from

virtue and from pleasured
The same loci which are available for the question

of comparison will be also available in the question of

positive eligibility or positive ineligibility. Further,
it holds for all cases of the kind that you should enun

ciate the argument in the most general terms that each

case admits ;
in this way it will cover a greater number

of particulars. Slight mutations of language will often

here strengthen your case : that which is (good) by
nature is more (good) than that which is (good) not

by nature
;
that which makes the subject to which it

*

Topic. III. ii. p. 118, a. 6-14. ov
| avayKaiutv nXXa Tiva

yop ei
/3eXrt&&amp;gt;, avayKaiov KOI aiperco- j V/rai TIS TO&amp;gt;V Ka\u&amp;gt;v.

cr\(&bi&amp;gt;

Tfpa- TO yovv (pi\o&amp;lt;ro(p(li&amp;gt; /SeXrioi/ rov . alpfTu&amp;gt;Tfpov
TO avaynalov ftrn, ftf\Tiov

Xprnj.aTifo-0ai, aXX ov% alpfTa&amp;gt;Tfpov 8( TO fK Trfpiovaias.
TU&amp;gt; fvftefl TU&amp;gt;V avayKoitav. TO 6 K trf-

b
Ibid. iii. p. 118, b. 27-36.

piovvias ((TTLV, OTOV VTrapxovrtav TU&amp;gt;V

c
Ibid. iv. p. 119, a. 1.
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is better than that which does not make the subject

good.*

The loci just enumerated are Universal, and appli

cable to the debate of theses propounded in universal

terms
;
but they will also be applicable, if the thesis

propounded be a Particular proposition.

If you prove the universal affirmative, you will at

the same time prove the particular ;
if you prove the

universal negative, you prove the particular negative
also. The universal loci from Opposites, from Con

jugates, from Inflections, will be alike applicable to

particular propositions. Thus, if we look at the uni

versal locus from Contraries, If all pleasure is good,
then all pain is evil, this will apply also to the par

ticular, If some pleasure is good, then some pain is

evil : in the particular as in the universal form the

proposition is alike an Endox or conformable to com
mon received opinion. The like may be said about

the loci from Habitus and Privatio ; also about those

from Generation and Destruction ;

b

again, from More,

Less, and Equally this last, however, with some re

striction, for the locus from Less will serve only for

proving an affirmative. Thus, if some capacity is a less

good than science, while yet some capacity is a good,

then, a fortiori, some science is a good. But, if you
take the same locus in the negative and say that no

capacity is a good, you will not be warranted in saying,
for that reason, that no science is a good. You may
apply this same locus from Less to compare, not merely

Topic. III. V. p. 119, a. 12 : \IJTT- iraa-a fj8ovf] dyadov, Kal \VTTTJV

TOV 8* OTl /laAlOTfl K(l66\OV TOVS ITaOTaV flvCll KCIKOV, T0&amp;gt; ft TIS Tj&Ofr)

TOTTOUS TTfp! TOV paXXov KOI Tov fj.i- dyadic, KCU \VTfrjv elvui riva KCIKCIV

foi/of \T)(p6(vT(syap ovrois rrpus TrXeiw tv anacri yitp 6/Wa&amp;gt;?
TO fv&oov.

Xprjffipoi ai&amp;gt;

(&quot;rjvav.

*
Ibid. b. 17-30. SrjAoi ovv OTI

b
Ibid. vi. p. 119, a. 32-b. 1C. KaracrKfini^ftv novnv &amp;lt;Vc TOU TJTTOV

6p.ot&amp;lt;i)s yap (v8oov TO
rita&amp;gt;&amp;lt;reu,

ttmv.

VOL. I. 2 F
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two subjects in different genera, but also two subjects of

different degrees under the same genus. Thus, let the

thesis be, Some science or cognition is a good. You
will disprove this thesis, if you can show that prudence

((f)p6vr)&amp;lt;ris}
is not a good ; for, if prudence, which in

common opinion is most confidently held to be a good,
be really not so, you may argue that, a fortiori, no other

science can be so. Again, let the thesis be propounded
with the assumption that, if it can be proved true or

false in any one case, it shall be accepted as true

or false in all universally (for example, that, if the

human soul is immortal, all other souls are immortal also ;

or if not that, then none of the others) : evidently, the

propounder of such a thesis extends the particular into

an universal. If he propounds his thesis affirmatively,

you must try to prove the negative in some particular
case

;
for this, under the conditions supposed, will be

equivalent to proving an universal negative. If, on the

other hand, he puts his thesis negatively, you will try
to prove some particular affirmative

; which (always
under the given conditions) will carry the universal

affirmative also.*

Suppose the respondent to propound his thesis inde

finitely, not carrying the indication either of universal

or particular ; e.g., Pleasure is good. This can be proved

by showing either that all pleasure is good, or that

some pleasure is good ;
while it can be refuted only

through the universal negative by showing that no

pleasure is good.
b

But, if the thesis be divested of its

indefinite character and propounded either as universal

*
Topic. III. vi. p. 119, b. 31-p. 120,

j

x*&amp;gt;
s avaa-Kevd^eiv eV8^erai dvaipflv

a. 5.
fj.fi&amp;gt; iiovax&s evtifxerai, K.aTa&amp;lt;TKfvativ

Ibid. p. 120, a. 6-20 : dStoptWov 8e 8iX S&amp;gt;s. &c.

tv nvv oi/ror TOV TTpoj3\r)iJ.aTos fj.ovn-
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or as particular, there will then be two distinct ways of

refuting it. If it be farther specialized e.g., One plea
sure only is good there will be three ways of refuting :

you may show either that all pleasures are good ;
or that

no pleasure is good ;
or that more pleasures than one

are good. If the proposition be specialized farther still

e.g., Prudence alone among all the virtues is science,

there are four lines of argument open for refuting it :

you may prove either that all virtue is science
;
or that

no virtue is science ;
or that some other virtue (such as

justice) is science
;
or that prudence is not science.

4

In dealing with a particular proposition as thesis,

still other loci already indicated for dealing with

universal propositions will be available. You will

run through the particulars comprised in the subject,

distributed into genera and species. When you have

produced a number of particulars successively to es

tablish the universal, affirmative or negative, you
are warranted in calling on the respondent either

to admit the universal, or to produce on his side some

adverse particular.
b You will also (as was before

recommended) distribute the predicate of the thesis

into the various species which it comprehends. If

no one of these species be truly affirmable of the

subject, then neither can the genus be truly affirm

able
;

so that you will have refuted the thesis, sup

posing it to be affirmative. If, on the contrary, any
one of the species be truly affirmable of the subject,

then the genus will also be truly affirmable
;
so that

you will have refuted the thesis, supposing it to be

negative. Thus, if the thesis propounded be, The

Topic. III. vi. p. 120, a. 15-31.
b

Ibid. a. 32-38: av rt yap iravrl

(}&amp;gt;aivT)Tai inrnp^ov tiv re /zjjfiei t, TroX-

2 F 2

Xu irpofvtyKavri a^iurtov it.a6oK.ov

ofj.o\ayt~tv, ff (ptpttv (vcrraa-iv eV



436 TOPICA. CHAP. IX.

soul is a number : you divide number into its two

species, odd and even, and prove that the soul is

neither odd nor even
; wherefore, it is not a number.8

IV.

After this long catalogue of Loci belonging to debate

on propositions of Accident, Aristotle proceeds to enu

merate those applicable to propositions of Genus and

of Proprium. Neither Genus nor Proprium is often

made subject of debate as such
;
but both of them are

constituent elements of the debate respecting Definition,

which is of frequent occurrence.
1&quot; For that reason,

both deserve to be studied.

When the thesis propounded affirms that A is genus
of B, you will run over all the cognates of B, and see

whether there is any one among them respecting which

A cannot be affirmed as genus. If there be, this is a

good argument against the thesis
;
for the genus ought

to be predicable of all. Next, whether what is really

no more than an accident is affirmed as genus, which

ought to belong to the essence of the subject. Perhaps

(e.g.} white is affirmed in the thesis as being genus of

snow
;
but white cannot be truly so affirmed

;
for it is

not of the essence of snow, but is only a quality or

accident. Examine whether the predicate A comes

under the definition already given of an Accident,

that which may or may not be predicated of the subject ;

also, whether A and B both fall under the same one

&quot;

Topic. III. vi. p. 120, a. 37-b. 6.

It would appear from the examples
here given hy Aristotle 6 xpoVos ov

Kivelrai, 6 \povos OVK (&amp;lt;TTI KivrjcTis, r)

v/
i X ?

OVK (CTTIV dpidfjios, that he con

siders these propositions as either in

definite or particular.

b
Ibid. IV. i. p. 120, b. 12 :

8e TavTa TTtpl Ta&amp;gt;v irpos TO yevos KOI TO

ldlOl&amp;gt; (TTlO-KfTTTeOV fCTTl 8e TdVTa Q-TOl-

Xf a TOIV Trps TOVS opovs- Trep

8( Tovratv oAiya/cts at tr/cr^et? yi-

VOVTCU. TOIS $iaXfyop.(vots.
c

Ibid. b. 28-29.
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out of the ten Categories or Predicaments. If B the

subject comes under Essentia, or Quale, or Ad Aliquid,
A the predicate ought also to belong to Essentia, or

Qiiale, or Ad Aliquid : the species and the genus ought
to come under the same Category.

8
If this be not the

case in a thesis of Genus, the thesis cannot be main

tained.

You are aware that the species always partakes
of the genus, while the genus never partakes of the

species ;
to partake meaning that the species includes

the essence or definition of the genus, but the genus
never includes the essence or definition of the species.

You will examine, therefore, whether in the thesis pro

pounded to you this condition is realized ;
if not, the

thesis may be refuted. Suppose, e.g., that it enunciates

some superior genus as including Ens or Unum. If this

were true, the genus so assigned would still partake of

Ens and Unum ; for Ens and Unum may be predicated
of all existences whatever. Therefore what is enun

ciated in the thesis as a genus, cannot be a real genus.
b

Perhaps you may find something respecting which

the subject (species) may be truly affirmed, while the

predicate (genus) cannot be truly affirmed. If so,

the predicate is not a real genus. Thus, the thesis

may enunciate Ens or Scibile as being the genus of

Opinabile. But this last, the species or subject Opinabile,

may be affirmed respecting Non-Ens also
;
while the

predicates Ens or Scibile (given as the pretended genus
of Opinabile) cannot be affirmed respecting Non-Ens.

You can thus show that Ens or Scibite is not the real

Topic. IV. i. p. 120, b. 36-p. 121, I to Categor. p. 11, a. 24, seq. we shall

a. 0. KadoXov 8 (intlv, irrro TTJV aii-njv i find him declaring it not to be uni-

8iaipt(rii&amp;gt;
8ft TO ytvos T&) d&fi tlvai.

,
versally true. Compare also Topic.

Aristotle here enunciates this as IV. iv. p. 124, b. 15.

universally true, whereas if we turn
,

b
Topic. IV. i. p. 121, a. 10-19.
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genus of OpinaUle.* The pretended species Opinabile

(comprising as it does both Ens and Non-Ens) stretches

farther than the pretended genus Ens or Scibile:

whereas every real genus ought to stretch farther than

any one or any portion of its constituent species.
b The

thesis may thus be overthrown, if there be any one

species which stretches even equally far or is co

extensive with the pretended genus.
c

It is a general truth that the same species cannot

belong to two distinct genera, unless one of the two

be subordinate to the other, or unless both of them be

comprehended under some common higher genus. You
will examine, therefore, whether there is any other

genus, besides the predicate of the thesis, to which the

subject of the thesis can be referred. If there be some

other genus, not under either of the two conditions above

indicated, the predicate enunciated by the thesis cannot

be the real genus of the subject. Thus, if the thesis

declares justice to be science (or to belong to the

genus science), you may remark that there is another

distinct genus (virtue) to which justice also belongs.

In this particular case, however, it would be replied

that science and virtue can both be referred to one

and the same higher genus, viz., habit and disposition.

Therefore the thesis, Justice is science, will not be

truly open to objection on this ground.
d

Again, if the predicate of the thesis be the true

genus of the subject, all the higher genera in which

the predicate is contained must also be predicated in

Quid (as the predicate itself is) respecting the subject.

This you must show by an induction of particular

*

Topic. IV. i. p. 121, a. 20-26. yecrdai- eV eXarroi/ yap KCU
r) Siacpopa

b
Ibid. b. 1-14. crTot^eloi/ 8t Trpos TOV yevovs Aeyerat.

airavTa TO. rotavra, TO eVi TrXeov TO
j

c
Ibid. b. 4.

yivos % TO fldos Kal rf)v 8ia(popav Xe-
{

d
Ibid. ii. p. 121, b. 24, seq.
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instances, no counter-instance being producible.* If the

thesis enunciated does not conform to this condition,

you will have a good argument against it. You will

also run over the sub-species that are comprehended
in the subject of the thesis, considered as a genus ;

and

you will examine whether the predicate of the thesis

(together with all its superior genera) is predicable

essentially or in Quid of all these sub-species. If you
can find any one among these sub-species, of which it

is not essentially predicable, the predicate of the thesis

is not the true genus of the subject ;

b
the like also, if

the definitions of these genera are not predicable of the

subject or its sub-species.

Perhaps the thesis may enunciate as a genus what

is really nothing more than a differentia. It may also

enunciate the differentia either as a part of the genus
or as a part of the species ;

or it may enunciate the

genus either as a part of the differentia or as a part of

the species. All these are attackable. The differentia

is not a genus, nor does it respond to the question

Quid e*t, but to the question Quale quid ext. It

is always either more extensive than the species, or

co-extensive therewith.
11

If none of the differentia)

&quot;

Topic. IV. ii. p. 122, a. 5-19. ort

0( (VOS (V
T(f TL (OTl Ka.TTjyopOVfJ.fVOV

Truira TO. AOITTU, dvTrfp KaTrjyopTJTai, (V

TO&amp;gt; TI fo-ri KarrjyoprjdrjcrfTcu, 8C tnayu-

&quot;

Ibid. a. 21-b. 6.

c
Ibid. b. 7-11. (I ovv TTOV 8ia-

f/)coj/el, o rJXoi/ OTI ov yivos TO dnooo6(v.

Ibid. b. 12-p. 123, a. 10. ovbf ootd

pifTf^dv T) Siatfiopu ToC ytvovs- ndv

yap TO /iT^of ToG ytvovs tj
(loos

TJ

aTo^ioV to~Tiv. ad yap fj 5ta0opu in

&quot;LO-TJS */
fnl n\(lov TOV floovs XtyfTat.

firl irXfoy rt yap TO ytvos TT/S 8ta0o-

pas 8d \(y(o~6ai, KOI
/iij fj.(T(\(tv TTJS

8ia(popas.

As an example to illustrate the

enclosing of the genus within the

species (i TO yevos (Is TO auos

(dr)K.tv\ Aristotle cites a definition

given by Plato, who defined TTJV KUTU

TOTTOI/ Kivrjo-iv, as
&amp;lt;popnv.

Now (popii

is less extensive in its meaning than

17
KUTO. TOITOV KIITJO-IS, which inehides

pdoiffis and other terms of motion

apart from or foreign to (popd. Ex

ample of enunciating differentia as a

genus is, if immortal be given as the

genus to which a god belongs. Im
mortal is the differentia belonging to

o&amp;gt;oi/,
and constituting therewith the

species god. Example of enclosing
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belonging to a genus can be predicated of a species,

neither can the genus itself be predicated thereof.

Thus, neither odd nor even can be predicated of the

soul
; accordingly, neither can the genus (number) be

predicated of the soul.
a If the species be prius naturd,

so that when it disappears the enunciated genus dis

appears along with it, this cannot be the real genus ;

nor, if the enunciated genus or differentia can be sup

posed to disappear and yet the species does not dis

appear along with them.
b If the species partakes of

(includes in its essence) something contrary to the

enunciated genus, this last cannot be the real genus ;

nor, if the species includes something which cannot pos

sibly belong to what is in that genus. Thus, if the

soul partakes of (or includes in its essence) life, and if

no number can possibly live, the soul cannot be a

species of number.

Again, the generic term and the specific term ought
to be univocal in signification. You must examine

(according to the tests indicated in the First Book of the

Topica) whether it be taken equivocally in the thesis.

If it be so, you have a ground of attack, and also if it

be taken metaphorically ;
for every genus ought to be

enunciated in the proper sense of the term, and no

metaphor can be allowed to pass as a genus.
d Note

further that every true genus has more than one dis

tinct species. You will, therefore, examine whether any

&amp;lt;popd.

*
Topic. IV. ii. p. 123, a. 11-14.

b
Ibid. a. 14-19.

c
Ibid. iii. a. 20-26.

d
Ibid. a. 27-37.

the differentia in the genus is, if odd

be given as the essence of number

(ojrep api6p.6v). Example of enclos

ing differentia in the species is, if im
mortal be put forward as the essence TO

p.eTa&amp;lt;popq Xeyd/xei/ov us yevos dno-

of a god (o?rep 6e6v). Example of
j

Sedaxev, olov TTJV a-tofppotrvvrjv &amp;lt;rvp,-

cnclosing the genus in the differentia
j

(pwviav nav yap yevos Kvpias Kara

is, number given as the essence of
!

TOH/ el8o&amp;gt;v xar^yopetrat, fj
fie avfj.-

the odd. Example of enunciating the (patvia Kara TT)S a-afppoa-vvrjs ov Kvpias

genus as a differentia is, when change dXXa p.tTa(popa- iraaa yap crvpfptavia

of place is given as the differentia of tv (pdoyyots.
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other species, besides the subject of the thesis, can be

suggested as belonging to the predicate of the thesis.

If none, that predicate cannot be the true genus of the

subject.*

Several loci are furnished by Contraries, either to

the species or the genus. If there be something con

trary to the species, but nothing contrary to the genus,
then that which is contrary to the species ought to be

included under the same genus as the species itself;

but, if there be something contrary to the species, and

also something contrary to the genus, then that which

is contrary to the species ought to be included in that

which is contrary to the genus. Each of these doc

trines you will have to make good by induction of

particular cases.
b If that which is contrary to the

species be a genus itself
(e.g., bonuni) and not included

in any superior genus, then the like will be true re

specting the species itself: it will not be included in

any genus ;
and the predicate of the thesis will not

be a true genus. Bonum and malum are not included

in any common superior genus ;
each is a genus per se.

c

Or suppose that the subject (species) of the thesis, and

the predicate (genus) of the thesis, have both of them
contraries

;
but that in the one there is an interme

diate between the two contraries, and in the other, not.

This shows that the predicate cannot be the true genus
of the species ; for, wherever there is an intermediate

between the two contraries of the species, there also

is an intermediate between the two contraries of the

genus ;
and vice versd* If there be an intermediate

between the two contraries of the species, and also an

Topic. IV. iii. p. 123, a. 30.
b

Ibid, b. 1-8. (fravfpw 8( TovTu)i&amp;gt; fKacrrov 8ia rijs
c

Ibid. b. 8-12.
d

Ibid. b. 12, scq.
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intermediate between the two contraries of the genus,

you will examine whether both intermediates are of

like nature, designated by analogous terms. If it be not

so
(if, e.g., the one intermediate is designated by a posi

tive term, and the other only by a negative term), you
will have ground for contending against the thesis, that

the predicate enunciated therein is not the true genus
of the subject. At any rate, this is a probable (ei/Eooi/)

dialectical argument to insist upon analogy between

the two intermediates
; though there are some particular

cases in which the doctrine does not hold.
a

Again, suppose different conditions : that there is no

contrary to the genus, but that there is a contrary to

the species. You will examine whether not merely the

contrary of the species, but also the intermediate be

tween its two contraries, is included in the same genus ;

for, if the two contraries are included therein, the inter

mediate ought also to be included. This is a line of

argument probable (i.e.,
conformable to general pre

sumption, and recommendable in a dialectical debate),

though there are not wanting examples adverse to it :

thus, excess and defect are included in the same genus

evil, but the moderate or measured (TO perpiov) is not

in the genus evil, but in the genus good.
b We must

remark, moreover, that though it be a probable dia

lectical argument, that, wherever the genus has a con

trary, the species will also have a contrary, yet there

are cases adverse to this principle. Thus, sickness in

general has for its contrary health in general ;
but par-

*
Topic. IV. iii. p. 123, b. 17-23 :

(vo~racns TOVTOV OTI vyieias Kal vo&amp;lt;rov

ovbev fj,erav, KO.KOV 8e KOI dyadov

TI
tl ((TTi

\Lf.v
TI dfj.(polv dvd fjifcrov, kal

T&V tificof Kal TUV yevutv, p.r) 6/io/cos 8f,

ciXXa Tutv ^tv K.OT dirofyaviv, T&amp;gt;V 8

ws VTroKeifjLevov. tvbo^ov yap TO
6 fjio iu&amp;gt; s dp.^olv, Kaddntp en

dprf)s Kal KaKias, Kal diKaioa-vvr/y

KOI dbiKias- dp,(polv yap Kara diro-

rd dvd
b

Ibid. b. 23-30.
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ticular species of sickness (such as fever, ophthalmia,

gout, &c.) have no contrary.*

Such will he your way of procedure, if the thesis

propounded be Affirmative, and if you have to make
out a negative against it. But if, on the contrary, the

thesis be Negative, so that you have to make out an

affirmative against it, you have then three lines of pro
cedure open. 1. The genus may have no contrary,
while the species has a contrary : in that case, you may
perhaps be able to show that the contrary of the species

(subject) is included in the predicate of the thesis

(genus) ;
if so, then the species also will be included

therein. 2. Or, if you can show that the intermediate

between the species and its contrary is included in the

predicate (genus), then that same genus will also in

clude the species and its contrary ; for, wherever the

intermediate is, there also are the two extremes between

which it is intermediate. 3. Lastly, if the genus has a

contrary as well as the species, you may be able to show

that the contrary of the species is included in the con

trary of the genus ; assuming which to be the case, then

the species itself will be included in the genus.
b These

are the three modes of procedure, if your task is to

make out the negative.
If the genus enunciated by the thesis be a true one,

all the Derivatives and Collaterals of the predicate will

be fit and suitable for those of the subject. Thus, if

justice be a sort of science, justly will be scientifically,

and the just man will be a scientific man. This Incite

is useful to be kept in mind, whether you have to make

out an affirmative or a negative. You may reason in

the same way about the Analoga of the predicate and

Topic. IV. iii. p. 123, b. 30-37. b
Ibid. p. 124, a. 1-&amp;lt;J.

c
Ibid. a. 10-14.
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the subject ;
about the productive and destructive causes

of each
;
the manifestations present, past, and future, of

each, &c. a

When the opposite of the species (subject) is Priva

tive, the thesis will be open to attack in two ways. 1. If

the privative opposite be contained in the predicate, the

subject itself will not be contained therein
;
for it is a

general truth that a subject and its privative opposite
are never both of them contained in the same lowest

genus : thus, if vision is sensible perception, blindness

is not sensible perception. 2. If both the species and

the genus have privative opposites, then if the privative

opposite of the species be contained in the privative op

posite of the genus, the species itself will also be con

tained in the genus ;
if not, not. Thus, if blindness

be an inability of sensible perception, vision will be

a sensible perception. This last locus will be avail

able, whether you are making out an affirmative or a

negative .

b

If the predicate of the thesis be a true genus, you

may convert the thesis simply, having substituted for

the predicate the denial of its Contradictory ;
if not,

not. Vice versa, if the new proposition so formed be

true, the predicate of the thesis will be a true genus ;

if not, not. Thus, if good be the true genus of pleasur

able, nothing that is not good will be pleasurable.

This locus also will serve both for making out an

affirmative and for making out a negative.
If the subject (species) of the thesis be a Relative,

you will examine whether the predicate (genus) be

relative also
;

if not, it will not be the true genus of

the subject. The converse of this rule, however, will

*

Topic. IV. iv. p. 124, a. 15-34.
h

Ibid. a. 35-b. 6.

Ibid. b. 7-14 : TrdXiv eVt riav dnoffrdatow anoirtlv dvaTra\u&amp;gt;,
&C.
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not hold; and indeed the rule itself is not absolutely

universal.* You may also argue that, if the correlate of

the genus be not the same as the correlate of the species,

the genus cannot be truly predicated of that species :

thus, half is the correlate of double, but half is not the

proper correlate of multiple ; therefore, multiple is not

the true genus of double. But your argument may
here be met by contradictory instances

; thus, cognition
has reference to the cognitum, but habitus and dispositio

(the genera to which cognitio belongs) do not refer to

cognitum, but to animal You may also examine whether

the correlate, when applied to the genus, is put in the

same case (e.g., genitive, dative, &c.) as when it is

applied to the species : if it be put into a different case,

this affords presumption that the genus is not a true

genus ; though here again instances may be produced

showing that your presumption will not hold univer

sally. Farther, you will observe whether the correlates

thus similarly inflected reciprocate like the species and

genus; if not, this will furnish you with the same

adverse presumption.

Again, examine whether the correlate of the genus
is genus to the correlate of the species ;

if it be

not so, you may argue that the genus is not truly

predicated. Thus, if the thesis affirms that perceptio

is the genus of cognitio, it will follow that percipibile

is the genus of cognoscibile. Now this cannot be main

tained
;
for there are some cognoscibilia which are not

perceivable, e.g.,
some cogitabilia (intelligibilia, I/OJ/TO).

Since therefore percipibile is not the true genus of

cognoscibile, neither can perceptio be the true genus of

cognitio?

Topic. IV. iv. p. 124, b. 15-22.

Ibid. b. 23-34.

Ibid. b. 35, seq.

A
Ibid. p. 125, a. 25-32: opav 8

rov
di&amp;gt;TiKifji(i&amp;gt;ov

TO dvTiK(ip.fvov

ninv ft rnv fiiTrAamov TO
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Suppose the thesis predicates of memory that it is

a continuance of cognition. This will be open to

attack, if the predicate be affirmed as the genus (or
even as the accident) of the subject. For every con

tinuance must be in that which continues. But memory
is of necessity in the soul

;
it cannot therefore be in

cognition.* There is another ground on which the

thesis will be assailable, if it defines memory to be

a habit or acquirement retentive of belief. This will

not hold, because it confounds habit or disposition

with act
;
which last is the true description of memory.

The opposite error will be committed if the respon
dent defines perceptivity to be a movement through
or by means of the body. Here perceptivity, which

is a habit or disposition, is ranked under movement,
which is the act exercising the same, i.e., perceptivity
in actual exercise .

b Or the mistake may be made
of ranking some habit or disposition under the power

Kal TOV T)p.io~fos TO jroXXoo-rrjfjiopiov

3ei yap TO airriKtip.(vov TOV avriKfi-

fj.vov yevos flvai.

We must take note here of the

large sense in which Aristotle uses

AvriKfip-fva Opposita, including as

one of the four varieties Relata and

Correlata = Relative- Opposita (to

use a technical word familiar in

logical manuals). I have before

(supra, p. 150) remarked the incon

venience of calling the Relative op

posite to its Correlate ;
and have ob

served that it is logically incorrect

to treat Relata as a species or mode
of the genus Opposita. The reverse

would be more correct : we ought to

rank Opposita as a species or mode
under the genus Relata. Since Ari

stotle numbers Relata among the ten

Categories, he ought to have seen

that it cannot be included as a sub

ordinate under any superior genus.
m
Topic. IV. iv. p. 125, b. 6 :

T)V [JLVT)p.r)V p.OVT)V (TTlO-TT)p.T]S

iracra yap JJLOVT) fv TO&amp;gt; p.evovTi

Kal Trepl (Kflvo, wore Kal
f) TIJS

fJLT)S /iOJ/JJ fV TT] fTTlO-TT)llr). T)

apa tv Trj fTricrr^/xr;, fnfi8r] p.ovr) TTJS

ecrrtV. TOVTO 8 OVK ev8f-

fJivr)p.rj yap iracra ev ^v^y. A
definition similar to this is found in

the Kratylus of Plato, p. 437, B :

fTtfiTa 8
TI nvf]fj.r] Travri TTOV fj.r]twfi

OTI HOVT) foriv ev TJJ &quot;fyvxfli
^XX ov

(f&amp;gt;opd.

b
Ibid. v. p. 125, b. 15-19. olov

TJJI/

aicrdija iv K ivij cr iv 8 10. (rw/xarof

f) fjifv yap atfrdrjcris fis, T)
8e Kivrjcris

(vepyfia. This, too, seems to allude

to Plato s explanation of aur&jo-ts in

the Timanis, pp. 43, C, 64, B : com

pare also the Platonic or pseudo-
Platonic Dcfinitiones, p. 414, C.
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consequent on the possession thereof, as if this power
were the superior genus : thus the respondent may
define gentleness to be a continence of anger ; courage,
a continence of fears

; justice, a continence of ap

petite of lucre. But the genus here assigned is not

a good one : for a man who feels no anger is called

gentle ; a man who feels no fear is called courageous ;

whereas the continent man is he who feels anger
or fear, but controls them. Such controlling power
is a natural consequence of gentleness and courage,
insomuch that, if the gentle man happened to feel

anger, or the courageous man to feel fear, each would

control these impulses ;
but it is no part of the essence

thereof, and therefore cannot be the genus under which

they fall.* A like mistake is made if pain be predicated
as the genus of anger, or supposition as the genus of

belief. The angry man doubtless feels pain, but his

pain precedes his anger in time, and is the antecedent

cause thereof; now the genus can never precede its

species in time. So also a man may have the same

supposition sometimes with belief, sometimes without it ;

accordingly, supposition cannot be the genus of belief

any more than the same animal can be sometimes a

man. sometimes a brute.
b And indeed the same negative

conclusion would follow, even if we granted that every

supposition was always attended with belief. For, in

that case, supposition and belief would be co-extensive

m

Topic. IV. v. p. 125, b. 20-27. which term has reference only to the
b
Waitz, in his notes (p. 478), says intellectual or conceptive part of the

that Aristotle is here in the wrong, j

mental supposition. At least there

But I do not agree with Waitz. Ari

stotle considers iriarts to be an ac

cidental accompaniment of imoX^is,
not a species thereof. It may be

present or absent without determining

any new specific name to i

seems to be nothing contradictory or

erroneous in what Aristotle here says,

though he does not adhere everywhere
to this restricted meaning of vrroXr;-
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terms
;

but the generic term must always be more
extensive than its specific.*

You will farther examine whether the predicate of

the thesis be of a nature to inhere in the same substance

as the subject. If it be not, it cannot be truly pre
dicated thereof, either as genus or even as accident.

White (species) and colour (genus) are of a nature

to inhere or belong to the same substance. But,
if the thesis declares that shame is a species of fear,

or that anger is a species of pain, you may impugn
it on the ground that shame belongs to the reasoning
element in man, fear to the courageous or energetic
element ;

and that pain belongs to the appetitive

element, anger to the courageous. This proves that

fear can neither be the genus nor the accident of

shame
;

that pain can neither be the genus nor the

accident of anger .

b

Suppose the thesis declares that animal is a species

under the genus visibile or percipibile. You may oppose
it by pointing out that animal is only visibile secundum

quid, or partially ;
that is, only so far as regards

body, not as regards mind. But the species always

partakes of its genus wholly, not partially or secundum

quid ; thus, man is not partially animal, but wholly or

essentially animal. If what is predicated as the genus
be not thus essentially partaken, it cannot be a true

genus; hence neither visibile nor percipibile is a true

genus of animal.

Sometimes what is predicated as the genus is, when

m
Topic. IV. v. p. 125, b. 28-p. I parts of the soul, or, rather, three dis-

126, a. 2. tinct souls. In the treatise De Anima
Ibid. p. 126, a. 3-16. Compare

V. iv. p. 133, a. 31. Aristotle appears
here to recognize the Platonic doctrine

as laid down in the Republic and

Timasus, asserting either three distinct

(III. ix. p. 432, a. 25
;

I. v. p. 411,

b. 25), he dissents from and impugns
this same doctrine.

c

Topic. IV. v. p. 126, a. 17-25.
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compared to its species, only as a part to the whole ;

which is never the case with a true genus. Some refer

animal to the genus living body ; but body is only

part of the whole animal, and therefore cannot be the

true genus thereof.
11 Sometimes a species which is

blameworthy and hateful, or a species which is praise

worthy and eligible, may be referred to the power or

capacity from which it springs, as genus ; thus, the

thief, a blameworthy and hateful character, may be

referred to the predicate capable of stealing another

man s property. But this, though true as a predicate,

is not the true genus ; .for the honest man is also

capable of so acting, but ho is distinguished from the

thief by not acting so, nor having the disposition so to

act. All power and capacity is eligible ;
if the above

were the true genus of thief, it would be a case

in which power and capacity is blameworthy and

hateful. Neither, on the other hand, can any thing in

its own nature praiseworthy and eligible, be referred to

power and capacity as its genus ;
for all power and

capacity is praiseworthy and eligible not in itself or its

own nature, but by reason of something else, namely,
its realizable consequences.

15

A&amp;lt;rain, you may detect in the thesis sometimes the mis-O J &quot;

take of putting under one genus a species which properly

comes under two genera conjointly, not subalternate one

to the other ; sometimes, the mistake of predicating the

Topica, IV. v. p. 120, a. 26-29. proof of his temper or judgment con-
b

Ibid. a. 30-b. (i : opuv fie KOI t&quot; cerning the persons called Sophists,

n T(oi&amp;gt; ^(KTCOV fi favKTcw ds Svixifiiv when we find him grouping them in

&amp;gt;)

TO bvvarov t6rjK.(v, olov rw (To^KTTrjv the bunch of -^ocra and (frtvKra along

&amp;gt;7
8uifto\ov fj K\tirr^v TOV bwa^fvov with thieves. The majority of his

\ti0pa TCI riXXorpia K\(TTTeiv. uninstructed contemporaries would

The general drift of Aristotle is probably have agreed in this judg-

here illustrated better by taking the ment, but they would certainly have

thief separately, apart from the other enrolled Aristotle himself among the

two. But we must notice here the Sophists thus depreciated.

VOL. I. 2 U
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genus as a differentia, or the differentia as a genus.
8

Sometimes, also, the subject in which the attribute or

affection resides is predicated as if it were the genus of

such affection ; or, e converso, the attribute or affection is

predicated as the genus of the subject wherein it resides
;

e.g., when breath or wind, which is really a movement
of air, is affirmed to be air put in motion, and thus con

stituted as a species under the genus air
; or when snow

is declared to be water congelated ; or mud, to be earth

mixed with moisture.
b In none of these cases is the

predicate a true genus ;
for it cannot be always affirmed

of the subject.

Or perhaps the predicate affirmed as genus may be

no genus at all
;
for nothing can be a genus unless

there are species contained under it
; e.g., if the thesis

declare . white to be a genus, this may be impugned,
because white objects do not differ in specie from each

other. Or a mere universal predicate (such as Ens or

Unum) may be put forward as a genus or differentia ;

or a simple concomitant attribute, or an equivocal term,

may be so put forward.

Perhaps it may happen that the subject (species) and

the predicate (genus) of the thesis may each have a con

trary term ; and that in each pair of contrary terms one

may be better, the other worse. If, in that case, the better

species be referred to the worse genus, or vice versa, this

will render the thesis assailable. Or perhaps the species

may be fit to be referred equally to both the contrary

genera ;
in which case, if the thesis should refer it to

the worse of the two, that will be a ground of objection.

Thus, if the soul be referred to the genus mobile, you
are at liberty to object that it is equally referable to the

Topica, IV. v. p. 120, b. 7-33.
b

Ibid. b. 34-p. 127, a. 19.

Ibid. vi. p. 127, a. 20-b. 7.



CHAP. IX. USE OF LOCUS FROM MORE AND LESS. 451

genus stabile : and that, as the latter is the better of the

two, it ought to be referred to the better in preference
to the worse.*

There is a locus of More and Less, which may be

made available in various ways. Thus, if the genus

predicated admits of being graduated as more or less,

while the species of which it is predicated does not

admit of slich graduation, you may question the applica

bility of the genus to the species.
b You may raise the

question also, if there be any thing else which looks

equally like the true genus, or more like it than the

genus predicated by the thesis. This will happen often,

when the essence of the species includes several distinct

elements ; e.g.,
in the essence of anger, there is included

both pain (an emotional element), and the supposition
or belief of being undervalued (an intellectual element) ;

hence, if the thesis ranks anger under the genus pain,

you may object that it equally belongs to the genus

supposition. This locus is useful for raising a negative

question, but will serve little for establishing an affirm

ative. Towards the affirmative, you will find advantage
in examining the subject (species) respecting which the

thesis predicates a given genus ; for, if it can be shown

that this supposed species is no real species but a genus,
the genus predicated thereof will be a fortiori a genus.

d

Some think (says Aristotle)
6 that Differentia as well

as Genus is predicated essentially respecting the Species.

*

Topica, IV. vi. p. 127, b. 8-17. tan Karr]yopovp.(va, Kal
p.f]

b
Ibid. b. 18-25 : en tK TOV /iaX- p.r)8 t^op.(i&amp;gt;

tlirdv trmov ainu&amp;gt;v ytvos,

\OV Kal TjTTOV, hviHTKfVa^OVTi fUV, fl TO &C.

ytvos of^fTai TO /iuXXov, TO 8* (loos prj
d

Ibid. b. 38-p. 128, a. 12.

8(X(Tai p.r)T aiiTo prjTt TO KHT eKfivo Ibid. a. 20, scq. : eVtt 8e SOKSI

\(yop.evov. TKT\ KOI
r} Oia&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;Opa

tv T&amp;lt;a TI f crrt TU&amp;gt;V

c
Ibid. b. 26-37 : xpr/cn^oy 8 o (I8a&amp;gt;v KaTTjyoptiadai, \&amp;lt;i)pi(TTfov

TO

TOTTOS tn\ TVV TOtovrav fidXtora &amp;lt;^&amp;gt; ytvos dirb TIJS 8iu(f&amp;gt;opas,
&C.

S&amp;gt;v TrXeto) (paiveTcii TOV i&ovs tv
T&amp;lt;f

TI

2 G 2
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Accordingly, Genus must be discriminated from Differ

entia. For such discrimination the following charac

teristics are pointed out : 1. Genus has greater extent

in predication than Differentia. 2. In replying to the

enquiry, Quid est? it is more suitable and significant

to declare the Genus than the Differentia. 3. Dif

ferentia declares a quality of Genus, and therefore pre

supposes Genus as already known
;
but Genus does not

in like manner presuppose Differentia. If you wish

to show that belief is the genus to which cognition

belongs, you must examine whether the cognoscens

believes qua cognoscens. If he does so, your point is

made out.*

&quot;Wherever a predicate is universally true of its sub

ject, while the proposition is not true if simply converted,

(i.e., wherever the predicate is of larger extension than

the subject), there is difficulty in distinguishing it from

a genus. Accordingly, when you are respondent,

maintaining the affirmative side, you will use such pre
dicate as if it were a genus ; but, when you are assailant,

you will not allow the respondent to do so. You may
quote against him the instance of Non-Ens; which is

predicable of every thing generated, but which is not a

genus, since it has no species under it.
b

V.

Aristotle passes, in the Fifth book of the Topica, to

those debates in which the thesis set up declares the

predicate as Proprium of the subject.

A Proprium may belong to its subject either per se

and semper, or relatively to something else and occa-

Topica, IV. vi. p. 128, a. 35. If

you are trying to show TTJV arurrqiujv

ontp iricmv, you must examine et 6

eTnorarai Triorever i-

\ov yap on
f) (TncrTrjur) iricrrts av TIS

fir,.

b
Ibid. a. 38-b. 9.
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sionally or sometimes. It is a proprium per se of man
to be an animal by nature tractable. It is a relative

proprium of the soul in regard to the body, to exer

cise command ; of the body in regard to the soul, to

obey command. It is a proprium semper of a god, to be

immortal ;
it is an occasional proprium (i.e., sometimes)

of this or that man, to be walking in the market-place.
8

When the proprium is set out relatively to something

else, the debate must involve two questions, and may
involve four. Thus, if the thesis affirms that it is a

proprium of man relatively to horse (discriminating
man from horse) to be by nature two-footed, you may
(as opponent) either deny that man is two-footed, or

affirm that horse is two-footed
;
or you may go farther

and affirm that man is by nature four-footed, or deny
that horse is by nature four-footed. If you can succeed

in showing any one of these four, you will have refuted

the thesis.
b

The Proprium per se discriminates its subject from

everything else, and is universally true thereof; the

relative Proprium discriminates its subject only from

some other assignable subject. The relative Proprium

may be either constant and universally true, or true

with exceptions true and applicable in the ordinary
course of things : it may be tested through those Loci

which have been enumerated as applicable to the

Accident. The Proprium per se, and the constant

Proprium, have certain Loci of their own, which we
shall now indicate. These are the most logical (sensu

Topica, V. i. p. 128, b. 14-21.

That which Aristotle calls Proprium

per se is a proprium of the subject

as much relative as what he calls

specially the relative Proprium. The

Proprium per se discriminates the

subject from everything else
; the

relative Proprium discriminates it

from some given correlate.
b

Ibid. b. 22-33.
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Aristotelico) or suitable for Dialectic ; furnishing the

most ample matter for debates.
4

Aristotle distinguishes (1) those cases in which the

alleged proprium is a true proprium, but is incorrectly

or informally set out in the thesis, from those (2) in

which it is untruly predicated, or is no proprium at all.

To set out a proprium well, that which is predi
cated ought to be clearer and better known than the

subject of which it is predicated, since the purpose of

predicating the proprium is to communicate know

ledge.
11

If it be more obscure or less known, you may
impugn the thesis as bad in form, or badly set out.

Thus, if the thesis declares, as a proprium of fire, that

fire is of all things the most like to the soul, this is

not well set out, because the essence of the soul is not

so well known as the essence of fire. Moreover, the

fact that the predicate belongs to the subject, ought to

be better known even than the subject itself; for

whoever is ignorant that A belongs to B at all, cannot

possibly know that A is the proprium of B.
c

Thus,
if the thesis declare, as proprium of fire, that it is the

first or most universal subject in which it is the nature

of soul to be found, the predicate is here doubly un
knowable : first, the hearer does not know that the

soul is found in fire at all
; next, he does not know

that fire is the first subject in which soul is found. On
the other hand, the respondent will repel your attack

a
Ibid. b. 34-p. 129, a. 35. T S&amp;gt;v 8

tSi o)!/ fOTI X o y i K a paXurra- &c. He
explains presently what he means by
AoyiKti AoyiKoi/ 8e TOVT ecrrl irpci-

ft\T)fj.a, irpbs 6 Aoyoi ytvoivr av Kai crv%-
vo\ KOI KaXoi. The distinctions in this

paragraph are not very sharply drawn.
b

Topica, V. i. p. 129, b. 7: yvaxrfus

yap evwa TO 18iov irotovfjifda- dia

ovv dnodorfov ovra

yap fcrrai Karavodv iKavcas /LtaAAov.

He repeats the same dictum, sub

stantially, in the next page, p. 130,

a. 4 : TO yap iSiov rov p.a6elv X^Piv

o.Tro8i8oTai ; and, again, p. 131, a. 1.

c
Ibid. b. 15 : 6

/zij yap etSwj et

TO&amp;gt; VTrap^et, ovS&quot; et rwS

u.6va&amp;gt; yviepifl.
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if he can show that his proprium is more knowable

in both the two above-mentioned ways. If, for ex

ample, he declares as thesis, To have sensible percep
tion is the proprium of an animal, here the proprium
is both well known in itself, and well known as be

longing to the given subject. Accordingly, it is well

set out, as far as this condition is concerned.*

A second condition of its being well set out is, that

it shall contain neither equivocal term nor equivocal
or amphibolical proposition. Thus, if the thesis de

clares, To perceive is the proprium of an animal, it is

equivocal ;
for it may mean either to have sensible

perception, or to exercise sensible perception actually.

You may apply the test to such a thesis, by syllogizing
from one or both of these equivocal meanings. The

respondent will make good his defence, if he shows

that there is no such equivocation : as, for example,
if the thesis be, It is a proprium of fire to be the body
most easily moved into the upper region ;

where there

is no equivocation, either of term or proposition.
5

Sometimes the equivocation may be, not in the name
of the proprium itself but, in the name of the subject
to which it is applied. Where this last is not unum et

wnqilex but equivocal, the thesis must specify which

among the several senses is intended ; and, if that be

neglected, the manner of setting out is incorrect.

Another form of the like mistake is, where the same

term is repeated both in the predicate and in the

subject ;
which is often done, both as to Proprium and

as to Definition, though it is a cause of obscurity, as

well as a tiresome repetition.*
1 The repetition may be

made in two ways : either directly, by the same term

Topics, V. ii. p. 129, b. 21-29.

Ibid. b. 30-p. 130, a. 13.

Ibid. p. 130, a. 15-28.

4
Ibid. a. 30-34. raparrd yap rov

(j/coi oira ir\fovuKis \(^6ff (cat rrpus

TUVTOIS
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occurring twice ;
or indirectly, when the second term

given is such that it cannot be defined without repeat

ing the first. An example of direct repetition is,

Fire is a body the rarest among bodies (for proprium
of fire). An example of indirect repetition is, Earth is

a substance which tends most of all bodies downwards

to the lowest region (as proprium of earth) ; for, when
the respondent is required to define bodies, he must define

them such and such substances.
6 An example free from

objection on this ground is, Man is an animal capable
of receiving cognition (as proprium of man).

Another mode of bad or incorrect setting out is,

when the term predicated as proprium belongs not only
to the subject, but also to all other subjects. Such a pro

position is useless
;

for it furnishes no means of discrimi

nating the subject from anything ;
whereas discrimina

tion is one express purpose of the Proprium as well as

of the Definition.
5

Again, another mode is, when the

thesis declares several propria belonging to the same

subject, without announcing that they are several. As
the definer ought not to introduce into his definition

any words beyond what are required for declaring the

essence of the subject, so neither should the person
who sets out a proprium add any words beyond those

requisite for constituting the proprium. Thus, if the

thesis enunciates, as proprium of fire, that it is

the thinnest and lightest body, here are two propria
instead of one. Contrast with this another proprium,
free from the objection just pointed out Moist is that

which may assume every variety of figure.

*
Topica, V. ii. p. 130, a. 34-b. 5.

tv yap KOI TUVTOV eori croi/ia KOI oixria.

rotadr eo-rat yap OVTOS TO o v &amp;lt;j i a

nXfOVUKlS (lpT]K(i)S.
&quot;

Ibid. b. 12 : axptlov yap eorat TO

p.1) \U&amp;gt;p
loV OTTO TIVODV, TO 8 (V TOIS

idiots \ey6fj.fvov %&amp;lt;i&amp;gt;pieiv 8fl, Kaddnep
KOI TU Iv TOIS Spots.

c
Ibid. b. 23-37.
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A farther mistake is, when the predicate declaring
the proprium includes either the subject itself or some

species comprehended under the subject ; for example,
when we are told, as a proprium of animal, that

animal is a substance of which man is a species. We
have already seen that the proprium ought to be better

known than its subject ; but man is even less known

(posterior in respect to cognition) than animal, because

it is a species under the genus animal.
a

Again, our canon That the Proprium should be

better known than its subject, or should make the sub

ject better known will be violated in another way, if

the proprium enunciated be something opposite to the

subject, or in any other way simul natura as compared
with the subject ;

and still more, if it be posterius naturd

as compared with the subject. Thus, if a man enun

ciates, as proprium of good, that good is that which is

most opposite to evil, his proprium will not be well or

correctly set out.
b

Perhaps, again, the thesis may enunciate as proprium
what is not constantly appurtenant to the subject, but

is sometimes absent therefrom ; or, intending to enun

ciate an occasional proprium, it may omit to specify the

qualifying epithet occasional. In either case the pro

prium is not well set out, and a ground is furnished for

censure, which ought always to be avoided.

Moreover, the proprium will not be well set out, if it

be such as does not necessarily belong to the subject,

Topica, V. iii. p. 130, b. 38.

b
Ibid. p. 131, a. 12-26. This focus is

not clear or satisfactory, as Alexander

remarks in Scholia (p. 284, b. 12-23,

Br.). He says that it may pass as

an tvbo^ov something sufficiently Air Ktiptvov TO

plausible to be employed in Dialectic. ior\v

In fact, Alexander virtually contro- !

verts this locus in what he says a

little farther down (Schol. p. 285, a.

31), that the Proprium is always
simul natura with its subject.

c
Ibid. a. 27-b. 18. OVK (trrai ica-
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but is only shown by the evidence of sense to belong
thereunto. In this case, when the subject is out of the

reach of sensible perception, no one knows whether the

supposed proprium still continues as its attribute. Thus,

suppose the thesis to enunciate as a proprium of the

sun, that it is the brightest star borne in movement
above the earth : the fact that it is so borne in move
ment above the earth is one that we know by sensible

perception only ; accordingly, after the sun sets and we
cease to see it, we cannot be sure that it continues to be

borne in movement. If a proprium knowable as such

by sense be chosen, it ought to be one which is also

knowable independently, as belonging to the subject by

necessity. Thus, if a man enunciates, as proprium of

superficies, that superficies is what first becomes coloured

or first receives colour, this is a proprium well set out.

For we know clearly that it must always belong to a

superficies ; though we may also obtain the additional

evidence of sense, by looking at some perceivable

body.
8

Perhaps too the thesis may enunciate the Definition

as if it were a Proprium ;
which is another ground for

objecting that the proprium is not well set out. Thus,
the thesis may enunciate, as proprium of man, that man
is a land animal walking on two feet. Here what is

given as proprium is the essence of man, which never

ought to be affirmed in the proprium. To set out the ,

proprium well, the predicate ought to reciprocate and
j

&quot;

Topica, V. iii. p. 131, b. 19-36.
i

Aristotle means that we know
oloi fnfl 6 0p.evos Tn(pavias I8iov

\ clearly, by evidence independent of

sense, that the superficies must be

the first portion of the body that

becomes coloured, though we may
attain the additional evidence of our

senses (Trpocr/ce xpjjrcu) to the same

fact.

o npaiTov Kexpua~rai, acrrjTa p.ev

TlVl TTpO(TK^pr}Tal TO) K^/)WCT-

6ai, Totovrw 8 o (p av ( pov etr-

TIV virdpxov afi, eirj av KOTO. TOVTO

TO TTJS firi(j)catlas
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to be co-extensive with the subject, but it ought not to

affirm the essence thereof. A good specimen of pro-

prium well set out is the following, Man is an animal ,

by nature gentle ; for here the predicate is co-extensive

with the subject, yet does not declare the essence of the

subject.
4

Lastly, the proprium, to be well set out, though it

does not declare the essence of the subject, yet ought
to begin by presupposing the generic portion of the i

essence, and to attach itself thereunto as a constant

adjunct or concomitant. Thus, suppose the thesis to

enunciate, as proprium, Animal is that which has a

soul
;

this will not be well set out, for the predicate
is not superadded or attached to the declared generic
essence of animal. But, if the thesis enunciates, as pro

prium of man, Man is an animal capable of acquiring

cognition, this will be a proprium well set out, so far

as the present objection is concerned. For here the

predicate declares first the generic essence of the sub

ject, and then superinduces the peculiar adjunct there

upon.
15

Thus far Aristotle has pointed out certain conditions

to be attended to in determining whether a Proprium
is well set out or described, without determining whether

it be really a Proprium or not. It may perhaps be

truly predicated of the subject, and may even admit of

a better description which would show it to be a pro

prium of the subject ;
but the description actually set

out is defective, and the assailant is entitled to impeach
it on that ground. He now proceeds to a larger dis

cussion : What are the conditions for determining
whether the supposed Proprium be really a Proprium
at all, in respect to the subject of which it is predicated ?

Tupicu, V. iii. p. 131, b. 37-p. 132, a. &amp;lt;J.

&quot; Hid. a. 10-21.
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Assuming that the description of it is not open to im

peachment on any of the grounds above enumerated,
are there not other real grounds of objection, disproving
its title to the character of Proprium ?

a

jf
1. Suppose your respondent to set up A as a pro-

prium of B : you will examine first whether A can be

truly predicated of B at all
; next, if it can so be,

whether it is truly predicable of B qua B, or of every

thing that comes under B qua B. Thus, if he contends

that not to be deceived by reason is a proprium of scien

tific men, you will be able to show that this does not

hold in geometry, since geometricians are deceived by

pseudographemes or scientific paralogisms. Or, should

the respondent deny that A is a proprium of B, you
will succeed in refuting him, if you can prove that A is

truly predicable of every B and qua B. Thus, it is a

proprium of man to be an animal capable of acquiring

knowledge ;
because that attribute is truly predicable

of every man qua man.b

2. Again, suppose your respondent affirms a given

a
Topica, V. iii. p. 132, a. 22-27.

TTOTtpov fiev ovv Ka\a&amp;gt;s
fj

ov KaXuis

aTToSeSorai TO Z8iov, bid Tui&amp;gt;8( crKfTrreov

Trorepo^ S tfiidj e orij/ oXwy TO flpr)-

p/evov rj
OVK i8iov, e /c ru&amp;gt;v8e Bfutpijreov.

The distinction here noted by Ari

stotle (between the two questions :

(1) Whether the alleged Proprium is

well set out or clearly described ?

(2) Whether the alleged Proprium is

a Proprium at all ?) is not carried out,

nor indeed capable of being carried

out, with strict precision. The two
heads of questions run together and
become confounded. Alexander re

marks (Scholia, p. 284, b. 24-46, Br.)
that the three or four last-mentioned

loci under the first head embrace the

second head also. He allows only
three loci as belonging peculiarly to

I

the first head TOV pf] Ka\S&amp;gt;s dTroSeSoff-

6ai TO 18iov : (1) Equivocal terms
;

(2) Predicate not reciprocating or co

extensive with subject ; (3) Predicate

not more knowable than subject.

The other loci (besides these three)
enumerated by Aristotle under the

first head, Alexander considers as be

longing equally to the second head.

But he commends Aristotle for mak

ing a distinction between the two
heads : ov yap ndv TO

fjifvov TOVTcav, Kai
fir) f\pv

&amp;lt;pa&amp;gt;vas rj
TI rci)v elprjfjievow, Kal t8ioi&amp;gt;

prjTtov ( dvdyKr)s. The manner in

which M. Barthelemy St. Hilaire ex

plains this nice distinction is not clear

to me (Note to his translation of

Topica, p. 177).
b
Topica, V. iv. p. 132, a. 27, seq.



CHAP. IX. DIFFERENT CASES OF PROPpIUM. 461

proprium A of B : you will examine whether A
can be truly predicated of every thing called B, and

whether B can be truly predicated of every thing called

A ; if not, the alleged proprium will not hold. Thus
the affirmation, A god is an animal participant of know

ledge, is a true affirmation
;
but it would not be true to

say, A god is a man : wherefore, to be participant of

knowledge is not proprium of man
; and, if this be the

proprium which the respondent undertakes to main

tain, you will be able to refute him. On the other

hand, if what he undertakes is the negation of a pro

prium (A is not a proprium of B), you will establish

the affirmative against him by showing that of every

thing respecting which A can be truly affirmed B can

be affirmed also, and vice verscl. You will thus show

that A is a,true proprium of B. a

3. Again, the respondent may perhaps affirm the

subject itself as a proprium of something inherent in

the subject. You may refute this by showing that, if it

were so, the same thing would be a proprium of several

things differing from each other in species. On the

other hand, the respondent may perhaps deny that

something inherent in the subject is a proprium : you

may then refute him by showing that it is truly pre-

dicable of the subject only, and not truly predicable of

any thing else.
b

4. The respondent may perhaps affirm as a proprium

something contained in the essence of the subject : if so,

you will refute him by showing this. On the other

hand, if he denies something to be a proprium, you will

refute him by showing that, though it is not contained

*
Topica, V. iv. p. 132, b. 8-18.

j

than Aristotle TO yap &quot;i8iov inrap-
b

Ibid. b. 19-34. Alexander, in \(iv 8et iv cr/pco, ov% trtpov fv

the Scholia (p. 285, a. 14, Br.) has !

avr&amp;lt;p.

stated this locus more clearly
I
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in the essence of the subject, it is nevertheless pre-
dicable co-extensively therewith.*

5. The respondent may affirm as a proprium that

which is not a necessary concomitant of the subject, but

may either precede or follow it. Or, on the other hand,
he may deny something to be a proprium which you
can show to be a constant and necessary concomitant of

the subject, without being included either in its defi

nition or differentia. In each case you will have a

ground for refuting him.b

6. The respondent may affirm as a proprium of the

subject what he has already denied of the same subject

under some other name ; or he may deny of it what he

has already affirmed of it under some other name. You
will have grounds for refuting him.c

7. If there be two subjects (e.g., man and horse) the

same with each other in species, the respondent may
affirm respecting one of them a proprium which is not

the same in species with the proprium of the other.

Thus, it is not a constant proprium of horse to stand still

spontaneously ; accordingly neither is it a constant

proprium of man to move spontaneously; these two

propria being the same in species, and belonging both

to man and to horse quatenus animal.d
If, therefore, the

respondent affirms the one while he denies the other,

you have an argument in refutation. On the other

hand, he may propound as thesis the denial of the one

Topica, V. iv. p. 132, b. 35-p.

133, a. 11.
b

Ibid. a. 12-23. e
Ibid. a. 24-32.

d
Ibid. a. 35-b. 5. olov eVel TOV-

ToV e(TTi TO&amp;gt; etSet uvGpuiTros Kal ITTTTOS,

OVK del Se TOV tmrov etrriv Ibiov TO

taravai.
v(f&amp;gt; OVTOV, OVK av fir] TOV av-

TO.VTOV yap (CTTL T(f fl8(i TO

K.a eoTarai v(p aro, i
wa) &amp;lt;FTt

fKUTepw avTGiv TO The
last words are very obscure : they are

explained by Waitz (p. 486)
&quot;

77
TO

i fKaTepov (TO Kivfladai

v(p CIVTOV intell.) (Kartpca

ea-rl a-vp.f^e^r]Kevai. f/ ^&amp;gt;
qua

tenus utrumque de utroque, quatenus
animal est, praxlicatur.&quot;
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proprium, while he affirms or admits the other. Here
too you will be able to make good the counter-affirma

tion against his denial, on the ground of that which he

admits. Thus, if it be proprium of man to be a walking-

biped, it must also be proprium of bird to be a flying-

biped. The two pairs, man and bird, walking and

flying, are the same in species with each other, since

both pairs are subordinates under the same genus : man
and bird are species, flying and walking are differentiae,

under the same genus animal. This locus, however, is

not universally applicable ;
for perhaps one of the

two predicates may not be of exclusive application to

the subject, but may belong to other subjects also.

Thus walking-biped designates only one variety
man

;
but walking-quadruped designates several

horse, ass, dog, &c. &quot;Walking-quadruped therefore is

not a proprium of horse .

a

8. There is some difficulty in discussing the proprium,
when the respondent is assailed by a sophistical dialec

tician who avails himself of the equivocal application
of Idem and Diversum : contending that Subject with

an Accident becomes a different subject e.g., homo albus,

a subject different from homo (so that, when a pro

prium has been shown to belong to homo, it has not

been shown that the same proprium belongs to homo

albus] ; and that the Abstract is a different subject
from the Concrete e.g. cognition, from the cognizing
man (so that what has been shown as proprium of

cognition has not been shown as proprium of the cog

nizing man). If the respondent shall himself set up

m
Topica, V. iv. p. 133, b. 5-14. observes that Aristotle himself admits

Alexander declares this locus to be ! the locus to be Kara TI ^(VOTJS (Sclml.

obscure. He comments, not without !

p. 285, a. 40-45, Br.). It is strange to

reason, on the loose manner in which read that man and horse, man and bird,

Aristotle uses the term (loos ; and he arc TUVTUV etfiei, the same in species.
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these negatives, leaving to you the task of establishing

the proprium against him, you will meet him by say

ing that homo is not a subject absolutely different and

distinct from homo albus, but that there is only a notional

distinction, the same subject having here two names

each with a distinct connotation : homo has its own con

notation
;
homo albus has also its own connotation,

embodying in one total that which each of the terms

connotes. And, when the Sophist remarks that what

is a proprium of scientia cannot be predicated also as

a proprium of homo sciens, you will reply that it may
be so predicated, only with a slight change of inflec

tion. For you need not scruple to employ sophistical

refutation against those who debate with you in a

sophistical way.
a

9. The respondent may perhaps intend to affirm as

proprium something which by nature belongs to the

subject ;
but he may err in his mode of stating it, and

may predicate it as always belonging to the subject.

Thus, he may predicate biped as a proprium always

belonging to man. Under this mode of expression, you
will be able to show that he is wrong ;

for there are

a

Topica, V. iv. p. 133, b. 15-p. 134,

a. 4. TTpos yap TOV Trdvrats eViora-

fifvov, navrcos dvriTaKTfov eoriV. It

appears to me that Aristotle is not

entitled to treat this objection as

prium. There is a real distinction

between homo and homo albus ; be

tween Koriskus and Koriskus albus :

and one of the ways of elucidating

that distinction is by pointing out

sophistical (i.e. as unfair Dialectic), that the proprium of one is not the

He is here considering predication as same as the proprium of the other.

Proprium, contrasted with predica
tion as Accident. What is true as an

Aristotle treats those who dwelt upon
this distinction as Sophists: what

accident respecting homo albus, will
j

their manner of noticing it may have

also be true as an accident respecting
j

been he does not clearly tell us
;
but

homo : but what is true as a proprium if we are to have that logical accuracy

respecting homo albus, will not be

true as a proprium respecting homo
nor vice versa. This is a good locus

for objections in predication of Pro- among the rest.

of speech which his classification and

theory demand, this distinction must

undoubtedly be brought to view
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some men who have not two feet. On the other hand,
if the respondent denies biped to be a proprium of man,

relying upon the statement that it is not actually true

of every individual, you will be able to show against
him that it is so in the correct phraseology of belong

ing to man by nature.*

10. That which is affirmed as a proprinm may belong
to its subject either primarily and immediately, or in a

secondary way relatively to some prior denomination

of the same subject. In such cases it is difficult to set

out the proprium in terms thoroughly unobjectionable.

Thus, the superficies of a body is what is first coloured :

when we speak of corpus album, this is by reason of its

white superficies. Album is a proprium true both of

body and of superficies ;
but the explanation usually

given of Proprium will not hold here that, wherever

the predicate can be affirmed, the .subject can be affirmed

also. Album is proprium of superficies ;
and album

can be truly affirmed as also proprium of body ;
but

superficies cannot be truly affirmed of body.
b

11. The respondent who is affirming a Proprium

may sometimes err by not clearly distinguishing in

what mode, and in respect to what precise subject,

he intends to affirm it. There are ten different

modes, in one or other of which he always proposes
to affirm it :

c

Topica,V.v.p.l34,a.5-17. This &quot;

Topica.V. v. p. 134, a. 18-25. This

locus is a question rather of phrase- is a very obscure and difficult locut.

ology than of real fact, and seems 1 am not sure that I understand it.

therefore rather to belong to the former c
Ibid. a. 26-b. 4 : o-u^i/3aiWi 8 iv

class of Loci respecting the Proprium evuns T&amp;gt;V l&itov to? &amp;lt;V1 TO no\v yivtcr-

TTOTtpov KO\&amp;lt;OS TI
oi&amp;gt; aXo)f aTTofit- dai nva Afjuipriav irapa TO

p.f] 8iopi-

3oTat TO I8tov than to the present . C( o&quot;$a* TTWS teal TIVU&amp;gt;V Tidrja-i TO t&iov.

class, which Aristotle declares (V. iv.
\

anavrts yap ini\fipawri# dnooiSovai

p. 132, a. 25) to relate to the ques

tion TroTfpov iSioV ttmv oXwr TO tlpr)-

ptvov fj
OVK 18iov.

TO iov TO

He then proceeds to enumerate the

ten diversities of Proprium which I

VOL. I. 2 H



466 TOPICA. CHAP. IX.

a. As belonging to the subject by nature.

Biped is by nature a proprium of man.

b. As belonging to the subject simply in some way
or other. E.g., To have four fingers, belongs
to Koriskus or some other individual man.

c. As belonging to the species. E.g., It belongs to

fire to be the most subtle of all bodies.

d. As belonging absolutely (aTrXw?, Ka.0a.7rep gwov TO

&amp;gt;;j/)

in virtue of the essence of the subject

per se.
&

e. As belonging to the subject by reason of some pri

mary intervening aspect or attribute thereof.

E.g., Prudence is a proprium of the soul, looked

at quatenus reasonable or intellectual.

f. As belonging to that primary attribute or special

aspect, logically distinguished arid named

separately from the subject. E.g., Prudence

is a proprium of the logistikon or rationale.

g. As belonging to the subject viewed as possessing

or holding in possession. E.g., The scientific

man possesses that acquired mental habit

which renders him incapable of having his

convictions farther altered by discussion.

h. As belonging to some possession held by a pos

sessing person. E.g., Science is unalterable

by discussion ; where science, a possession of

the scientific man, is assigned as subject of the

proprium, unalterable by discussion.

have given in the text : this paragraph
also is very obscure.

I cannot but repeat the remark here

(which I made supra p. 460), that

the contents of this paragraph also

belong to the former investigation

(viz., How ought the Proprium to be

set out and described ?) rather than

to the present investigation (viz.,

Whether the alleged Proprium is

really a Proprium of the assigned

subject or not ?).
&quot;

Topica, V. v. p. 134, a. 32 :
TJ
an-

Aa&amp;gt;y, KadciTTfp fuow TO ^ffv. Is not TO

ijfv included in the essentia (TO T\ r/v

tlvai) of
f&amp;lt;woj&amp;gt;?

If so, how can it be

admitted as a proprium thereof ?
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i. As belonging to a subject which is partaken or

held in participation by another subject lying
behind.

E.g&amp;gt;,
Sensible perception is a pro-

prium of the genus animal, which genus is

partaken or held in participation by this in

dividual man, that individual horse, &c. ;

whence it may be predicated not only of

animal but also of man, as thus participant.

k. As belonging to the ultimate subject partaking.

E.y., To live is a proprium of this particular
man or horse, participant in the genus

animal, in the way just indicated.

Now each of these varieties of the Proprium is liable

to its own mode of erroneous setting out or description.

Thus the corresponding errors will be :

a

a. Not to add the qualifying words by nature.

b. Not to state the proprium as simply belonging,
when it does only belong to the subject now,
and may presently cease to belong.

c. Not to state the proprium as belonging to the

species. If he omits these words, he may be

told that it belongs to one variety alone among
the species (e.&amp;lt;j.,

should it be a superlative)

and riot to others : perhaps it may belong
to some conspicuously, and to others faintly.

Or perhaps, if he does add the express words

to the species, he may err, inasmuch as there

exists no real species properly so called.

e. f. Not to distinguish whether he means to affirm

it of B by reason of A, or of A directly : he

-

Topica, V. v. p. 134, b. 5-p. 135,

For the fourth head (c/.), no

corresponding error is assigned. It

given of it, and remarked ujwn at the

foot of the last pa^e, is
re|&amp;gt;eaUd

for

the coucludin&quot; head of the list.

should be noted that the illustration

2 H 2
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will lay himself open to the objection that his

proprium, and the subject term of which he

declares it to be a proprium, are not co

extensive in predication.

g. h. Not to distinguish whether he intends as sub

ject the person possessing, or the possession.

If he leaves this undetermined, the objector

may attack him on one ground or the other.

i. k. Not to distinguish whether he means as sub

ject the partaker, or the genus which is par
taken. Here too the objector will have

ground for attack either from one side or

from the other.

In case the respondent should enunciate his proprium
in any one of the above defective ways, you will thus

know where to find objections against him. But, if you
undertake yourself to enunciate a proprium, you will

avoid laying yourself open to the objections, by dis

criminating under which of these heads you intend to

affirm it.
a

12. Again, the respondent may perhaps affirm as

proprium a predicate really identical with the subject,

though under a different name. Thus, he may declare

TO TrpeTrov to be a proprium TOU icaXov : you may then

refute him by showing that
Trpe-rrov

is identical with

/roXoV. If he is on the negative side, denying A to be

a proprium of B on the ground that A is identical with

B, you will make out the affirmative against him by
showing that A is not identical with B, but only co

extensive and reciprocating therewith. Thus, you may

Topica, V. v. p. 135, a. 5 : oXXou
ovv ovT(t&amp;gt;s a7ro8i86vros TO toiov

, dVT(p 8 Oil 8oTfOV fOTl

TTJV fvarao iv, dXX fvdiis Ti6f-

p.(vov TO i8ioi&amp;gt; diopicrTfov bv Tponov

Tidr)o~i TO toiov.
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show that animated substance is not identical with

animal, but a proprium of animal.8

13. Where the subject is homceomeric, the respondent

may declare as proprium of the whole what cannot be

truly affirmed as proprium of a part separately ;
or he

may declare as proprium of a part separately what

cannot be truly declared as proprium of the whole. In

either case, you have a plausible argument for refuting
1

him
;
but your refutation will not be always conclusive,

because there are various cases in which what is true

of each homoeomeric part is not true of the whole ; and

vice versa. If your position in the debate is affirmative,

you will select as illustration some case in which what

is by nature true of the whole is also true of each

separate part : e.g., The earth as a whole, and each of

its parts, tend by nature downwards. This is a pro

prium of the earth.
b

14. Respecting Opposita, there are different loci for

different varieties.

a. Contraria. Suppose the respondent to affirm A
as proprium of B : you will examine whether the

contrary of A is proprium of the contrary of B. If

it be not, then neither is A proprium of B. Thus,
if best is not a proprium of justice, neither can worst

be a proprium of injustice. If the respondent is

on the negative side, you may prove the affirmative

against him by showing that the contrary of the alleged

proprium is a proprium of the contrary of the alleged

subject.
6

b. Relata. Suppose the respondent to affirm a re-

latwn A as proprium of a relatum B, you may refute

him by showing that the correlate of A is not proprium

&quot;

Topica, V. v. p. 135, a. 11-19.
b

Ibid. a. 20-b. 6.

c
Ibid. vi. p. 135, b. 7-16.
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of the correlate of B. Suppose him to deny the same,

you will refute him by proving the affirmative between

correlate and correlate .

a

c. Habitus et Privatio. Suppose the respondent to

affirm an attribute of the habitus B, as proprium thereof :

you may refute him by showing that the corresponding
attribute of the privatio correlating with habitus B, is

not proprium of that privatio. Suppose him to take

the negative side, you will refute him by proving the

affirmative of this latter proposition.
b

15. Respecting Contradictory Propositions (affirma

tion and negation of the same), more than one mode

of dealing may be stated. Wherever the affirmation

is a proprium of the subject, the negation cannot also

be a proprium thereof; and vice versa. If the affirma

tive predicate be not a proprium of the affirmative

subject, neither can the negative predicate be pro

prium of the negative subject ;
and vice versa. If the

affirmative predicate be proprium of the affirmative

subject, the negative predicate will also be proprium of

the negative subject. The same predicate cannot be

proprium both of the affirmative subject and of the

negative subject.

16. Respecting two or more Contra-Specific Terms

under the same genus and exhausting the whole genus :

Suppose A and B contra-specific terms used as subjects ;

C and D contra-specific terms used as predicates. If C
be not a proprium of A, neither will D be a proprium
of B

; thus, if perceivable (alaB^Tov} is not a proprium
of any other species (except gods) included under

the genus animal, neither will intelligible

m

Topica, V. vi. p. 135, b. 17-26.
&quot;

Ibid. b. 27-p. 136, a. 4.
c

Ibid. p. 136, a. 5-b. 2. This locus

is declared by Aristotle to furnish

arguments for refutation only, and

not for proof.
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be proprium of a god. Again, if C be a proprium
of A, P also will be a proprium of B. Thus, if it

be a proprium of prudence to be by its own nature

the excellence of the rational or calculating soul (\o-

77T&amp;lt;/rou),
we must also affirm as proprium of tem

perance that it is the excellence of the appetitive soul

17. Eespecting Cases or Inflections, either of the sub

ject B, or the predicate A : If the case or inflection of

the predicate be not a proprium of the corresponding
case or inflection of the subject, neither will the predi
cate be proprium of the subject. If the case or in

flection of the predicate be a proprium of the cor

responding case or inflection of the subject, then the

predicate itself will also be proprium of the subject.

Pulchre is not proprium of juste ; therefore, pulchrwn
is not proprium ofjustum.

This locus will be found available in combination

with the preceding locus bearing on Opposita. Not

only opposita themselves, but also the cases and inflec

tions of opposita, may be adduced as arguments, fol

lowing the rules above laid down. b

18. Analogous cases or propositions : If the re

spondent affirms A as proprium of B, you have an

argument against him by showing that something

analogous to A is not proprium of a subject analogous
to B. Thus, the builder, in relation to house-making,
is analogous to the physician, in relation to health-

Topica, V. vi. p. 136, b. 3-13. &quot;II quatre termes sont ici : sensible, in

fant supposer ici quatre termes, qui telligible, membres d tuie meme divi-

soiit deux a deux les membres d une sion : mortel, diviriite, membres d une
division : si le premier n est pas le autre division.&quot; (Barthelemy St.

prupre du troisieme, le second ne le : Hilaire, p. 197.)
sera pas du quatrieme ;

et reciproquc-
b
Topica, V. vii. p. 13G, b. 15-32.

ment
j&amp;gt;our

la negation d abord. Les
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making ;
now health-making is not the proprium of the

physician, and therefore neither is house-making the pro

prium of the builder. If the respondent has advanced

a negative, you will apply this same locus in the affirm

ative against him : e.g.,
as it is the proprium of the

gymnast to impart a good hahit of body, so it is the

proprium of the physician to impart health.*

19. Esse, and Generari or Fieri : If A considered as

Ens is not the proprium of B considered as Ens, then

neither will A considered as Fiens be the proprium of

B considered as Fiens. Vice versa, on the affirmative

side : if the former of these two be the fact, you may
argue that the latter is the fact also.

b

20. Comparison with the Idea : If the respondent
sets up A as proprium of B, you will turn your mind

to the Idea of B, and note whether A is proprium of

this Idea, in the same sense and under the same aspect
as it is affirmed to be proprium of B. If it be not so,

you will have an argument in refutation of the re

spondent. Thus, if he maintains that it is a proprium
of man to be at rest, you will argue that this cannot be

so, because to be at rest is not the proprium of the Self-

man (a.v-roavQpwTro^) quatenus man, but quatenus Idea.

Vice versa, you will have an affirmative argument, If

you can show that it is the proprium of the Id a.

Thus, since it is a proprium of the self-animal quatenus

animal to be composed of soul and body, you may
infer that to be composed of soul and body is really a

proprium of animal.

21. Locus from More and Less: Suppose the re

spondent to affirm A as proprium of B : you will

have an argument against him, if you can show that

Topica, V. vii. p. 136, b. 33-p. 137, a. 7.
b

Ibid. a. 21- b. 2.

c
Ibid. b. 3-13.
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what is more A is not proprium of that which is

more B. Thus, if to be more coloured is not proprium
of that which is more body, neither is to he less

coloured proprium of that which is less body ; nor is to

be coloured proprium of body simply. Vice versd, if you
can show that what is more A is proprium of what

is more B, you will have an affirmative argument to

establish that A is proprium of B. Thus, to perceive
more is proprium of that which is more living. Hence,
to perceive simply is proprium of that which is living

simply ; also, to perceive most, least, or less, is pro

prium of that which is most, least, or less living,

respectively.*

If you can show that A simply is not proprium
of B simply, you have an argument to establish that

what is more or less A is not proprium of that which

is more or less B. If, on the other hand, you show

the affirmative of the first, this will be an argu
ment sustaining the affirmative of the last.

b Per

haps you can show that what is more A is not pro

prium of what is more B : this will be an argument to

show that A is not proprium of B. Thus, to perceive
is more proprium of animal than to know is proprium
of man ;

but to perceive is not proprium of animal
;

therefore, to know is not proprium of man. Or again,

if you can show that what is less A is proprium of what

is less B, this will form an argument to show that A
is proprium of B. Thus, natural mansuetude is less

proprium of man than life is proprium of animal
;
but

natural mansuetude is proprium of man : therefore life

is proprium of animal. Farther, if you can show that

A is more a proprium of C than it is a proprium

Topica, V. viii. p. 137, h. 14-27.
b

Ibid. b. 28-p. 138, a. 3.

c
Ibid. p. 138, a. 4-12.

VOL. I. 2 I
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of B, yet nevertheless that it is not a proprium of C

you may thence argue that A is not a proprium of B.

Thus, to be coloured is more a proprium of superficies

than it is a proprium of body ; yet it is not a proprium
of superficies ; therefore, it is not a proprium of body.
This last variety of the locus of More and Less (Aristotle

remarks) affords no corresponding affirmative plea;
a
for

the same predicate cannot be a proprium of many sub

jects. IfA be really a proprium of superficies, it cannot

be also proprium of body. Lastly, you may perhaps be

able to show that C is more a proprium of B than A is

a proprium of B
; yet, if C is not a proprium of B, you

will infer negatively that neither is A proprium of B.

Thus, to be perceivable is more proprium of animal,

than to be divisible is proprium of animal
; yet to be per*

ceivable is not proprium of animal, and, therefore, neither

is to be divisible proprium of animal. You may invert

this argument for the affirmative, if you can show that

C is less a proprium of B than A is a proprium of B,

yet still that C is a proprium of B
;
hence you will infer,

a fortiori, that A is a proprium thereof. E.g., If to

perceive is less a proprium of animal than to live is a

proprium thereof, yet to perceive is a proprium of

animal ; then, to live is so likewise.
b

22. Locus from Equal Eelation : Arguments both

negative and affirmative may in like manner be obtained

by comparing different things which are (not more or

less propria, but) alike or equally propria of some other

subject. If A is as much a proprium of B as C is pro

prium of D, while yet A is not a proprium of B, you

may hence infer that C is not a proprium of D. If,

under this hypothesis, A. is a proprium of B, you may

*
Topica, V. viii. p. 138, a. 13-20: I eVri xpijo-i/ios- dSwarov yap eori ravro

Ti 8e 6 TOTTOJ ovrns OVK
\
TrXeiovcav &quot;idiov flvai.

b
Ibid. a. 21-30.
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infer affirmatively that C is a proprium of D.a
Or, if A

and C be, alike and equally, propria of the same subject

B, then, if you show that A is not proprium thereof,

you will infer negatively that C is not so ;
if you show

that A is proprium of B, you will infer affirmatively

that C is so likewise. Or, thirdly, if A be, alike and

equally, a proprium of B and of E, then, if you can show

that A is not a proprium of E, you may infer negatively
that it is not a proprium of B. Here, however, the

counter-inference affirmatively is not allowable
;

for

the same proprium cannot belong as proprium to two

distinct subjects, as was stated before.
b

23. Locus from Potentiality : No potentiality what

ever can belong to Non-Ens. Accordingly, if A, the

proprium affirmed of a subject B, is a potentiality, this

must imply some real Ens in which it inheres, and

which is correlate to the subject. But, if in the spe
cification of the proprium no allusion is made to such

correlate, you will attack it as a bad proprium as a

potentiality inhering in Non-Ens or nothing. E.g., if

the case be, It is a proprium of air to be respirable,

you will refute this by pointing out that this is true only
when there exist animals in whom the potentiality of

breathing resides ;
that no mention is made by the

respondent of this correlate or of any other correlate ;

in other words, that, so far as the specification is con

cerned, the correlate is passed over as Non-Ens or a

non-entity. Therefore the proprium is not a good

proprium. Again, suppose the affirmation to be, It is

a

Topica, V. viii. p. 138, a. 30-b. 15. nootSuKt 8 KOI Trpos TO
p.rj w TO

b
Ibid. b. 1G-22. 8iov Kal yap p.rj ovros

&amp;lt;fov,
olov

Ibid. ix. p. 138, b. 27-37. olov

fnf\ 6 fliras dipos I8tov TO avamvtv-

OTOV TTf bvvdp.fi fjitv aTr(8(i&amp;gt;Kf TO

lotov (TO yap TOIOVTOV 18iov o to v

vairvftv TTffpvKf TOV afpa,

(pa aval ov p.(vroi p.i/ ovros u&amp;gt;ov

vvaTuv toTiv dvairvfiv COOT ov8

fpos (arm idiov TO TOIOVTOV olov

dvanvflcrdai dvairvfvo~T6v t crrti ), I dvairvdo~6ai, TOTf ore o&amp;gt;oi/ owe
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a proprium of Ens to be capable of doing or suffering

something; this will be defensible because it is only
when the subject is Ens, that it is declared to have such

proprium ,

a

24. Locus from the Superlative : Suppose the

affirmation to be, It is a proprium of fire to. be the

lightest of all bodies : this you may refute -by showing
that, if fire ceased to exist, there would still be some

other body the lightest of all bodies. Therefore the

proprium may still be predicated of something else,

when its alleged subject has ceased to exist. The

proprium and its subject are not reciprocating and

co-extensive ; therefore it is not a true proprium .

b

ecrrai TOIOVTOV oiov avanveiv. OVK. av

ovv 6i
r/ dtpos idiov TO avairvevtrrov.

Ilespirability (the proprium here

discussed) being a relative term, Ari

stotle demands that the correlate

thereof shall be named and included

in setting out the proprium. If this

be not done, a refutative argument

may be drawn from such omission

that the respondent was not aware

of the relativity. We may remark

here that this objection is founded on

a bad or incomplete specification of

the proprium in question : it is not

an objection against the reality of

that proprium itself, if carefully de

scribed. The objection belongs to

that class which Aristotle had dis

cussed before, at the commencement
of Book V.

Topica, V. ix. p. 139, a. 1-8.
b

Ibid. a. 9-20.
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AEISTOTLE.

CHAPTEK IX. continued.

TOPIC A continued.

VI.

We now enter on the Sixth Book, containing the

Loci bearing on Definition. In debates respecting De

finition, there are five points on any of which the

attack and defence may turn :

a

1. That which the definer enunciates as a definition

may not be true at all, even as a predicate of

the definiend or subject to be defined
;
or at

least not true of every thing that bears the

name of the subject.

2. The definiend may have been included in a genus,
but not in that genus to which it rightly and

specially belongs.

3. The definition given may not be specially appro

priate to the definiend (i.e., it may include, not

only that but, other matters besides).

4. The definition, though unobjectionable on any of

the above three grounds, may nevertheless not

declare the Essence of the definiend.

5. Lastly, the definition may be good in substance,

but badly expressed or set out.

*

Topic.l, VI. i. p. 139, a. 24-35 : rfjs 8i rr(p\ TOVS opovs npaypart ins

icrrlv.
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As to the first of these five heads, the Loci bearing

thereupon have already been enumerated in the Third

Book, on Accident : in accidental predications the ques
tion raised is always about the truth or falsehood of

the predication.* As to the second and third of the five

heads, these have been dealt with in the Fourth and

Fifth Books, enumerating the Loci on Genus and

Proprium.
b

There remain the fourth and fifth heads, on which

we are about to enter : (1) Whether the definition

is well expressed or set out (the fifth head) ; (2)

Whether it has any right to be called a definition at

all, i.e., whether it declares the Essence of the subject

(the fourth). The fifth is taken first, because to do a

thing well is always more difficult than to do it simply,
and is therefore likely to afford greater opening for

argumentative attack.

The definition, while unobjectionable in substance,

may be badly set out in two ways. First, it may be

indistinct in terms not plain nor clear. Next, it may
be redundant : the terms may include more than is

required for the definition. Under each of these defects

of expression several loci may be indicated.
d

1. Indistinctness may arise from the employment of

equivocal terms in the definition. Or it may arise from

the term to be defined being itself equivocal ;
while the

definer, taking no notice of such equivocation, has tried

to comprehend all its senses under one and the same

definition. You may attack him either by denying that

the definition as given covers all the different meanings
of the definiend ; or you may yourself distinguish

(which the definer has omitted to do) these different

Topica, VI. i. p. 130, a. 36.
b

Ibid. b. 3. Ibid. b. 6.

d
Ibid. b. 12-18.
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meanings, and show that none of them or few of them
are covered by the definition.&quot;

2. Indistinctness may arise from defining by means of

a metaphor ;
but Aristotle treats you as a caviller ifyou

impugn this metaphor as though it were proprio sensu?

He declares it to be wrong, but he seems to think

that you ought to object to it at once as a metaphor,
without troubling yourself to prove it inappropriate.

3. Indistinctness will arise if the terms of the defi

nition are rare or far-fetched or founded upon some
fact very little known.c

Definitions given by Plato are

cited to illustrate this.

4. Indistinctness arises from the employment of a

poetical image, which is even worse than a professed

nietaphor : as where law is defined to be a measure or

image of things by nature just.
d

5. The definition is indistinct, if it does not, while

making known the definiend, make clear at the same
time its contrary.

6

0. The definition is also indistinct if it does not,

when enunciated, make known what the definiend is,

without requiring that the definiend itself shall be

&quot;

Topica, VI. ii. p. 130, b. 19. o/zotcor
I respondent who advances this bad

8&amp;lt; *ai (I TOV optop.(vov TrXfoi/n^coy I definition, not to the assailant who
Xfyo/i&amp;lt;Vou p.})

StfXwj/ (iTTtv (ioT)\ov impeaches it. But the text of Ari-

yup oTTOTfpov TOV opov d7roft(8a)K(i
,

stotle does not harmonize with this

(vbtXtrai Tt (TVKo&amp;lt;pavT(lv &amp;lt;wr OVK interpretation.

t&amp;lt;pai&amp;gt;p.(
)TTovTos TOV Xoyou 7Ti TTovra

b
Ibid. b. 32 : (vfttxtTai 8i Kai TTJV

1&V TOV OpKTfJiOV aTTOoVficOACfl/. p.fTtt(pOpaV flTTOVTa (TV KO(paVT(lv
The term irvKo^avrdv surprises us a&amp;gt;r Kvpivs ctprjAcoYn. Here again we

here, because the point under con- have the word (rvKncpavre iv to desig-
sideration is indicated by Aristotle nate what seems a legitimate mode of

himself as a real mistake
; accordingly argumentative attack.

Ibid. p. 140, a. 3: nav yap

d(ra(pt$ TO /ii] ttcoOof.
A

Ibid. a. fi-17.

he ought not to characterize the pro
cedure whereby such mistake is ex

posed as rtirre cavil avKOfpavria.

Alexander, in the Scholia (p. 287, I

TO&amp;gt;V KUTCI p.(Ta(popav \fyop.(va&amp;gt;v.

b. 1, P,r.), says that Aristotle intends *
Ibid. a. IS.

to apply the term avxfXpavrf iv to the

B 2

OTTOIOVOVI
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expressly enunciated. The definition by itself ought to

suggest at once the name of the definiend. Otherwise,
the definer is no better than those archaic painters,

who, when painting a dog or a horse, were compelled
to write the name alongside in order that the animal

might he recognized.
a

Such are the Loci regarding Indistinctness in the

setting out of the definition. The second defect is

Redundancy.
1. Redundancy will arise if the terms of the defi

nition include either all things absolutely, or all things
contained in the same genus as the definiend

; since

the definition ought to consist of a generic term to dis

criminate the definiend from all extra-generic things, and

a differential term to discriminate it from other things
within the same genus. A definition of the kind men
tioned will be useless through redundancy.

1
It will

also be open to the like objection, if it includes what is

merely a proprium of the definiend, over and above

the essential attributes ; or, indeed, if it includes any

thing else except what is required for clearly bringing
out the definiend. It will be still worse, if it com

prises any attribute not belonging to all individuals of

the species ; for then it will not even be a proprium or

a reciprocating predication .

d

2. Repetition is another fault sometimes committed.

The same attribute may be predicated twice over. Or

Topic. VI. ii. p. 140, a. 20. This

last condition is a high measure of

perfection to exact from a definition.

Assuredly, Aristotle s own definitions

often fall lamentably short of it.

b
Ibid. iii. p. 140, a. 23-32. Alex

ander, however, remarks very perti

nently, that the defects of such a

definition are defects of substance
j

*
Ibid. b. 1C.

rather than of expression. Aristotle

has passed unconsciously from the

latter to the former : eV p.tv rfi

p.T(iy(LV (is Tas Trpayp.aTiK.as eera(rei?

(Schol. p. 287, b. 27, Ur.).

Ibid. a. 37 : cbrAoos 8 tlire iv, anav

rrfpifpyov ov d(f)ai/)(devTos TO \onrov

TTOLfl TO
6pl6u,VOl&amp;gt;t
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a particular and narrow attribute may be subjoined,

in addition to a more general and comprehensive attri

bute in which it has already been included.*

So much for the faults which belong to the manner

of expressing the definition tendered. Next, as bearing
on the matter and substance of the definition, the

following loci are distinguishable.

1. The first of these loci is, if the matter of the defi

nition is not jjriuft
and notius as compared with the

definiend. It is one of the canons of Definition, the

purpose of which is to impart knowledge of the defi

niend, to introduce nothing except what is prior by
nature and better known than the latter. The essence

of each definiend the being what it is is one and

only one. If a definition be given, other than that

by means of what is prius and notius^ it would follow

that the same definiend might have two distinct es

sences
;
which is impossible. Accordingly, any propo

sition tendered as a definition but enunciating what is

not prior by nature and better known than the defi

niend sins against this canon, and is to be held as no

true definition at all.
b

The locus here indicated by this general feature is

one, but it includes a number of varieties. More

known, or less known, it should first be observed, has

two distinct meanings : either more or less known

absolutely (by nature) ;
or more or less known to us.

Absolutely, or by nature, the point is better known than

the line ; the line, than the superficies ;
the superficies,

than the solid ; the prim, than i\\v posterius. But to us

the reverse is true. The solid, as object of sensible

perception, is earlier known and more known than the

Topica, VI. iii. p. MO, I.. 27-p. 141, a. 22.

Il.iil. iv. p. Ill, ;i. 2!-b. 2. I u.iL v. p. 1 12, b. 20.
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superficies ; the superficies, than the line ; the line,

than the point ; the posterius, than the prius. To us

means to the bulk of mankind : absolutely or by nature

refers to the instructed, superior, teaching and expos

itory, intellects.* There may be some cases in which

the notius nobis coincides and is identical with the notius

naturd
;

b
but, as a rule, the two are distinct, and the

one is the inverse of the other. A genuine and per
fect definition is one which enunciates the essence of

the Species through Grenus and Differentia?, which are

both of them absolutely prior and more knowable than

the Species, since, if they be supposed non-existent, the

Species is nowhere to be found. No man can know
the Species without knowing its Genus and Diffe-

rentia3 ; but you may know the G-enus and Differentiae

without knowing the Species ;
hence the Species is

more unknowable than they are.
c This is the true

scientific definition ; but there are persons incapable of

acquiring knowledge by means of it. To these persons,
an imperfect explanation or quasi-definition must be

given, by means of matters knowable to them.d
Those,

however, who regard such imperfect explanations as

true definitions, must be reminded that, upon that hypo
thesis, we should be compelled to admit many distinct

definitions of the same definiend. For individuals

differ from each other in respect to what is more know
able : what is more so to one man is not more so to

another. Indeed the same man differs from himself on

this point at different periods : to the early and un

trained mind objects of sensible perception are the

most knowable ; but, when a man has been improved

by training and instruction, the case is reversed, and

Topica, VI. iv. p. Ml, b. 3-1-1.
h

Ibid. b. 22.
r

Ibid. b. 25.

Ibid. b. IK.
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the objects of intellect become the most familiar to his

mind.* To define properly, therefore, we must ennn-

*

Topic. VI. iv. p. 141, 1). 3-i.
I
the primitive stroke of surprise, but

The general mental fact here a coalition of a present shock with all

noticed by Aristotle may be seen that remains of the previous occasions.

philosophically stated and explained Hence it may properly be said, \vh

in the volume of Professor Bain on

the Emotions and the Will. (Chapter

on Consciousness, sect. 19, p. 581,

linded.)
&quot; A sensation is, under any view of

it, a conscious element of the mind.

As pleasure or pain, we are conscious

in one way ;
as discrimination, we

are conscious in the other way,

namely, in a mode of neutral excite

ment. But this is not all. Alter

we see, or hear, or touch, or move, that

what comes before us is really contri

buted more by the mind itself than by
the object present. The consciousness

is complicated by three concurring ele

ments the new shock, the flash of

agreement with the sum total of the

past, and the feeling of that past as

revived in the present. In truth,

the new sensation is apt to be entirely

over-ridden by the old; and, in place

much contact with the sensible world, O f discriminating by virtue of our

new situation arises, and a new susceptibility to what is charnnr;-

variety of the consciousness, w] istic in it, our discrimination follows

stands in need of some explanation, another course. For example, if I

&quot;When a child experiences for the first have before me two shades of colour,

time the sensation of scarlet, there is instead of feeling the difference ex-

nothing but the sensibility of a new actly as I am struck at the moment,

impression more or less intense. . . . my judgment resorts to the round-

It i.s very difficult for us to realize alxnit process of first identifying each

or define this original shock, our with some reiterated series of past

position in mature life being totally impressions; and, having two sum-

altered. It is the rarest thing lor totals in my mind, the difference that

us then to come under a radically I feel is between those totals. If

new impression ;
and we can only, by 1 make a mistake, it may be attri-

help of imperfect analogies, form an buted not so much to a wrong act

approximate conception of what hap- of discrimination, as to a wrong act of

jH-
iis at the first shock of a discri- identification. All sensations, there-

minative sensation. The process of forC) after the first of each kind, in-

engraining these impressions on the
|

volve a flash of recovery from the

mind after repetition, gives to subse-
past, which is what really determines

qucnt sensations quite a different their character. The present shock

character as compared with the first.
j s simply made use of as a means of

The second shock of scarlet, if it
reviving some one past in preference

Htood alone, would doubtless resemble to all others; the new impression of

scarlet is in itself almost insignificant,

serving only as the medium of resus-

the preceding; but such is the nature

of the mind, that the new shock will

not stand alone, but restores the notion citating the cerebral condition result -

or idea or trace that survived the ing from the united force of all the

former. The sensation is no longer previous carlets. Sensation
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ciate, not the notiora nobis but, the notiora naturd or

simpliciter ; understanding by this last phrase, not what

is more knowable to all actual men but, what is more

knowable to men of well-trained and well-constituted

intellect
; just as, when we speak of the wholesome, we

mean what is wholesome to the well-constituted body.
a

These conditions of Definition you must thoroughly

master, and apply to each debate as the occasion may
require. Your task in refuting an alleged definition

will be the easiest in those cases where it conforms

to neither of the above conditions ; that is, when it

enunciates neither what is notius naturd nor what is

notius nobis.
b

The canon being, That what is jiosterius must be

defined by its prius, the definer may sin against this

in defining the prius by its posterius; e.g., if he de

fines the stationary and the determinate by means of

the moveable and the variable. Also, when his defini

tion is neither prius, nor posterius, but of equal position
with the definiend, he is at fault. This may happen,

(1) when he defines by an Opposite (for, according to

some, the science of Opposites is one and the same,
and it is impossible that either one of a pair can be

absolutely more knowable than the other ; though it

is true that no relative can be understood or ex

plained without the knowledge of its correlative, e.g.,

double and half) ;
or (2) when he includes the defi

niend itself in his definition, either under its proper

calls into operation th vo great in

tellectual laws, in ad ion to the

primitive sensibility o. difference.

When we consider ourselves as per

forming the most ordinary act of see

ing or hearing, we are bringing into

play those very functions of the in

tellect that make its development and

its glory in its highest manifestations.&quot;

Topic. VI. iv. p. 142, a. 10.
b

Ibid. a. 12; also, a. 32.

Ibid. a. 20 : TrpoTtpov yap TO

fJLfVOV KO.I TO
G&amp;gt;pl(TfJ.fVOV

TOV doptO~TOV

KOI (V Klvf)(T(l OVTOS.



CHAP. IX. ENUNCIATION OF THE GENUS. 9

name or any other name
;

a or (3) when he defines by
means of a contra-specific to the definiend hy some

thing of equal specific rank or position, which is there

fore simul naturd therewith (e.g., Odd is that which is

greater than even
l&amp;gt;y unity) ;

or (4) when he defines

by something specifically subordinate (e.g., An even

number is that which may be bisected, where bisected

means divisible by two, itself one among the even

numbers b

).

2. The second locus (after that bearing on the Prius

et Notius) of argument for impugning a definition is,

where it does not enunciate the genus in which the

definiend is really included. The mention of the genus,
as enunciating the fundamental essence of the definiend,

ought to stand first in the definition. If your opponent
defines body that which has three dimensions, or

man that which knows how to count, you attack

him by asking, What is it that has three dimensions ?

AVhat is it that knows how to count? No genus has

been assigned.

3. A third locus is, where the definiend is a com

plex whole having reference to several distinct facts

or phenomena, while the definition indicates only one

of them. Thus, if grammar be defined the knowing
how to write from dictation, you will object that it is

just as much the knowing how to read. The defi

nition is incomplete unless it includes both.
d

4. A fourth locux is, where the definiend admits

both of a better and a worse constru on, and where

the definition enunciates only the v se. You may
impugn it, on the ground that evei cognition and

Topic. VI. iv. p. 142, a. 2L -b. (5. indvu upurrai.
b

Ibid. b. 7-1 J:
7ruAu&amp;gt;, fl TU&amp;gt; dvri-

|
Ibid. v. p. 142, b. 22-29.

TK
(lifTi^irjf)tj^tvov w/jiorai

&quot;

Ibid. b. 30.

K(tl Ct Ottl TdlV l/TTOKUTU) TO
,
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every power must be understood as tending to its best

results.*

5. A fifth locus is, where the definiend is enunciated

as ranking, not in the lowest and nearest species to

which it belongs but, in some higher and more distinct

genus. Here the real essence will not be declared,

and the definition will thus be incomplete ;
unless indeed

it includes, along with the highest genus, the superadded
mention of all the differentia3 descending down to the

lowest species. It will then be complete, because it

will include, in circumlocutory phrase, all that would

be declared by enunciating the specific name.b

6. Assuming the genus to be truly declared in the

definition, you will examine whether the differentia

enunciated are differential at all ? whether they

really belong to the definiend ? what it is which

they serve to contrast with and exclude, since, if

there be nothing such, they cannot be truly differen

tiae ? whether the differential term and its counter-diffe

rential apply to and cover the whole genus ? whether,

granting the differentia to be real, it be such, when
taken along with the genus, as to constitute a true

species, and whether its counter-differentia be such

also ? This is a locus furnishing many possibilities

of impugning the definition.

7. Perhaps the definition may enunciate a differentia

which is merely negative ; e.g.^
A line is length with

out breadth. If you are debating with a respondent
who holds the (Platonic) doctrine of Ideas, and who
considers each Idea or genus to be something numeri

cally one, distinct from all its participants, you will

find here a locux for attacking them.d
lie asserts the

Toj.ica, VI. v. p. 113, a. J. Ibid. vi.
j&amp;gt;. M:{, a. L&quot;J-b. 10.

&quot;

Ibid. a. 1-VJS. I Ibid. b. ll-W.
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existence of a Self-long or generical long, a Self-

aniiiKil or generic animal, each numerically one.

Xow, upon this hypothesis, since of all long you may
predicate either the affirmative or the negative (ie. t

either it is broad or it is not broad), so this alternative

may be predicated of the Self-long or generical long ;

and thus the genus will coincide with, or fall under the

definition of, one among its own species. Or, if this

be denied, it will follow that the generic long must be

both broad and not broad
;
which is a contradiction

still more inadmissible. Accordingly, against one who
holds the doctrine of Ideas, declaring the genus to be

umwi nuinero, the negative differentia will furnish

grounds for attack ; but not against any other respon
dent.* For there are various cases in which the

negative must be employed as a part of the differentia :

e.g., in privative terms, blind is one whose nature it is

to see but who does not see. And, even when the dif

ferentia enunciated is affirmative, it may have for its

condivident member only a negative term; e.g., length

having-breadth has for its condivident member only
the negative, length not-having-breadth.

b

8. Perhaps the definition may enunciate as a dif

ferentia what is really a subordinate species ;
or what

is really the genus itself under another name
;
or what

is not Quale, but Quid ; or what belongs to the definiend

as an accident only. Each of these is a humix for

arguments against the definition.

0. Perhaps also, in the definition given, the dif

ferentia or the species may be found predicable of the

entire genus ;
or the genus may be found predicable ol

J opic. VI. vi. p.
1

143, l&amp;gt;. liO : oi Tr tfa ac Ttdtpfvoi- avro
y&amp;lt;ip /( ,&amp;lt;&amp;gt;

tiHTTt npos tKfivovs fiovovs XP*1~ nal avrn o&amp;gt;oi/ yt j/oj (pnrri

fn/ios o Torror, oani TO ytVov tv aptd-
h

Ilil. b. . J. t.

/io&amp;lt; tfmtriv tivai. TOITO fit iroinvrriv Jhid. p. Ml, a. .&quot;i- _ T.
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the differentia itself, and not of objects under it ; or the

species (sometimes even one of its sub-species) may be

found predicable of the differentia ;
or perhaps the

differentia may not be a prius as regards the species

(which it ought to be, while it is & posterius as regards
the genus). Arguments against the definition may be

drawn from any one of these loci*

10. Recollect that the same differentia cannot belong
to two distinct genera neither of which comprehends
the other, unless both are comprehended under some

higher genus. Examine whether this is observed in

the definition tendered to you.
b

11. No genuine differentia can be derived either from

the Category Ubi or from the Category Pass to ; for

neither of them furnishes characteristics essential to

the subject. All Passio when intensified to a certain

degree destroys the essence of the subject and re

moves it from its own appropriate species ;
but the

differentia is inseparable from its subject ; accordingly,

nothing by virtue of which the subject is called

uXXoLov can be a true differentia. If the definition

sins against this rule, it will be open to question.

12. If the subject be relative, its true differentia

ought to be relative also ; thus, science or cognition is a

relatwn, and accordingly its three differentia) theoret

ical, practical, constructive are all relata also.
d The

definition must conform to this ;
and it must also, in

cases where the relative subject has more than one

correlate, declare that correlate which is the ordinary

Topica, V. vi. p. 144, a. 28-b. 11. Trddos
8ia$opai&amp;gt;

airo&e8a)K(v. inr\a&amp;gt;r

b
Ibid. b. 12. flirelv. Kdd* uaa dAAotoCTcu TO

Ibid. b. 31 -p. 145, a. 12 : opav Se xoi/ olbh TOUTO&amp;gt;I/
8ia(/&amp;gt;opa

eWi&amp;gt;ov

ai ft rd (V TIVI btaCpopav nTrofif ficoKev aTrXcor yap ov/c dXXcuou/if da Kara ras

ov&amp;lt;ridS ov dond yap duxptptiv ovvia dutfpopds.

Olivias TU&amp;gt; TTOV (ivai. TruXii tl TO *
Ibid. a. 13.
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and natural one, not any other which is rare and realized

only on occasion.* You must watch to see whether this

condition is observed ;
and also whether the correlative

enunciated in the definition is the one strictly prox
imate. Thus, if the definition given of prudence be,

It is an excellence of man or an excellence of the

soul, this will not be a good definition. It ought to be

an excellence of the rational department of the soul
;

for it is through and by reason of this department that

both man and soul are denominated prudent.
5

13. When the definiend is given as an affection or

lasting condition of some subject, you must examine

whether it really resides or can reside (as by nature it

ought to do) in the subject to which it is referred in the

definition. If it cannot, the definition is untenable ;

and this mistake is sometimes made, the producing con

ditions of a phenomenon being confounded with the

phenomenon itself, or vice versa* Thus, some persons
have defined sleep incapacity of sensible perception ;

doubt equality of contrary reasonings : pain breach

of continuity violently made in parts of the organism
which naturally grow together. Now sleep does not

reside in perception, nor doubt in reasonings. Sleep is

that which produces or occasions incapacity of sensible

[&amp;gt;erception ;
doubt is a state of mind produced by

equality of contrary reasonings.*
1 This will be a locus

for arguing against the definition.

1-1. Another lomis is, when the definiend has direct

bearing and reference to something different from what
is enunciated in the definition. Thus, if the respondent

. . i

Topica, VI. vi. p. 1-1 a, a. 10-26.
&quot;

Ibid. 1. 11 : TO iroiovptvov m- r&amp;lt;&amp;gt;

Ibid. a. 2H-.32. irpwTov yup TOV WOIIJTIKOV t)
uvtiiru\iv crvp.fiaii d

XoyHTTlKOV tlfXTT] Tj &amp;lt;f)p(l T](TlS KUTU TOlf OUTOIf OplfafifVnlS.

yttp Ttivrtt Kal
rj ijrv\r) KU\ 6 avdfHAtirof

d
Ibid. a. 33-b. 20.

\iymu.
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defines justice a power tending* to make equal dis

tribution, you may remark hereupon, that the just man
is he who is deliberately resolved to make equal distri

bution, not he who has the power to do so. If this

definition were allowed, the justest man would be he

who has the greatest power of so distributing.
11

15. Again, the definition will be assailable, if the

definiend admits graduation of More or Less, while that

which is enunciated in the definition does not admit it,

or vice versa ; also, if both of them admit graduation,
but the variations of the two are not corresponding and

concomitant. The defining phrase ought to be identical

in signification with the term defined.
1&quot;

If both of them

agree in reference to some common correlate, but one

is to this in the relation of more while the other is

in the relation of less, the definition is faulty.

16. Again, you will be able to object, if the definition

enunciate references to two distinct correlates, severally

or alternately : e.g., The beautiful is that which affords

pleasure either through the eye or through the ear ;

Ens is that which is capable either of suffering or act

ing. You may show that, according to this definition,

beautiful and not beautiful, or that Ens and Non-Ens,
will coincide and be predicable of the same subjects.

11

17. When the definition is tendered, you ought to

examine and define its own terms, which, of course, pro-

Topic. VI. vii. p. 145, b. 34-p.
c

Topic. VI. vii. p. 140, a. G-20 :

140, a. 2. f 5ft 5
dp.&amp;lt;poTepa p.a\\ov TO&amp;gt; auroi

ll

Ibid. p. 146, a. 3-12. (tnep Srj vnapx-v, d-ntp TCIVTO. r/v, &c.

TUVTOV 6CTTI TO KCITO. TOvXSryOV OTToSodeV
d

Ibid. a. 21-32.

TCO Trpdyp-ari.
The definition here given of Ens

ilere we have a principle of Con-
| appears in the Sophistes of Plato, p.

comitant Variations analogous to that
|
247, E. The definition of the beautiful

which is so well unfolded, as one of (TO KoXw) appears in the Hippias

the Four Inductive Methods, in Mr. : Major of Plato (p. 298, E, seq.), where

J. S. Mill s System of Logic. See it is criticized by S okratcs.

Hook III. ch. viii. sect. (&amp;gt;.
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&quot;

fess to enunciate genus and differentia of the definiend.&quot;

You will see whether the definitions of tliose defining
terms are in any way inapplicable to the definiend.

1 8. If the definiend be a Relatum, the definition ought
to enunciate its true correlate, or the true correlate of

the genus to which it belongs. You must examine

whether this is done, and whether the correlate enun

ciated he an ultimate end, as it ought to be
(i.e.,

not

merely a means towards something ulterior). If the

correlate enunciated is a generation or a process, this

will afford you an argument against the definition
;
for

all generation or process is a means towards some

ulterior end.
b

10. The definition ought not to omit any of the

differentiae of the definiend
;

if any be omitted, the real

essence is not declared. Here then is a defect in the

definition, which it is your business always to assail on

its defective side. Thus, if the definiend be a relatum

corresponding, not to some correlate absolutely but, to

some correlate specially quantified or qualified, the

definition ought to enunciate such quantification or

qualification ;
if it does not, it is open to attack.

20. Suppose that the definiend is one of the appetites,

relative to an appetitum as correlate, a mode of the

good or agreeable. You will take notice whether the

definition given thereof enunciates the correlate as

only an apparent mode of good : if it does not, you
have a locux for attacking it. But if it does, and if

the definer be one who believes in the Platonic Ideas,

*

Topic. VI. vii. p. 140, a. .{3-35. over, that there arc casos in which the
b

Ibid. viii. p. 140, a. 3fi-b. 19. argument will not hold : a-xt&ov yap
This is a Htibtle distinction. He Kays ol TrAtlfrroi fjfturQnt poXXoy /SovXovrcu

that desire must be defined (not desire ^ nnruvcrdat qfto/xci/oc HHTTI TO tvtp-

of th&amp;gt; jtlnmuraMc, but) desire of pica- yt\v piAAoi/ T(\nt tiv irmoivro rnv

$nrv : we desire the plcaturoKU lor n/^py^K/j/cu.

the, sakeof /
// /.surr. He admits, how- Ilid. }. 20: ira\iv tir iviw ti
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you may attack him by showing that his definition will

not square with that doctrine. For the definition as so

given will not suit for the ideal or generic appetite

the Self-appetite ;
which correlates with the ideal or

generic good the Self-good. In this no distinction

is admissible of real and apparent : a Self-apparent-

good is an absurdity.
8

21. Again, suppose that the definiend is a habit or

disposition. You will examine how far the definition

fits as applied to the individual person who has the

habit ; and how far it fits when taken in comparison
with subjects contrary or congeneric. Every such

definition, if good, implies in a certain way the definition

of the contrary : he who defines cognition furnishes by

implication the definition of ignorance.
b

22. Or suppose the definiend to be a generic relatum,

and the definition to enunciate its generic correlate.

You must call to mind the specific terms comprehended
under these two generic terms, and observe whether

they fit on to each other respectively. If they do not,

the definition is faulty.

23. You will farther examine whether the Opposite
of the definition will serve as definition to the Opposite

To TToVoU, f) TTOIOV, T) 77OU,

TI
Kara ras XXar 8ia&amp;lt;popdf,

0770-

XetTTcoi/ yap Sia(popai&amp;gt; qvrivovv ov Xeyft

TO Tt TJV dvai 8d 8 del Trpbs TO

fvbfts e 77 1x f i p e i y.

Topic. VI. viii. p. 146, b. 36-p.

147, a 11. (af 8e Ka\ 077080) TO

(ipr)p.tvov, fVi T(i (lorj durtov rbv TI-

6tp.(i&amp;gt;ov
io~(as eivai- ov yap (O~Tiv iSfa

jvbfvns, TO 8 f?8op 77po? TO

dyadbv TI TJ$V.

Compare Tlato, Tarmenides, pp.

133-134, where this doctrine that

if the rtlatnm be an Idea (sensu

Platonico), the corrdatum must also

be an Idea, is enunciated and pushed
to its consequences : oo-ai TWV tSeojy

Trpoj dXXr}Xns eltrlv al do-iv, avTal Trpbs

avTas TTJV ovo-iav (^ovo-iv, dXX ov Trpbs

TU Trap f)p.iv eiTf bp.oicop,aTa ftVf 07777

\(y(o-6ai, oiov avTT) tV

6vp.ia avTov Tjftfos Kal avTTj f3ov\T)o-is noTfia OVTTJS 8ovXfias to-rlv o (o~rt,&C.

avTov clyadov. OVK O~TCII ovv
(f)

vov dya6ov oi/oe (^ati/o/itVov

UTOTTOV yap TO nvat avrb (fraivoutvov

(133, C-K.)

Topic. VI. ix. p. 147, a. 12-22.

Ibid. a. 23-28.
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of the definiend, as the definition of half is opposite to

the definition of double; thus, if double is that which

exceeds equality, half is that which is exceeded by

equality. The like is true of Contraries : if the pro
fitable be that which is productive of good, the hurtful

will be that which is productive of evil or destructive

of good. If, on trying the contraries, you find that

this will not hold, the definition originally given will be

found unsatisfactory/ In defining the privative con

trary of any term, a man cannot avoid enunciating in

the definition the term of which it is the privative ;
but

he is not allowed to define the term itself by means of

its privative. To define equality that which is con

trary to inequality, is improper. You will require
him at once to define inequality; and his definition

must be the privation of equality. Substitute this

definition of the term inequality, in place of that term

it.self, in the above-named definition of equality: and the

last definition will then run as follows: Equality is that

which is contrary to the privation of equality. Here

the definiend is enunciated as a part of the definition

of itself; a proof that the original definition Equality
is the contrary of inequality is itself wrong.

b

24. When the definiend is a Privative Term, the defi

nition given ought to enunciate that which it is, and that

of which it is the privation ; also that subject in which

it resides naturally and in the first instance. In defin

ing ignorance, the definition must enunciate not priva
tion only, but privation of knowledge ;

PT will this be

sufficient unless it be added that the privation of know-

Topic. VI. ix. p. 147, a. JU-1&amp;gt;. 4. Ojyxwita. I have already said that

We must rememl&amp;gt;er that Aristotle, I think this classification improper,

classifying Ilclatn as one species under
! and that Ojijiositit ought to Ix* ranked

the genus Oppotita, treats double as a species under the genus liflntn.

and half as O/v ,o.siV&amp;lt;f,
i.e. JMitiw- . Ihid. b. 4-J5.

VOL. II. (
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ledge is in the rational department of the soul (tV

XOJHTTIKW). Privation of knowledge in the soul or in the

man, will not suffice ; because neither of these subjects
is that in which the attribute resides in the first in

stance : the rational department of the soul must be

named by itself, as being the primary subject of the

attribute. If the definition be wanting in any of these

conditions, you will have an argument for impeach

ing it.
a

25. A term that is privative in form may sometimes

be used in the sense of mere negation, not in that of

privation. If this term be defined generally by priva

tion, the definition will not include the merely negative

sense, and will therefore be impeachable. The only

general explanation attainable is that by pure negation,
which is common both to the negative and the privative.

Thus, if the respondent defines ignorance privation of

knowledge, such privation can be predicated only of

subjects whose nature it is to have knowledge or who

might be expected to have it : such privation cannot be

predicated of infants, or of inanimate objects like stones.

To include these, ignorance must be explained as the

mere negation or non-existence of knowledge; the

definition thereof by privation is inadequate.
11

26. If you are debating with one \vho holds the

Platonic doctrine of Ideas, you will note whether any
definition that he may give fits not only the definiend

itself but also the Idea of the definiend. Thus, Plato

*

Topic. VI. ix. p. 147, b. 2G-p. Wait/ says in note, p. 503 :

&quot; Sen-

148, a. 2. sus loci hie est. Peccant qui per
b

Ibid. p. 148, a. 3-9: 6pdv Se *ai privationem i&amp;lt;i;norantiam definientes

tl
p.r} \fyop.(vov Kara

&amp;lt;TT(prf&amp;lt;riv (rrfprf- non earn ignorantiaui definire volu-

enmt qua? est nar* anutycuTiv, sed earn

qua; est KCITU SidQea-iv&quot; Com])are

oopt&amp;lt;raTO,
OLOV K(H 7Tt TTjs ayvnias

av vir
^

!&amp;gt;X

fiV 1

TOLS p.i] K.O.T airo^utriv TI]V tiyvniav
i Analyt. Poster. I. xvi.

]). 7D, b. - .

Xtyov&iv.
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in defining
1 animal introduces mortality as a part of his

definition;* but mortality cannot be predicated of the

Idea or generic animal the Self-animal
; therefore,

you will have an argument against his definition. In

like manner, if any active or passive attribute is brought
into his definition, you will object that this cannot apply
to the Ideas ;

which are avowedly impassive and un

changeable.
1*

27. Another locus for counter-argument is, where the

definiend is Equivocal or Analogous, while one and

the same definition is made to apply to all its distinct

meanings. Such a definition, pretending to fit all, will

in reality fit none
; nothing but an univocal term can

come under one and the same definition. It is wrong
to attempt to define an equivocal term.

c When its

y&amp;lt;lfl
UTT&amp;lt;lG(~lS

I8t(it TOIS

Ibid. a.

Topic. VI. x. p. 148, a. 15: 0101;

tor nXdro)!/ 6pifrrai TO dvrjrw irpovair-

T(t)V (V To lS TU)l&amp;gt; a&amp;gt;&amp;lt;i&amp;gt;V OpHTftolf.

Tliis may perhaps allude to Plato s

manner of speaking of (aa in So-

phistes, p. 240, E., p. 205,0.; Tiinams,

P. ;;, c.
h

Topica, VI. x. p. 148, a. 14-22.

Ktli. UKIVT]TOI SoKOlKTlV (It

t5f r tivai.

.-o : tri el TU&amp;gt;V *n$

t
&amp;gt;fji(i)i&amp;gt;vp.i(ii&amp;gt; \fy&amp;lt;&amp;gt;ij.(V(t)v

(Vd \nynv tntdv-

T(i)V KOIVUV (ITTt^OlKfV.-/lAA OllfitV T)T-

TOV, (I 6jTOTepU(TOVV TTfTTOlTJKfV, l/fJitipTTj-

Kfl&amp;gt;.

Aristotle here cites and censures

the definition of life given ly a

philosopher named Dionysius ;
he

remarks that life is an equivocal

term, having one meaning in animals,
another and a di fierent one in plants.

Dr. \Yhewell has remarked that even

at the present day a good definition of

life is matter of dispute, and still a

desideratum with philosophers.
Mr. John S. Mill adverts, in more

than &amp;lt;&amp;gt;ne

|*&amp;gt;rti&amp;lt;&amp;gt;n
of his System of

Logic (Bk. IV. ch. iii. s. 5, p. 222,

seq. ;
Bk. V. ch. v. s. 8, p. 371), to

the mistake and confusion arising from

attempts to define Equivocal Terms.
&quot; The inquiries of Plato into the de

finitions of some of the most general

terms of moral speculation, are char-

acteri/.ed by Bacon as a far nearer

approach to a true inductive method
than is elsewhere to be found among
the ancients, and are, indeed, almost

perfect examples of the preparatory

process of comparison and abstraction
;

but, from being unaware of the law

just mentioned, he often wasted the

I&amp;gt;owers
of this great logical instru

ment on inquiries in which it could

realize no result, since the phenomena,
whose common properties he so ela-

l&amp;gt;orately
endeavoured to detect, had

not really any common projierties.

Bacon himself fell into the same error

in his simulations on the nature of

heat, in which he evidently con

founded, under the name hot, classett

of phenomena which had no
pro|&amp;gt;erty

in common.&quot;
&quot; He occasionally pro-
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equivocation is not obvious, the respondent will put it

forward confidently as univocal ;
while you as assailant

will expose the equivocation. Sometimes, indeed, a

respondent may pretend that an univocal word is

equivocal, or that an equivocal word is univocal, in the

course of the debate. To obviate such misconception,

you will do well to come to an agreement with him

prior to the debate, or to determine by special antece

dent reasonings what terms are univocal or equivocal;

for at that early stage, when he does riot foresee the

consequence of your questions, he is more likely to con

cede what will facilitate your attack. In the absence

of such preliminary agreement, if the respondent, when

you have shown that his bad definition will not apply

universally, resorts to the pretence that the definiend,

though really univocal, is equivocal, you will press him

with the true definition of the part not included under

his definition, and you will show that this true definition

suits also for the remaining parts of the definiend.

You will thus confute him by showing that, upon his

original hypothesis, it must follow that there are two

distinct definitions for the same definiend the bad one

which he has given, and the true one which you have

constrained him to admit.a

Perhaps, however, the term

which he has undertaken to define may be really

ceeds like one who seeking for the rah
&amp;lt;i7roKpivop.fva&amp;gt;v

TO p,tv o-vvo)vvp,ov

cause of hardness, after examining 6p,&amp;lt;awp.6v (fxio-iv tlvm, OTOV
p.rj efpap-

that quality in iron, flint, and dia- P.OTTT] eVt Tiav o airo8odfls Aoyor,

mond, should expect to find that it Trpooiop.o\oyr)Teov inrtp TWV TOIOVTW

is something that can be traced also
j) TrpocrtAAoytoWoj/ on op,a)wp.ov rj

in hard water, a hard knot, and a hard
; o-vv(!*vvp,ov, oTroTtpov civ

?/ p,
d \ X o v

heart.&quot; i yap o-vyx&povo-iv ov Trpoopcov-
*

Topic. VI. x. p. 148, a. 37, s:eq. re? TO o-vp.ftrjo-op.fvov.

fvtd \av6iivd TWV nfuovvfuov, These counsels of Aristotle are re

markable, as bearing on the details,

and even the artifices, of dialectical

&amp;lt;T VV

Xpr)O-T(OV, (I V T O) CLTTOKplV

p,eva&amp;gt; oiuiprTfov. (TTf debate.
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equivocal, and therefore undefinable ; nevertheless, when

you have shown the insufficiency of his definition, he

may refuse to admit that the term is equivocal, but will

deny a portion of its real meaning. You will then

remind him that, as to the meaning of names, we must

recognize tradition and custom without presuming to

disturb it
; but that, when we combine these names in

our own discourse, we must beware of those equivoca
tions which mislead the multitude.*

28. If the definiend, of which a definition is tendered

to you, is a compound, you may subtract from this defi

nition the definition of one of the parts of the definiend,

and then examine whether the remainder will suit as a

definition of the remaining part of the definiend. If

the remainder should not suit, this will show that the

entire definition tendered is not tenable. Thus, if

the definiend be a finite straight line, and if the defi

nition tendered be, It is the boundary of a finite plane,
of which (boundary) the middle covers or stands in the

way of the extremities
; you may subtract from this

definition the definition of a finite line, viz., the

boundary of a plane surface having boundaries, and
the remainder of the definition ought then to suit for

the remainder of the definiend. Now the remainder
of the definiend is straight ; and the remainder of the

definition is that of which the middle covers or stands

in the way of the extremities. But these two will not

suit; for a line may be straight, yet infinite, in which
case it will have neither middle nor extremities. Ac
cordingly, since the remainder of the definition will not

suit for the remainder of the definiend, this will serve

Topii-a, VI. X.
].. llS, ],. 1 ;- _&quot;_ . Kill TTfl/JfTTO/ifVv Kill Jlf) KlVf lV TllTOI-

(W \(KTtUl&amp;gt;
u/ioloM&quot;

TOtfTT/JOJ- rtiv TotoOroi/ OTI rfj

a titl xpfjvQm rr; ir iroXAotf.
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as an argument that the entire definition tendered is

not a good one.
a

If the definiend be a compound, and if the defi

nition contain no greater number of words than the

definiend, the definition must be faulty ; it will be

nothing better than a substitution of words. Still more

faulty will it be, if it substitutes rare and strange words

in place of others which are known and familiar
;
or if

it introduces a new word which signifies something
different from that which it replaces.

b

The definiend, being compound, will contain both a

generic and a differential term. In general, the generic

term will be the better known of the two
; yet some

times the other is the better known. Whichever of

the two is the better known, the definer ought to

choose that, if all that he aims at is a mere substitu

tion of one name in place of another. But, if he aims at

something more or at the substitution of an explanatory

proposition in place of a name (without which there

can be no true definition), he ought then to choose the

differentia in preference to the genus ;
for the definition

is produced for the purpose of imparting knowledge,
and the differentia, being usually less known than the

genus, stands most in need of extraneous help to cog
nition. When the definition of the differentia has

thus been tendered, you will examine whether it will

be equally suitable for any other definiend also. If it

be, you have an argument against the goodness of the

definition. For example, the definition of odd number

tendered to you may be number having a middle.

Here, since number is common both to the definiend

and to the definition, having-a-middle is evidently put

Topic. VI. xi. p. MS, 1). L3-32.
&quot;

ll.i.l. 1&amp;gt;. 3l!-p. MU, a. K!.

r
lbi.1. p. M J, a. M-L8.
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forward as the equivalent of odd. But this cannot stand

as equivalent to odd
; since various other subjects which

are not odd (such, for example, as a body or a line),

nevertheless have a middle. Since, then, we see that

having-a-middle would be suitable in defining defi-

niends which are not odd, it cannot be admitted, with

out some qualifying adjunct, as a good definition of

odd. The adjunct annexed must declare in what sense

middle is intended, since it is an equivocal phrase.
a

2!&amp;gt;. If the definiend be a something really existent,

the definition given of it ought not to be a proposition

declaring an incompatible combination, such as neither

does nor can exist. Some, for example, define white

colour mingled with fire
;
which is incompatible, since

that which is incorporeal (colour) cannot be mingled
with a body (fire).

b

30. Again, suppose the definiend to be a Relatum : the

correlate thereof must of course be declared in the defi

nition. Care, however, must be taken that it shall be de

clared, not in vague generality but, distinctly and with

proper specialization ; otherwise, the definition will be in

correct either entirely or partially. Thus, if the respon
dent defines medicine the science of the really existent,

he is incorrect either wholly or partially. The relatiun

ought to reciprocate or to be co-extensive with its cor

relate. When the correlate, however, is properly spe
cialized in the definition, it may be declared under

several different descriptions ; for the same real thing

may l&amp;gt;e at once en*, aUniin, bonuni. None of these

descriptions will be incorrect. Yet, if the correlate is

c. VI. xi. p. 141), a. 20-37. oXwr
77

tn TL

i

rfjv laTpiicr}v
Ibid. xii. p. 14!), a. 3H-K . 5.

Ibid. b. 4, Keq. : tn oaot
p.ij &uit- &amp;lt; opuwr fie cri( firl TUV

(i\\u&amp;gt;v,
c

pnixriv iv Tolt irpos TI irpos o Xtytrnt,
I

arrior/M^fi Triivra TII npos TI.

aXX tv TrXftoai rrfpiXufiuvrty tlirav, r\
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thus described in the definition of a relatum, the defini

tion cannot be considered good or sufficient. For it

applies to more things besides the definiend ; and a

good definition ought to reciprocate or to be co-exten

sive with its definiend.
a

31. Another mistake in defining is committed, when
a man defines, not the subject purely and simply but,

the subject in a high measure of excellence. Some
times the rhetor (e.g.) is defined one who can perceive
and produce without omission all that there is plausible

in any cause ;
the thief is defined one who takes away

secretly what belongs to another. But these are the

definitions, not of a rhetor and a thief generally but, of

a skilful rhetor and skilful thief. The thief is one who
is bent on taking away secretly, not one who does take

away secretly .

b

32. Again, another error consists in defining what is

desirable in itself and on its own account, as if it were

desirable as a means towards some other end as pro
ductive or preservative thereof. For example, if a man
defines justice- that which is preservative of the

laws
;

or wisdom that which is productive of hap

piness, he presents them as if they were desirable, not

for themselves but, with reference to something dif

ferent from themselves. This is a mistake
;
and it is

not less a mistake, though very possibly the same sub

ject may be desirable both for itself and for the sake of

something else. For the definition ought to enunciate

what is best in the defmiend; and the best of every

thing resides most in its essence, not in what it is rela-

*

Topica, VI. xii. p. 149, b. 12-23. Set TOV opto-p-ov dvai.

(Tt 6* a&vvarov rov TOIOVTOV \6yov I

b
Ibid. b. 24-30. ou yap 6 \u0pa

t8iov TOV a.TTo8odevTOS clvai 8fj\nv ovv
\ap.[3di&amp;gt;a)V,

dXX o
ftov\&amp;lt;&amp;gt;p.evos

Xd-

OTl 6 TOIOVTOS
OV?&amp;gt;(p.lUS

(CTT\V (TTHTTT)- dpO. Xa/i/^UJ/f IV, K\f1TTT)S toTlV.

P.TJS upL(Tp.6s tSiof yap Koi ov K.OIVOV &amp;lt;
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lively to something else. It is better to be desirable per
.v/

,
than alterius cawd*

,J3. Perhaps the definition tendered may be a com

plex proposition, enunciating two terms either jointly

or severally, in one or other of three combinations.

Either the definiend is A and B; or it is that which

springs out of A and B; or it is A with B.
l) In each

of these three cases you may find arguments for im

pugning the definition.

a. Thus, take the first of the three. Suppose the

respondent to define justice by saying, It is temper
ance and courage. You may urge against him, that

two men, one of whom is temperate without being

courageous, while the other is courageous without

being temperate, will be just together, though neither

of them separately is just; nay, that each of them

separately (the one being temperate and cowardly, the

other courageous and intemperate), will be both just

and unjust; since, if justice is temperance and courage,

injustice will be intemperance and cowardice. The

definer is open to the farther objection that he treats

enumeration of parts as identical with the whole ; as

it he defined a house bricks and mortar, forgetting
the peculiar mode of putting them together. Bricks

and mortar may exist, and yet there may be no house.*
1

//. Next, suppose the definition to declare, that the

definiend is that which springs from A and 15 is a

result or compound of A and 15. You will then exa

mine whether A and 15 are such as to yield any result ;

K TOl/TOH
, 1)

To6&quot;f fJifTll T(ivd(

i&amp;gt;f)i(T(lTO.

ll.i.l. a. -1-14.
11

Iliiil. a. Ifi-Jl. fif)\,,v yuf, tin ruv

ll i l. xiii. p. 1.
&amp;lt;),

a. 1-1 : ammt\v /iiy cu/ur oicr;* ov ruvruv T
/*/&quot;/

TO

: Kill 1 TlVlif OpUTfJLQV liftortlOol V Tu6, (iA(j).

fKUITTOV yilp TO fit \TtCTTOV tV Tl/ tti frlU

paAtOTO, fit\Tini&amp;gt; 5&amp;lt; TO oY nirro ulpfTuv
tlimi TIIV til (Tf^JOl/, tOOTf TOfTO Kill TUV
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for some couples (as a line and a number) yield no

result. Or, perhaps, the definiend may Ly its own
nature inhere in some first subject, while A and B do

not inhere in any one first subject, but one in the

other
;
in which case the definition is assailable.

8
Or,

even granting that it is the nature of A and B to

inhere in the same first subject, you may find that that

first subject is not the same as the one in which the

definiend inheres. Now the whole cannot thus inhere

in one, and the parts in another : you will here have a

good objection. Or, perhaps, it may appear that, if the

whole be destroyed, the parts will be destroyed also
;

which ought not to be, but the reverse ; for, when the

parts are destroyed, the whole must necessarily vanish.

Or, perhaps, the definiend may be good or bad, while

the parts of the definition (A and B) are neither

one nor the other. (Yet this last is not a conclusive

objection ; for it will sometimes happen in compound
medicines that each of the ingredients is good, while

they are bad if given in conjunction.)
b

Or, perhaps,
the whole may bear the same name as one of its parts :

this, also, will render the definition impeachable. Still

more will it be impeachable, if it enunciates simply a

result or compound of A and B, without specifying the

manner of composition : it ought to declare not merely
the parts of the compound, but also the way in which

they are put together to form the compound.
c. Lastly, suppose the definition to declare that the

definiend is A along with B. You will note, first, that

this third head must be identical either with the first

or with the second (e.g., honey with water means either

*

Topic. VI. xiii. p. 150, a. 22-30. dXX tKartpnv ev tKaTtpw.
tTl ( I TO LLtV

l&amp;gt;)f)UTfJ.tVV
(V tVL TLVL 7T((f)VKf

j

&quot;

lllid. il. oO-lt. 1. 5.

TO) Trpcoro) yiveo~6ai, ( fav 6 ((prjaev
j

Ihid. 1&amp;gt;. 1-1-21!. tri d
p.r)

(WTO eii/tu, p.T)
iv tvi TLVL TO&amp;gt; Trptoro), TOV rpimov rr/s avvdf(rO)S iV C.
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1 unify and water, or the compound of honey with

water); it will therefore be open to impeachment on

one or other of the above-named grounds of objection,

according as the respondent may admit.
4 You may

also distinguish all the different senses in which one

thing may be said to be with another (f.g.,
when the

two are in the same recipient, justice and courage

together in the soul ; or in the same place ;
or in the

same time), and you may be able to show that in

none of these senses can the two parts of the defi

nition be truly said to be one along with the other ,

b

Or, if it be true that these two parts are co-existent in

time, you may enquire whether they are not affirmed

with relation to different correlates. E.y., The defi

nition of courage may be tendered thus : Courage is

daring along with right intelligence; upon which you

may remark that daring may have reference to an act

of spoliation, and that right intelligence may have refer

ence to the preservation of health. Now a man who
has both daring and right intelligence in these senses,

cannot be termed courageous, and thus you will have

an argument against the definition. And, even if

they be affirmed with reference to the same correlate

(&amp;gt;, .//.,
the duties of a physician), a man who has l&amp;gt;oth

daring and right intelligence in reference to these

duties will hardly be styled courageous : the term

courage must l&amp;gt;e so defined as to have reference to its

appropriate end; /
.//.,

the dangers of war, or any still

more public-spirited end. Another mistake may, per-

*

Topic. VI. xiii. p. 1
.&quot;*&amp;lt;),

1&amp;gt;. JT-. .L .

r
Ili&amp;lt;l. p. 1&quot;1,

a. 1-1. ). ovrf yap
uxrr ttiv

fmortptfovv rdv (l^rmivuv npus trffinv UVTUV initrf^ov ftfl \tyr-
Ttiiriiv 6po\oyr)irj) flviu TO T&amp;lt;)^ p.frn 6ai ovrf

7r/&amp;gt;or
ravrov TO

TV\&amp;lt;&amp;gt;I&amp;gt;,

ciAXn

TOL ftf, ravra (i^/ioo-ft \iytiv antf&amp;gt; rrpus npus TO TJJS &amp;lt;Jv6pfuj9
Tf Xoy, olov TT/M IV

fKUTtpnv TOITO)!/
tp.nf)o&amp;lt;rt)(v t^i^rm. TOVS rrnXtptKovs Kiirtovvovs */

i TI puX-
llilil. It. . _ -.

,&amp;gt;.

f) i)f tv Tll&amp;gt;l T(li- \V TOVTIIV TtXoV.

TO) OtACTtKO), & .
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haps, be committed in this same sort of definition A
along with B

;
as when, for example, the definition ten

dered of anger is pain along with the belief of being
treated with contempt. What the definer really intends

here is, that the pain arises from the belief of being
treated with contempt. But this is not expressed by
the terms of his definition, in any one of their admis

sible
meanings.&quot;

34. Perhaps the definition, while including two or

more distinct parts, may be tendered in this form : The

definiend is the composition of A and B
; e.g., animal is

the composition of soul and body. You will first note

that the definer has not declared what sort of composition.
There is a great difference between one mode of com

position and another ; the mode must be specialized.

Both flesh and bone may be defined a composition of

fire, earth, and water ;
but one mode of composition

makes flesh, another makes bone, out of these same ele

ments. You may also take the farther objection that

to define a compound as composition is erroneous
;
the

two are essentially disparate, one of them being ab

stract, the other concrete.
13

35. If the definiend be in its nature capable of receiv

ing two contrary attributes, and if the respondent define

it by one or other of them, you have an argument against
him. If one of them is admissible, the other must be

equally so
;
and upon this supposition there would

be two distinct definitions of the same subject ; which

has been already declared impossible. Thus, it is wrong
to define the soul as a substance which is recipient of

knowledge ; the soul is also recipient of ignorance.

36. Perhaps the definiend is not sufficiently well

known to enable you to attack the definition as a whole,

Topic. VI. xiii. p. 151, a. 1-M J.
b

Ibid. a. 20-ol. r

Ibid. a. 32-b. 2.
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but you may find arguments against one or otlicr of its

parts ; tliis is sufficient to upset it. If it be obscure

and unintelligible, you should help to correct and re-

niodel it until it becomes clear
; you will then see what

are the really assailable points in it. When you indi

cate and expose the obscurity, the respondent must
either substitute some clearer exposition of his own

meaning, or else he must acquiesce in that which you
propose as substitute/ If the improved definition which

you propose is obviously clearer and better, his pre
vious definition is of course put out of court

; since

there cannot be several definitions of the same subject.
1

To conclude, one suggestion may be given bearing

upon all the arguments that you have to carry on

against definitions tendered by respondents : Reflect

on the definiend, and frame a definition of it for your

self, as cleverly as you can at the moment; or call to

mind any good definition of it which you may have

heard before. This will serve you as a standard with

which to compare the definition tendered, so that you
will see at once what there is in it either defective

or redundant, and where you can find arguments

against it.
c

VII.

In the Seventh Rook of the Topica Aristotle con

tinues his review of the manner of debating theses

which profess to define, but enters also on a collateral

Topic. VI. xiv.
]&amp;gt;. 151, It. , 5-11. ptvov viro TOV \6yov.

ofroi T* ticrn(pfit TU&amp;gt;V
yi&amp;lt;r^o&amp;gt;i , (rvvftutp-

b
Ibid. b. l J-17.

BvKravra KU\ (rva xrjp.aTia dVTa npur TO f
Ibid. b. 18-li^. avdyxr) &amp;gt;&quot; /N

ftritTKOirtlv avnymiiov yap Tai airo- T f \\tlnov L&amp;gt;v irpotrfjKfv t\fiv rnv

Of^ffTPai TO (K\(lfAfillV(l- 6pKTfJMV KtU TO TTplHTKt ip.( VltV TTf
/H&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;y&amp;lt;i&amp;gt;V

TOU
tptitTuvTt&amp;gt;s t f)

avrbv
| Kaffnpav, ato Tc ^idAAd

TI rroTt Tuy^nVf t TO firjAoi;- | tviruptiv.
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question connected with that discussion : viz., By wli.it

arguments are we to determine whether two Subjects

or Predicates are the same Nwncro (inodo maxtine pro-

prio), as distinguished from being the same merely

Specie or Genere ? To measure the extent of identity

between any two subjects, is important towards the

attack and defence of a definition.
11

Two subjects (A and B) being affirmed as the same

numero, you may test this by examining the Deri

vatives, the Co-ordinates, and the Opposites, of each.

Thus, if courage is identical with justice, the courageous
man will be identical with the just man ; courageously
will be identical with justly. Likewise, the opposite
of courage (in all the four modes of Opposition) will

be identical with the opposite of justice. Then, again,

the generators and destroyers, the generations and de

structions, of courage, will be identical witli those of

justice.
1

If there be any predicate applied to courage
in the superlative degree, the same predicate will also

be applied to justice in the superlative degree. If

there be a third subject with which A is identical,

B also will be identical therewith. The same attri

butes predicable of A will also be predicable of B
; and,

Topic. VII. i. p. 151, 1). 28: TTO-

TfOOV Se TQVTOV TJ (TfpOV K(lT(l TOV

KVpl(i)T(lTOV T(t)V pljdeVTCiiV TTfpl TCIVTOV

T/JOTTCOJ/ (eAeycTO fie KVpicoraTa TCIVTOV

TO TO) (}pl6p.M eV) &C.
&quot;

ibid. p/152,a. 2.

c
Ibid. a. 5-30 : (TKOTTCIV fie KCU lav

6uTpov p.(
t\L(TTa AeyeTm OTIOVV, ft KOI

0(lTfpOV TU&amp;gt;V (IVTU&amp;gt;V TOVTWV K.O.TO. TO

auTO fJidXiara XeyfTOi, KaBinrfp Afvo-

Kp(lTT]S TOV (ItftaifJLOVa fllOV Kill TUV

(nrov&aiov uTrobfiKwai TOV ai&amp;gt;T(
&amp;gt;v,

CTTet&r) TTllVTWV TU&amp;gt;V flllOV Ot/JfTCOTaTOf

o o&quot;7roi;8aiof KU\ o
(v8aip.&amp;lt;i&amp;gt;v

tv yup
TO atpfTotTarov Km TO p-tyifTTov &c.

Aristotle remarks that Xenokrates

here carried his inference too far
;

that the application of the same

superlative predicate to A and B
affords indeed a presumption that

they are Idem itnrncro, but not a

conclusive proof thereof; that the

predicate might be applied in like

manner, if B were a species comprised
in A as genus.

Xenokrates made the mistake of

drawing an affirmative conclusion

from syllogistic premisses in the

Second figure.
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if the two bo attributes, each will be predicate of the

same subjects of which the other is predicable. Both

will l&amp;gt;e comprised in the same Category, and will have

the same genus and differentia. Both will increase

or diminish under the same circumstances. Each, when
added to or subtracted from any third subject, will

yield the same result/
1

Farther, in examining the thesis (A is identical numero

with H) you must look not merely whether it involves

actually any impossible consequences, but also whether

any cases can be imagined in which it would involve

8iich;
b whether the identity is not merely specie or

(jenere ; finally, whether the one can exist without the

other.

Such are the various loci available for argument
against the thesis affirming the equivocal predicate
same. All of them may be useful when you are im

pugning a definition ;
for the characteristic of this is

to declare that the defining proposition is equivalent or

identical with the defined name; and, if you can dis

prove such identity, you upset the definition. But

these luci will IK) of little avail, if your task is to defend

or uphold a definition ; for, even if you succeed in esta

blishing the above-mentioned identity, the definition may
still be open to attack for other weaknesses or defects.

1

To uphold, or prove by way of syllogism, requires a

Topic. VII. i. p. lf&amp;gt;2,
a. .U-b. 10. other remains. Accordingly, the two

Ibid. K 17-LM. Ari&amp;gt;ttl&amp;lt;- illns- :irc, not really identical. This illus

tration fits better to the principle laidtratt .s this locus us follows : Some

say that to Ixj roiV/, and to l&amp;gt;e fall

of /;, are the same. But
8iij&amp;gt;i&amp;gt;ose

the air to be drawn away; then

the place will no longer be full of

down, b. . 54 : d ftvvarnv diirtpnv tivtv

tfxw flfdi- ov yiip *iv
(&quot;irj

TUVTOV.

ll.id. b. L 5-:}5.
d

Ibid. ii. p. 152, b. 3G-p. lf.. {, a. f&amp;gt;.

air, yet it will still be void, even
! tiiruvrts &amp;lt;&amp;gt;l npos Tiiir&amp;lt;&amp;gt;v ainurKtvium-

inore than it was Ijefore. One of
i Km rtmot KU\

n^i&amp;gt;t opov XPWW 1 r^v
the two terms declared to b&amp;lt;: iden-

,

8&amp;lt; KaTiuTKfvntmKuv TUTTUV oi/fi&amp;lt;U
xi&amp;gt;T

tical is thus withdrawn, while the
j m^os rr/&amp;gt;oc opnv Arc.
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different procedure. It is a task hard, but not im

possible. Most disputants assume without proving
their definition, in the same way as the teachers

of Geometry and Arithmetic do in their respective

sciences. Aristotle tells us that he does not here

intend to give a didactic exposition of Definition, nor

of the proper way of defining accurately or scientific

ally. To do this (he says) belongs to the province of

Analytic ;
while in the present treatise he is dealing

merely with Dialectic. For the purposes, then, of Dia

lectic, he declares that syllogistic proof of a definition

is practicable, inasmuch as the definition is only a pro

position declaring what is essential to the defmiend ;

and nothing is essential except genus (or genera) and

differentice.
a

Towards the establishment of the definition which

you have to defend, you may find arguments by exa

mining the Contraries and Opposites of the component

terms, and of the defining proposition. If the opposite

of the definition is allowed as defining properly the

opposite of the definiend, you may argue from hence

that your own definition is a good one.
h

If you can

show that there is declared in your definition a partial

correspondence of contraries either separately in the

genus, or separately in the differehtia, you have a cer

tain force of argument in your favour
; and, if you

can make out both the two separately, this will suffice

for your entire definition. You may also draw argu
ments from the Derivatives, or Co-ordinates of your own

*

Topic. VII. iii. p. 153, a. 6-22. \ TrpoK.fip.evov uvayKrj (ivai (opoj/).

Compare Analyt. Post. II. iii.-x., where I

c
Ibid. 1). 14: KadoXov 8&quot; flrrdv,

the theory of Scientific Definition is trm 6 opiap.6s (CTTIV (K yevovs KOI

elaborately worked out
; supra, Vol. 1.

fiia&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;opo&amp;gt;i&amp;gt;,

av o TOV cvavriov
6/n&amp;lt;r-

ch. viii. pp. 34()-. &amp;gt;~)3. /*oj (pavepbs /, &amp;lt;al 6 TOV 7rpoKtp.tvov
11

Ibid. a. 28 : d yap 6 dvriK(ip.evos 6purfibs (pavtpbs to-Tin.

TOV avTiK(ip.(Vov, Kai rnv tiprjutvov TOV
\
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terms
;
from Analogous Terms, or from Comparates

(More or Less). If the definition of any one of these is

granted to you, an argument is furnished for the defence

of an analogous definition in the case of your own, term.

If it is conceded as a good definition that forgetfulness

is the casting away of knowledge, then the definition

must also hold good that to forget is to cast away
knowledge. If destruction is admitted to be well defined

dissolution of essence, then to be destroyed is well de

fined to be dissolved as to essence. If the wholesome

may be defined that which is productive of health,

then also the profitable may be defined that which is

productive of good ;
that is, if the declaration of the

special end makes a good definition in one case, so it

will also in the other.&quot;

These loci, from Analoga, from Derivatives, from Con

jugates, are of the most frequent avail in dialectical

debates or definitions. The disputant must acquire

promptitude in the employment of them. lie must

learn, moreover, to test a definition tendered to him by
calling to mind particulars and sub-species, so as to

determine whether the definition fits them all. Such
a procedure will be found especially serviceable in

debute with one who upholds the Platonic Ideas. Care

must also be taken to see whether the definiend is dis

torted from its proper signification, or whether it is

used in defining itself.
b

These last observations are addressed to the ques
tioner or assailant of the definition. We have already
seen however that his task is comparatively easy ; the

grand difficulty is to defend a definition. The re-

1 OplC. V II. iii.
j).

l;) t
{j b.

2;&amp;gt;-p. Xoyrj&Vrof, iiviiym] KOI TO XOITTO (
I/J.G-

154, ft. 1 1 : tn tic. TW Trr&amp;lt;j)(T(u&amp;gt;v KOI ratv
, Xr/ydcr^oi. KUI (K TMV o^toiox (Y&amp;lt; &amp;gt;ITU&amp;gt;I&amp;gt;

mxrroi^ov dvdyKT) oKoXoD$&amp;lt;ti/ TO ytvrj npus oXXr;Xo op/iun yap (Ktirrruv TU&amp;gt;V

TOK ytixmvKdl Titi/t opovs rols opntt (lprjp.ii&amp;gt;&amp;lt;i&amp;gt;v rrpof TO niKftni/ Tt Xot f\ti.
iv(&amp;gt;t nvv tmninvnvv TUV

i/^/iVa&amp;gt;i/
fyio-

I

h
Ibid. iv. p. 154, a. 12-22.

VOL. II. I)
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spondent cannot at once see what he ought to aim at
;

and, even when he does see it, he has farther difficulty

in obtaining the requisite concessions from his oppo

nent, who may decline to grant that the two parts of

the definition tendered are really the genus and diffe

rentia of the definiend
; while, if there be any tiling

besides these two parts contained in the essence of the

definiend, there is an excuse for declining to grant it.
a

The opponent succeeds, if he can establish one single

contradictory instance ; accordingly, a syllogism with

particular conclusion will serve his purpose. The re

spondent, on the other hand, must meet each one of these

instances, must establish an universal conclusion, and

must show that his definition reciprocates with the

definiend, so that, wherever the latter is predicable, the

former is predicable likewise, and not in any other case

whatever.
b

So much greater are the difficulties belonging to the

defence of a Definition, as compared with the attack

upon it
;
and the same may be said about attack and

defence of a Proprium, and of a Genus. In both cases,

the assailant will carry his point, if he can show that

the predicate in question is not predicable, in this rela

tion, of all, or that it is not predicable, in this relation,

of any one. But the defendant is required to make

good the universal against every separate objection
advanced against any one of the particulars. It is a

general rule, that the work of destruction is easier than

that of construction ;
and the present cases come under

that rule.
c The hardest of all theses to defend, and

Topic. VII. v. p. 154, a. 23, seq.

(cai
y&amp;lt;ip

i&f iv avTov Kiii \uftfiv irupd

ratv
tp(i)Ta)p.(vu&amp;gt;v

rds TOIUVTIIS Trpord-

(TflS f&amp;gt;VK (11T(T(S, IVC.

&quot;

Ibid. a. 32-b. 12.

Ibid. I). 13-32. come 8

Kal (V Tot? aXXots TO bia(f&amp;gt;6ipai
rof

TTOlTjCrCll /JUOJ/, OVTto) K(ll (TT\ TOVTtdV TO

dvaaKfvdoai TOV Karatrfcevacrai.
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the easiest to overthrow, is where Definition is affirmed ;

for the respondent in this case is required to declare

well the essence of his subject, and he stands in need of

the greatest number of auxiliary data ; while all the Loci

for attack, even those properly belonging to the Pro-

prium, the Genus, and the Accident, are available against

him.* Next in order, as regards difficulty of defence,

conies the thesis affirming Proprium ; where the re

spondent has to make out, not merely that the predicate

belongs to the subject, but that it belongs thereunto

exclusively and reciprocally : here also all the Loci

for attack, even those properly belonging to Accident,

are available.
13 Easiest of all theses to defend, while

it is the hardest to impugn, is that in which Ac
cident alone is affirmed the naked fact, that the

predicate A belongs to the Subject B, without in

vesting it with the character either of Genus or Pro

prium. Here what is affirmed is a minimum, re

quiring the smallest array of data to be conceded ;

moreover, the Loci available for attack are the fewest,

since many of those which may be employed against

Genus, Proprium, and Definition, have no application

against a thesis affirming merely Accident. Indeed, if

the thesis affirmed be only a proposition particular (and
not universal), affirming Accident (and nothing more),
the task of refuting it will be more difficult than that of

maintaining it.
d

*

Topica, VII. v. p. lf)5, a. 11-21 : (rvp.ft(fiends, OTI f Xu^trrra iv ntrai

&amp;lt;pavfp&amp;lt;iv
fit KOI SK/TI iruvrtM)v pqarnv fitSorm, &c.

opov tivaa-Ktvavm.
d

Ibid. p. 1~&amp;gt;4,
b. lUJ-p. 155, a. 2 : TO

b
Ibid. a. 23-27. Aristotle has in 5 tn\ p.(povs dvanaXtv puov Karaa-Kfvn-

view the most complete Propriurn : o-at
f/
dixurKtvdam- KtiTaa-Kivu^oirri p.iv

belonging //mm
, *o/t, ct semper. yap utri&amp;gt;xp1

8elai nt&amp;gt;\ v va-

Ibid. a. 28-36: pqamv &i rrdv-
, &amp;lt;TKtvdovTi fi&amp;lt; bftKTtov un

KoraffKtvtuftu TO o-vfttftricos- (i.
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VIII.

The Eighth Book of the Topica brings our attention

back to the general considerations contained in the

First. In the intervening part of the treatise we have

had the quadruple distribution of dialectical problems,
with the enumeration of those Loci of argument which

bear upon each or all : we are now invited to study the

application of these distinctions in practice, and with

this view to look once more both at the persons and the

purposes of dialectical debate. What is the order of

procedure most suitable, first, for the questioner or

assailant
; next, for the respondent or defender ?

a This

order of procedure marks the distinctive line of sepa
ration between the dialectician and the man of science

or philosopher : to both of them the Loci of argu
ments are alike available, though each of them deals

with these arguments in his own way, and in an ar

rangement suitable for his purpose.
1* The dialectician,

being engaged in debate, must shape his questions, and

regulate his march as questioner, according to the con

cessions obtained or likely to be obtained from his

respondent ; who, if a question be asked having an

obvious refutative bearing on the thesis, will foresee

the consequences of answering in the affirmative, and
will refuse to grant what is asked. On the contrary, the

philosopher, who pursues investigation with a view to

his own satisfaction alone, is under no similar restriction.

lie looks out at once for such premisses as conduct

straight to a conclusion
; and, the more obvious their

bearing on the conclusion is, the more scientific will the

syllogism be, and the better will he be pleased.

&quot;

Topica, VIII. i. p. 155, b. 3: p.(ra I TUV 8ia\fKTiKov
fj a-Kt^is, TO 6 ijStj

f)f TOVTCt TTfpl TfO)f, Kill TTCOr Set TllVTd TllTTflV KCll

fp(i)TtlV, \(KT(()l&amp;gt;. TOV $UI\KTIKOV.
b
Ibid. b. 7 : p.(^pt p.i&amp;gt;

nvv TOV fvpfiv
c

Ibid. 1). 10-10

.oius TOV (i\o&amp;lt;ru(ov KU\



CHAP. IX. AIMS OF DIALECTICAL DEBATE. 37

In the praxis dialectica (as has already been stated)

two talkers are assumed the respondent who sets up
a thesis which he undertakes to defend, and a questioner
who interrogates with a view to impugn it; or at least

with a view to compel the other to answer in an incon

sistent or contradictory manner. We are to assume,

farther, a circle of listeners, who serve to a certain

extent as guarantees against any breach of the rules of

del&amp;gt;ate.
a Three distinct purposes may be supposed in the

debate. 1. You as questioner may be a teacher, and the

respondent a learner ; your purpose is to teach what you
know, while he wishes to learn from you what he does

not know. 2. You engage in an intellectual contest or

duel with the respondent, each of you seeking only

victory over the other, though subject on both sides to

observance of the rules of debate. 3. You neither seek

to teach, nor to conquer ; you and the respondent have

both tiie same purpose to test the argumentative con

sequences of different admissions, and to acquire a larger
command of the chains of reasoning pro and con, bearing
on some given topic.

b

According as the aim of the talkers is one or other of

these three, the good or bad conduct of the dialogue, on

the part both of questioner arid of respondent, must be

differently appreciated. Of each of the three, specimens

may be found in Plato, though not carefully severed

but running one into the other. Aristotle appears to

have been the first to formulate the distinction theoret

ically, and to prescribe for the practice of each sepa

rately. He tells us particularly that no one before him
had clearly distinguished the third head, and prescribed

Topic. VIII. ii. p. 158, a. 10.
b

Ibid. v. p. 150, a. 26 : ov yap oi

OVTOl (7K(/7TO( Tt)if

Tovrott Tf leal rois
d(&amp;lt;irp(/3&amp;lt;n

cri
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for it apart from the second. The merit of having first

done this he expressly claims for the Topica.
a

Both the questioner and the respondent have a duty
towards the dialogue ;

their common purpose is to con

duct it well, not only obeying the peremptory rules,

but displaying, over and above, skill for the attainment

of their separate ends. Under the first and third heads,

both may be alike successful. Under the second or

contentious head, indeed, one only of the two can gain

the victory; yet, still, even the defeated party may
exhibit the maximum of skill which his position admits.

This is sufficient for his credit
;
so that the common

work will still be well performed.
5 But a partner who

performs his own part so as to obstruct instead of for

warding this common work who conducts the debate

in a spirit of ill-tempered contention rather than of

regular Dialectic deserves censure.

Having thus in view the dialogue as a partnership
for common profit, Aristotle administers counsel to the

questioning as well as to the responding partner. You
as questioner have to deal with a thesis set up by the

respondent. You see at once what the syllogism is

that is required to prove the contrary or contradictory
of that thesis

;
and your business is so to shape your

questions as to induce the respondent to concede the

premisses necessary towards that syllogism. If you ask

Topic. VIII. v. p. 159, a. 25-37 :

7T(l 6 (&amp;lt;TT\V dSiopiora Tols yvp.vao ias

Ka\ Trcipas evfKd TOVS \6yovs TTOIOV-

p.fvois ev oe rals SiaXeKriKcu? &amp;lt;rvi&amp;gt;6-

8ois Tols p,r) dyaii/os X&quot;P
iV oX^-a TTfipas

Kai
(TKf\lf(a&amp;gt;s

TOVS \6yovs 7roiovp.vois,

OV OlTjpOptoTdi 7T(D TWOS Sfl (TTO-)(a((T-

6dl TOV dTTOKplVOp-fVOV Kdl OTTOlCt $l86vdl

Kdl Trold p.f], Trpov TO jcaXaif
77 /AT) KaXtas

&amp;lt;pV\(
lTTtlV TT)V 6t(TlV. (TTf\ O V V

OVOfV

VTT XXa)V, ailTOl Tl TTftpa
elirflv.

b
Ibid. xi. p. 1(51, a. 19-b. 10: ov

yap f(TTiV (TTl ddTfpO) p.OVOV TO KoXtoS

fTriTfXfo-drjvat TO KOIVOV cpyov eVft

fie
&amp;lt;pav\os KOIVUVOS o

cfJiTrooifov TO

KOIVOV (pyov, 8i]\ov OTI Kal ev Xoyo).

Compare Topica, I. iii. p. 101, b. 8.

c
Ibid. a. 33 : dia\(KTiK.&amp;lt;t&amp;gt;s KCU

p. fj

b. 2-18.
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him at once and directly to concede these premisses, he

sees your drift and answers in the negative. You must

therefore begin your approaches from a greater dis

tance. You must ask questions bearing only indirectly

and remotely upon your ultimate conclusion.
11 These

outlying and preparatory questions will fall under four

principal heads. Either (1) they will be inductive

particulars, multiplied in order that you may obtain

assent to an universal comprising them all
;
or (2) they

will be put for the purpose of giving dignity to your dis

course ; or (3) they will be shaped with a view to conceal

or keep out of sight the ultimate conclusion that you aim

at ; or (4), lastly, they will be introduced to make your
whole argument clearer.

15 The third of these four

general heads the head of questions for the purpose
of concealment comes out principally in dialectical con

tests for victory. In those it is of supreme importance,
and the result depends much on the employment of it ;

but even in other dialectical debates you must employ
it to a certain extent.

Aristotle goes at great length into the means of Con

cealment. Suppose the proposition which you desire

to get conceded is, The science of two contraries is the

same. You will find it useful to commence by a ques
tion more general : e.g., Is the science of two opposites

the same ? If the respondent answers in the affirmative,

you will deduce from his concession, by syllogism, the

conclusion which you desire. If he answers in the nega

tive, you must then try to arrive at your end by a string
of questions respecting particular contraries or oppo
sites

;
which if the respondent grants successively, you

Topic. VIII. i. p. 155, b. 29 : rat ptv ovv dvayicaias, fit* l&amp;gt;v

JK flfdi/S UVTCIS WpOTOTtOff fiXA UTTUffTClTfOV UTl dl/omiTO), &C.
b

Ibid. b. JO. Ibid. b. 26.
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will bring in your general question ultimately as the

inductive result from those concessions.
44 Your par

ticulars must be selected from obvious matters of sense

and notoriety. You are likely to obtain in this way
admissions which will serve as premisses for several

different prosyllogisms, not indeed sufficient by them

selves, yet valuable as conditions and preliminaries to

the final syllogism whereby the thesis is refuted. For,
when the questions are put in this way, the respondent
will not see your drift nor the consequences of his own
concessions

;
so that he will more readily concede what

you want.b The better to conceal your purpose, you
will refrain from drawing out any of these prosyllo

gisms clearly at once
; you will not even put the major

and minor premiss of any one of them in immediate

sequence; but you will confound the order of them

intentionally, stating first a premiss belonging to one,

and next a premiss belonging to another. The respon

dent, thus kept in the dark, answers in the affirmative

to each of your questions successively. At length you
find that you have obtained a sufficient number of con

cessions from him, to enable you to prove the syllogism

contradictory of his thesis. You inform him of this
;

and it shows the perfect skill and success of your pro

cedure, when he expresses surprise at the announcement,
and asks on what premisses you reckon.

d

There are also other manoeuvres serving your pur

pose of concealment, and preventing the respondent

Topic. VIII. i. p. 155, b. 34: fa

8( pr) Ti6fj, 6Y crraytayfjs \rflfrtovt Trpo-

Tfivavra (Trl TU&amp;gt;V Kara p.pos evavTU&V.
b

Ibid. p. 156, a. 7 : Kpinrrovra 8f

fins TOV e px?? /if XXft ylvftrdai, KOI

TdVTd OiS TrXfl(TTd.

a&amp;gt;i/ ot truAAoyioyzoi, aXA eVaAXn TO

TTpOS fTfpOV Kill (TfpOV
d

Ibid. a. 13 : xa6o\ov 8 tlirflv,

OUTCtf Oil fptoTdV TOV KpV7TTlK6)S TTVV-

to(TT
r)p&amp;lt;dTT)p.fVOV

TOV TfdV-

Xoyou Acni TO
e

Ibid. a. 23 : xpf)o-ip.ov 8t KOI TO r)T(~io~6ai TO oia TI.
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from seeing beforehand tlie full pertinence of your

questions. Thus, if you wish to obtain the definition

of your major, you will do well to ask the defi

nition, not of the term itself but, of some one among
its conjugates. You will put your question, as if the

answer were of little importance in itself, and as if you
did not care whether it was given in the affirmative or

in the negative;* you will sometimes even suggest

objections to that which you are seeming to aim at.

All this will give you the air of a candid disputant; it

will throw the respondent off his guard, and make him
more ready to answer as he really thinks, without alarm

for the consequences.
b When you wish to get a certain

premiss conceded, you will put the question first upon
a different premiss analogous to it. In putting your

question, you will add that the answer which you desire

is a matter of course, familiar and admitted by every
one ; for respondents are shy of contradicting any
received belief unless they have present to their minds

a clear instance adverse to it.
c You will never manifest

apparent earnestness about an answer
; which would

make the respondent less willing to concede it.
d You

will postpone until the last the premiss which you wish

to obtain, and will begin by putting questions the answers

to which serve as remote premisses behind it, only in the

end conducting to it as consequence. Generally speak

ing, questioners do the reverse, putting first the questions
about which they are most anxious ; while most respon-

Topic. VIII. i. p. 150, b. G: &amp;lt;irr-

(\nv&amp;lt;rtv
ot airoKpivdptvoi npos TOVS

A&&amp;gt;s i tint tv, OTI /iuAiora noit iv
&quot;i&jj-

doKovvras fiiKm o&amp;gt;9 tni)(fipflv.

Ao/, TTltTtpOV TO
npOTHV&amp;lt;tp.(VOV f)

TO &quot;

Ibid. I). 10, UO : XpT)(TlfJLOV fit Kal

airriK(ip.(i&amp;gt;tiv ftovXfTat \af3dv d8rj\ov TO int\fyfiv OTI (rvvrjdfs /cut
\&amp;lt;yup.tvov

OITIIS TOU rrpot TUV
\&amp;lt;iyov xpijaipov, &amp;gt; TO TOIOVTOV oKvoixrt yiip Kivflv TO

\OV TO OOKOVV dVTo tf

Ibid. b. 1H: fi&amp;lt;i it avrw TTOTC

ar&amp;lt;

&amp;lt;/(7TfriJ/ p.T) f^DVT&amp;lt;

&quot;

Ibid. b. 1*3: &amp;gt; TO
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dents, aware of this habit, are most intractable in regard
to the first questions, except some presumptuous and

ill-tempered disputants, who concede what is asked at

first but afterwards become obstinate in denegation.*
You will throw in some irrelevant questions with a view

to lengthen the procedure, like fallacious geometers who

complicate a diagram by drawing unnecessary lines.

Amidst a multitude of premisses falsehood is more

likely to escape detection
;
and -thus, also, you may per

haps be able to slip in, unperceived and in a corner, some

important premiss, which, if put as a separate question

by itself, would certainly not have been granted.
b

Such are the multifarious suggestions addressed by
Aristotle to the questioner for concealing his method

of attack; Concealment being the third of the four

general heads relating to the treatment of premisses
not immediately necessary for proof of the final refuta-

tive conclusion. On the other three general heads

Induction from particulars to an universal, Dignity,
Clearness Aristotle goes into less detail. For Clear

ness, he recommends that examples should be introduced ;

especially familiar examples, taken from well-known

poets like Homer, not from obscure poets like Chcerilus.
d

In regard to Induction, Aristotle points out an em
barrassment often arising from the want of suit

able universal names. When, after having obtained

an affirmative answer about several similar particulars,

you wish to put a question generalizing the result,

you will sometimes find no universal term fitting the

*

Topic. VIII. i. p. 156, b. 30-39 : i afyXov fv 671-010) TO ^tCSor. fiio *&amp;lt;u

KOl TO fTT tO-XUTfj) (ptoTUV O /iaXtOTa \av6dvOVO~lV fVlOTf OI
fp(i)Ta&amp;gt;VTS

(V

ftovXfTcii XajSeiv &C. Trapa^Jforco 7rpoo~Tidtires u KO.& aiiTii

b
Ibid. p. 157, a. 1-5: en TO

*cai Trapf/zjSuXXfti TO p.Tjotv

Trpos Titv Aoyof, KaOdirfp ol

noXXwv yap ovrav

7rpoT(iv6p.(va OVK
c

Ibid. a. G : ds
p.fi&amp;gt;

ovv xpv^tv TOIS

elpr)fj.evots XpiJOTfOV, &C.
d

Ibid. a. 14.
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j)osition.
You are obliged to say : AVill it not be so in

all such cases ? and this lets in a serious difficulty, how

to know what other cases are like, and what are not.

I lore the respondent will often dispute your right to

include this or that other particular.&quot;
You will do well

to coin a new universal term fitting the situation.

If the respondent answers in the affirmative to several

questions of similar particulars, but answers in the

negative when you sum them up in an universal com

prehending all similar cases, you may require him to

cite some particular case justifying his denial
; though

you cannot require him to do this before he has made the

affirmative auswers.
b

It is not sufficient that he should

cite, as the single case of exception, the express case

which forms the subject of the thesis. He ought to

produce some distinct and independent instance, really

comprised within the genus, and not merely connected

with it by the link of an equivocal term.
c

If he pro
duces an adverse instance really comprised within the

genus, you may perhaps be able to re-model your ques

tion, so as to make reserve for the basis on which this

objection is founded. The respondent will then be

compelled (unless he can foresee some new case of

objection) to concede the universal with this special

qualification ;
so that you will have gained all that you

really require. Should the respondent continue to

refuse, without producing any new case, he will trans

gress the rules of Dialectic ;
which recognize an uni

versal affirmative, wherever there are numerous affirm

ative particulars without one assignable riegative.
d

Indeed, if you know the universal to hold in many

il

Topic. VIII. ii. p. 157, a. 18-33.

TO)I/ TOIOV-

v, &c.
b

Ibid. a. 31-37.

Ibid. a. 37-b. 8.

d
Ibid. b. 8-33. SinAfKTi^ y/

ttrrt npncuTis npos )v o/rtoj tir\ no\-

Ad&amp;gt;&amp;gt; f^ovaav /ir; (ITTIV
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particular cases, and do not know of any others adverse,

you may boldly put your question at once in reference

to the universal (without going first through the series of

particulars). The respondent will hardly venture to deny
it, not having in his mind any negative particulars.&quot;

You must however keep in mind what a dialectic

universal premiss really is. Not every question re

quiring an universal answer is allowed to be put. You
must not ask for positive information, nor put such

questions as the following : What is man ? In how

many different senses is good employed ? A dialectic

question is one to which the respondent makes sufficient

reply by saying, Yes or No.b You must ask in this

form : Is the definition of man so and so ? Is good
enunciated in this or that different sense? To these

questions the respondent may answer Yes or No. But
if he persists in negative answers to your multiplied

questions as to this or that sense of the term good, you
may perhaps stand excused for asking him :

&quot; In how

many different senses, then, do you yourself use the

term good?&quot;
c

When you have obtained concessions which furnish

premisses for a formal syllogism, you will draw out and

propound that syllogism and its conclusion forthwith,

without asking any farther question from the re

spondent or any leave from him to do so. He may
indeed deny your right to do this, in spite of the con

cessions which he has made ;
and the auditors around,

not fully appreciating all his concessions, may perhaps
think that he is entitled to deny it. But, if you ask his

leave to draw out the syllogism and he refuses to give

leave, the auditors are much more likely to think that

Topic. VIII. ii. p. 158, a. 3-G.

b Ibid, p. 158, a. 14, scq. eort yap Tr/jurcum- dtaXtKrtKi) rrpoy tjv tcrnv arroK/M-

vcurOut va\
t)

ov.
c

Ibid. u. -1-24.
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your syllogism is not allowable.
11

If you have the

choice between an ostensive syllogism and a Reductio

ad Ahmrdum, you ought always to prefer the former,
as plainer and more incontestable.

15

You must not persevere long in the same line of ques
tions. For, if the respondent answers them all, it will

soon appear that you are in the wrong course, since

your syllogism, if you can get one at all, will always be

obtained from a small number of premisses ; and, if the

respondent will not answer them, you have no alterna

tive except to protest and desist.

The theses that are most difficult to attack are also

most easy to defend; and these are the highest universals,

and the lowest particulars. The highest you cannot

deal with, unless you can get a definition of them ;

which is sometimes impossible and always difficult,

since the respondent will neither define them himself

nor accept your definitions. Those which are next to

the highest arc also difficult to impugn, because there are

few intermediate steps of proof. Again, the lowest

particulars are also difficult for the contrary reason,

that there are so many intermediate steps, and it is

tedious to enumerate them all continuously ; while, if

any are omitted, the demonstration is incomplete, and

the procedure will appear sophistical.
11 The most difficult

of all to impugn are definitions framed in vague and

unintelligible terms, where you do not know whether

they are imivocal or equivocal, literal or metaphor
ical. When the thesis tendered to you presents such

difficulty, you may presume that it is affected with tin*

obscurity of terms here indicated
; or, at any rate, that

Topic. VIII. ii. p. 158, a. 7-1 J : i

b
Ibid. b. 34-p. 158, a. 2.

ov f&amp;gt;( i tit TO (rvfinifxi(rp.(i fpvTTjpM Ibid.
]). 158, a. 25-30.

TTintli
-

i fit
/ir;, tivnvtinTUVTos ov ftoKt i Ibid. iii. p. 158, a. U, Rcq. */

frn-

yfynvtvtu cruAAoyKT^uJf. (^.mr^Kiriocirj &amp;lt;/JUU
&amp;lt;T&amp;lt;U T&amp;lt;I tTri^ft^ufiTU.
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its terms stand in need of definition/ In geometrical

construction, as well as in dialectical debate, it is indis

pensable that the principia or primary terms should be

defined, and defined properly ;
without this, neither the

one nor the other can be pursued.
13

Sometimes the major and minor premisses of your

syllogistic conclusion are more difficult to establish

more beyond the level of average intelligence than

the thesis itself. In such a case some may think

that the respondent ought to grant these premisses,

because, if he refuses and requires them to be proved,
he will be imposing upon the questioner a duty more
arduous than the thesis itself imposes ; others may say
that he ought not to grant them, because, if he did, he

would be acknowledging a conclusion derived from

premisses requiring proof as much or more than itself.

A distinction must here be made. If you are putting

questions with a view to teach, the learner ought not to

grant such premisses as those above described, because

he is entitled to require that in every step of the pro
cess he shall be conducted from what is more knowable

to what is less knowable. Accordingly, when you

attempt to demonstrate to him something which he knows

little, by requiring him to concede something which he

knows still less, he cannot be advised to grant what you
ask. But, if you are debating with a companion for the

purpose of dialectical exercise, he ought to grant what you
ask whenever the affirmative really appears to him true.

d

Topic. VIII. iii. p. 158, b. 8-23;
|

&quot;

Ibid. a. 11-14:
j) pcv aav-

p. 159, a. 3: OVKOVV $d \av6avtiv, orav Bavovn ov dfTfov, av
p,r^ yva&amp;gt;pi.fjLa&amp;gt;T(pov

8vO~(7TlY(ipT]TOS 1] ^ dfCTlS, OTI TTfTTOvdf fl,
TCO

yVp.Vaop.eVU&amp;gt; 6fT(OV, UV aX/J-

Tt TWV
flprjp.fvu&amp;gt;v.

6(S p.ovov (paLvrjTdi. axTTe (pavfpbv OTI

b Ibid. p. 158, b. 24-p. 159, a. 2.
oi&amp;gt;% o^oius (po)TO)vri re KOI 8i8u(TKovri

c
Ibid. p. 159, a. 4-11. oTavS i/TrposTo a^iarreov ndtvai.

This section is obscure and difficult.

I am not sure that I understand it.

It seems doubtful whether the verb

tpyav

rj rr]v dtcriv, dunroprjafifv av

TIS TTOTfpOV 6(T(OV TCI TnidVTO.
t)

OtT &C.
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We have now said enough for the purpose of instruct

ing the questioner how to frame and marshal his inter

rogations. We must turn to the respondent, and point
out how he must answer in order to do well and

perform his duty to the common work of dialogue.

Speaking generally, the task of the questioner is to

conduct the dialogue so as to make the respondent enun

ciate the most improbable and absurd replies which

follow necessarily from the thesis that he has under

taken to defend ;
while the task of the respondent is

to make it appear that these absurdities follow from the

thesis itself, and not from his manner of defending it.

The respondent may err in one of two ways, or indeed

in both together : either he may set up an indefensible

thesis ; or he may fail to defend it in the best manner
that it really admits; or he may do both. The second

is a worse error than the first, in reference to the

general purpose of Dialectic.
11

Aristotle distinguishes (as has been already stated)

three purposes in the dialogue : (1) Teaching and

Learning ; (2) Contention, where both questioner and

respondent strive only for victory ; (3) Investigating
and Testing the consequences of some given doctrine.

1*

The first two of these three are dismissed rapidly.
In the first, the teaching questioner has no intention of

deceiving, and the pupil respondent has only to answer

by granting all that appears to him true. In the

second, Aristotle tells us only that the questioner must

always appear as if he were making some point of his

Tidtvai is intended to apj ly to the irp&rov o
p.}}

8ft *ai TO 6ip.(vov p.rj

questioner or to the respondent. (pv\tiai CTCI rptrnov.

Topic. VIII. iv. p. 159, a. 15-21 : Ibid. v. p. 159, a. 24-28.

TOV 8* airoKpivoptvov TO prj fit avrov \

c
Ibid. a. 21&amp;gt; . Tc3 piv yap pav-

ifL.inivfiv TO d&vvaTov
T) Otivovri OfTtov (if I Tti ftoKtwvTii- xa\ yap

yap t(TdiS apMpTia TO 6t&amp;lt;r6ai
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own
;
while the respondent, on his side, must always

appear as if no point were made against him.a But in

regard to the third head dialogues of Search, Testing,
Exercise he is more copious in suggestions : he con

siders these as the proper field of Dialectic, and, as we

saw, claims to have been the first who treated them

apart from the didactic dialogues on one side, and the

contentious on the other .

b

The thesis which the respondent undertakes to defend

(in a dialogue of Search or Testing) must be either

probable, or improbable, or neither one nor the other.

The probability or improbability may be either simple
and absolute, or special and relative in the estimation

of the respondent himself or of some one or more persons.

Now, if the thesis be improbable, the opposite thereof,

which you the questioner try to prove, must be probable ;

if the thesis be probable, the opposite thereof must be

improbable ; if the thesis be neither, its opposite will

also be neither. Suppose, first, that the thesis is impro
bable absolutely. In that case, its opposite, which you
the questioner must fish for premisses to prove, will be

probable ;
the respondent therefore ought not to grant

you any demand which is either simply improbable or

less probable than the conclusion which you aim at

proving ;
for no such concessions can really serve your

purpose, since you are bound to prove your conclusion

from premisses more probable than itself. Suppose,

a
Topic. VIII. iv. p. 159, a. 30 : TUV

6 dy()Vi^op.fV(i)v TOV p.cv eputTwvTa (pai-

V(O~6(ll Tl 8(1 TTOlflV 7rdvTO)S, TOV 8 O7TO-

Kpivdp-fvov p.rj8v (paiveadai Trdo-^fLV.
b

Jbid. a. 32-37
;

xi. p. 101, a. 23-

25 : 8vO-KO\aLVOVTS OVV dyGOVKTTlKflS

KOI ov 8ia\fKTiKas Troiovvrai ras 8ia-

rpiftdf fTt 6 (Trd yvp,vao-ias Kai Tret-

pay \dptV XX OV 8l8un-Kd\l(lS Ol TOl-

OVTOl TO)V \(
&amp;gt;(t)V, &C.

c
Ibid. v. p. 159, b. 9 :

&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;avepov

a&amp;gt;s a8oou p.ev ovros iiir\S&amp;gt;s TOV Ki-

p.fvov ov SoTfov raj
d7roKpivop.evu&amp;gt;

Ovff O
fJLT]

&OKfl 077X0)$-, Ovff O 80-

Kfl p.v TITTOV 8e TOV

ooKfl. ddofcov yap ovo~r)s

Cv8ooV TO
O-Vp.7TfpClO-p.a, &O~Tf Ofl TO.

Xa/Lij3avd/ifi/a (vooa rrdvr eivai KCU

p.d\\ov (vooa TOV irpoKeip.(vov, fl

p.f\\fi 8i(i TWI/ yv(t)pifj.a)Tpa)v TO TJTTOV
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next, that the thesis is probable absolutely. Tn that

case, the opposite conclusion, which you have to make

out, will be improbable absolutely. Accordingly, when
ever you ask concessions that are probable, the re

spondent ought to grant them ; whenever you ask for

concessions that are less improbable than your intended

conclusion, he ought to grant these also
; but, if you

ask for any thing more improbable than your intended

conclusion, he ought to refuse it.
a

Suppose, thirdly,

that the thesis is neither probable nor improbable.

Here, too, the respondent ought to grant all concessions

that appear to him probable, as well as all that he

thinks more probable than the opposite conclusion

which you are seeking to arrive at
;
but no others.

This is sufficient for the purpose of Dialectic, and for

keeping open the lines of probable argument.
b

When the probability or improbability of the thesis

is considered simply and absolutely, the respondent

ought to measure his concessions by the standard of

opinion received usually.* When the probability or

improbability of the thesis is considered as referable to

the respondent himself, he has only to consult his own

judgment and estimation in granting or refusing what

is asked. AVhen he undertakes to defend a thesis

avowedly as the doctrine of some known philosopher,
such as Herakleitus, he must, in giving his answers,

measure probability and improbability according to

what Herakleitus would determine. 11

Since all the questions that you ask must be either

rrtpaivta&ai. &amp;gt;&amp;lt;rr (1 TI
p.fj

TtHOVTOV (tTTl TttiV (
p&amp;lt;i)T(i)p.tl&amp;gt;to)l&amp;gt;,

OV 6(-

T(nv TO&amp;gt; airoKpivoptvtp.

Topic. VIII. v. p. 1 r,!, I,. 10.

Ibid. It. 19-23 : txricax yap uv

u t)VT&amp;lt;t&amp;gt; yap iv&nt-mi-

povs (rviifti)(TtTai roi/f \(iyovs yi
c

Ibid. It. 1M : irpos ra

TJJV wyicpHTiv noi

Ibid. b. L) f&amp;gt;-: ,f&amp;gt;. 7T/)Of T1]V tKflVOV

dirof}\tirovra Qtriov (Kama

tpvtjTtnv.

VOL. II. K
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probable, improbable, or neuter, and either relevant 8

or not relevant to your purpose of refuting the thesis,

let us first suppose that you ask for a concession which

is in itself probable, but not relevant. The respondent

ought to grant it, adding that he thinks it probable.
If what you ask is neither probable nor relevant, he

ought even then to grant it
; but annexing a notification

that he is aware of its improbability, in order to save his

own credit for intelligence.
15

If it be both probable and

relevant, he ought to say that he is aware of its pro

bability, but that it is too closely connected with the

thesis, and that, if he grants it, the thesis will stand

refuted. If it be relevant yet at the same time very

improbable, he must reply that, if he grants it, the thesis

will be refuted, but that it is too silly to be propounded.

If, being neutral, it is also not relevant, he ought to

grant it without comment ; but if, being neutral, it is

relevant, he ought to notify that he is aware that by
granting it his thesis will be refuted.

In this way of proceeding, the march of the dialogue
on both sides will be creditable. The respondent, sig

nifying plainly that he understands the full consequences
of his own concessions, will not appear to be worsted

through any short-comings of his own, but only through
what is inherent in his thesis

;
while you the questioner,

having asked for such premisses as are really more

probable than the conclusion to be established, and

*
Topic. VIII. vi. p. 159. b. 39 : ^ p.fv, (TrKTr^iavrtnv 8e TO

/XT)
SOKOVV Trpos

TOV Aoyov, 77 p.rj rrpo? TOV \oyov. evXufteiav evrjdeias.

By this phrase Aristotle seems to How is this to be reconciled with

mean, not simply relevant, but close- what Aristotle says in the preceding

ly, directly, conspicuously relevant chapter, p. 159, b. 11-18, that the

equivalent to \iav o-wtyyvs TOV (v respondent ought not to grant such

apX rj (p. 100, a. 5). improbabilities at all ?

Mbid. b. 3(i-p. 1GO, a. 2. f (\v Se !

c
Ibid. p. KiO, a. 6-11.

pi] SOKOVV KO.I
p.T] Trpus TO v Aoyov,
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having had them granted, will have made out your

point. It must be understood that you ought not to

try to prove your conclusion from premisses less pro

bable than itself; and that, if you put questions of this

sort, you transgress the rules of dialectical procedure.*

If you ask a dialectical question in plain and univocal

language, the respondent is bound to answer Yes or

No. But if you ask it in terms obscure or equivocal,

he is not obliged to answer thus directly. He is at

liberty to tell you that he does not understand the

question ; he ought to have no scruple in telling you

so, if such is really the fact. Suppose the terms of your

question to be familiar, but equivocal; the answer to it

may perhaps be either true or false, alike in all the

different senses of the terms. In that case, the respon
dent ought to answer Yes or No directly. But, if the

answer would be an affirmation in one sense of the

terms and a negation in another, he must take care to

signify that he is aware of the equivocation, and to dis

tinguish at once the two-fold meaning; for, if the

distinction is not noticed till afterwards, he cannot

clearly show that he was aware of it from the first. If

he really was not at first aware of the equivocation, and

gave an affirmative answer looking only to one among
the several distinct meanings, you will try to convict

him of error by pushing him on the other meaning.
The best thing that he can then do will be to confess

his oversight, and to excuse himself by saying that

misconception is easy where the same term or the same

proposition may mean several different things.
b

Topic. VIII. vi. p. 100, a. 11-10. rtpuv TOV
&amp;lt;rvfJur(pd&amp;lt;TfjuiTns &amp;lt;VtxPi

rfrt

01 nvrbv iru(T\n.v t iiiv irpoopvv tKiurra i

(rv\\oyinvr&amp;lt;n.- 8to ro ts fpuraxriv ov

Ti8j),OT tpd)T(t)i&amp;gt;
Td&amp;gt;( rat rrvAArryifr/iot) BfTtov,

Tl6tp.tV&amp;lt;i)V
flVTUt TTdVTdiV Tti)l/ (vfioftT(pa)V

h
11)1(1. VM. p. ICO, ft. IT-Tl.

TOV (TVfilTfp&r/MITOf. OfToi ft*
&amp;lt; annn-

E 2
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Suppose yon put several particular questions (or

several analogous questions) with the view of arriving

ultimately by induction at the concession of an uni

versal, comprising them all. If they are all hoth true

and probable, the respondent must concede them all

severally ; yet he may still intend to answer No, when
the universal is tendered to him after them. He has

no right to answer thus, however, unless he can pro
duce some contradictory particular instance, real or

apparent, to justify him ; and, if lie does so without such

justification, he is a perverse dialectician.
a

Perhaps he

may try to sustain his denegation of the universal, after

having conceded many particulars, by a counter-attack

founded on some chain of paradoxical reasoning such as

that of Zeno against motion ;
there being many such

paradoxes contradictory of probabilities, yet hard to re

fute. But this is no sufficient justification for refusing to

admit the universal, when, after having admitted many
particulars, he can produce no particular adverse to

them. The case will be still worse, if he refuses 1o admit

the universal, having neither any adverse instance, nor

any counter-ratiocinative attack. It is then the extreme

of perverse Dialectic.
15

Before the respondent undertakes to defend any
thesis or definition, he ought to have previously studied

the various modes of attacking it, and to have prepared
himself for meeting them. He must also be cautious

of taking up improbable theses, in either of the senses of

*

Topic. VIII. viii. p. 1GO, b. 2-5:
j

p.a\\ov uv $6fie 8vo-KO\aiv(iv. KCIITOI

TO yap avtv eVorutrfoor, f/ OVO~TJS 77
I ov8( Tovff IKOVOV TroAAou? yap \oyovt

8oKovo~rjs, KooAvfii TOV Aoyoi/ 8vO&quot;KoAai- e^ouev evavriovs rals $o aif, ovs ^aAf-
vfiv effriv. fl ovv (TT\ TroAAwi/ (paivo- irov Avfir&amp;gt;, xadinrep TOV

Zr)va&amp;gt;vos
OTI

[JLfVOV p.] Vl(&amp;gt;)O-l TO Kal)\OV
fJLTj

OTI ovo-Ko\aii&amp;gt;(i.

OVK eVSe^erni Kivflaflat ovSc

a A A ov a TOV TO
b

Ibid. b. 5, seq. : &amp;lt;rt ft p.r)& uv-
j TiKfip.eva TOVTOIS ov BfTtov.

T(T7l\flp(l.V f\fl OTI OVK (\\T)6ff t
TToAAw

j

C
11)1(1. JX. p. TOO, b. 14.
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improbable. For a thesis is so called when it in

volves strange and paradoxical developments, as if a

man lays down either that every thing is in motion

or that nothing is in motion
;
and also, when it implies

a discreditable character and is contrary to that which

men wish to be thought to hold, as, for example, the

doctrine that pleasure is the good, or that it is better

to do wrong than to suffer wrong. If a man defends

such theses as these, people hate him because they pre
sume that he is not merely propounding them as matter

for dialectical argument, but advocating them as con

victions of his own.*

The respondent must farther be able, if you bring

against him a false syllogistic reasoning, to distinguish

upon which among your premisses the false conclusion

really turns, and to refute that one. Your reasoning

may have more than one false premiss; but he must

not content himself with refuting any one or any other :

he must single out that one which is the chief deter

mining cause of the falsehood. Thus, if your syllogism
be : Every man in a sitting position is writing, Sokrates

is a man in a sitting position ; therefore, Sokrates is

writing, it will not suffice that the respondent should

refute your minor premiss, though this may be false
;

b

because such a refutation will not apply to the number
of other cases in which men are sitting but not writing;
and therefore it will not expose the full bearing of the

falsehood. Your major premiss is that upon which

the full bearing of the falsehood depends; and the

respondent must show that he is aware of this by re

futing your major.

Topica, VIII. ix. p. 160, b. 17-22: . Am TO uvaipov^vov ?\&amp;lt;n y&amp;lt;V
*iv

Ibid. b. oO-.JD. oi&t 8* ri]v \vo-ivt
irj

8 itv tifatgns oi^o&amp;gt;f
&C.

b
Ibid. X.

I&amp;gt;.
1GO, b. 23-20. uv yap

O OTioCv Ul (\&amp;lt;tlV \t\VK(V, ovtf ft \lfti&amp;gt;&( if

6 &amp;lt;iOun OTL irapa TOVTU o Xoyot ov

yap unu\prj TO
ivo~rf)t&amp;gt;ai,

oW tiv
\^ti&quot;
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This last-mentioned proceeding refutation of that

premiss upon which your false conclusion in its full

bearing really turns is the only regular, valid, and

complete objection whereby the respondent can stop
out your syllogistic approaches. There are indeed three

other modes of objection to which he may resort
;
but

these are all either inconclusive or unfair. He may
turn his objection against you personally ; and, without

refuting any of your premisses, he may thus perplex
and confuse you, so that you are disqualified from pur

suing the thread of your questions. Or he may turn

his objections against portions of your questions ;
not

refuting any one of your premisses, but showing that,

as they stand, they are insufficient to warrant the con

clusion which you seek to establish
; when, if you are

master of your subject, and retain your calmness, you
will at once supply the deficiency by putting additional

questions, so that his objection thus vanishes. Or,

lastly, he may multiply irrelevant objections against

time, for the purpose of prolonging the discussion and

tiring you out.
a Of these four modes of objection

open to the respondent the first is the only one truly

valid and conclusive ; the three others are obstructions

either surmountable or unfair, and the last is the most

discreditable of all.
b

To blame the argumentative procedure and to blame

the questioner are two distinct things. Perhaps your

bos TJ
TO dvaipovp-fvov, d\\a Kill SIO

av

(&quot;iTJ &amp;lt;f)(lVpbv TTOTfpOV TTpOOpCJV
Tl

f)
0V TTOieiTCU TT)V fVO~TaO-lV.

*

Topic. VIII. x. p. 161, a. 1-12 :

T] yap avt\6vra Trap
1

o

yivfTat, TO \l/(voos. r/ Trpos TOV
epo&amp;gt;-

ivarcHJiv dnoj/Ta rpirov 8e

Trpos TO. T/pcorTy/iei/a TfTapTTj oe *ai

XflplCTTT] TU&amp;gt;V (VO~TClO-e(0V
TJ TTpOS TOV

Xpovov.
b

Ibid. a. K5-15 : 01 p.ev ovv ivo-rd-

trf if, KaOaTrep ei7ra/nev, rerpa^tof yivov-

TO.I- \VO~IS 6 fffTt TU&amp;gt;V lprjflfVd)V f)

TrpdiTT) P.OVOV, at fie Xoi?rat K&amp;lt;t&amp;gt;\v&amp;lt;T(is

.IL (fj.nooio-p.ol T&amp;lt;ov o-vp.ntpao~-
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manner of conducting the interrogation, preparatory to

your final syllogism, may be open to censure; yet
nevertheless you the questioner may deserve no censure ;

for it may he the respondent s fault, not yours. lie

may refuse to grant the very premisses which are

essential to the good conduct of your case
;

lie may
resort to perverse evasions and contradictions for the

mere purpose of thwarting you ;
so that you are forced

to adapt yourself to his unworthy manauvres rather

than to aim at the thesis itself. Dialectic cannot be

well conducted unless both the partners do their duty
to the common purpose ; the bad conduct of your

respondent puts you out, and the dialectic presently

degenerates on both sides into angry contention.
11

Apart from this, too, it must be remembered that the

express purpose of Dialectic is not to teach, but to

search and test consequences and to exercise the in

tellect of both parties. Accordingly you are not always
restricted to true syllogistic premisses and conclusions.

You are allowed to resort occasionally to false premisses
and false conclusions

; for, if what the respondent
advances be true, you have no means of refuting it

except by falsehood
; and, if what he advances be false,

the best way of refuting it may be through some other

falsehood.
1&quot; You render service to him by doing so;

for, since his beliefs are contrary to truth, if the dialogue
is confined to his beliefs, the result may perhaps con

tribute to persuade him, but it will not instruct or profit

Topic. VIII. xi. p. 161, a. KJ-1M. o&amp;gt;? ov povov TilXrjdfi o-uXXoyior/oi/ uXXu

7rooCiTcu TUS diciTpifldf. ,

tvioTf KUI
\lr(v$wi&amp;gt;.

TToAAaKts yap (l\rj-

a. . {&quot; : f/n Aiiv KOti/cofOf 6 tpiTo&ifav ;
^oCv TlWvroS uvuipt iv uviiyKrj TUV ftiu-

TU KIIIVIIV tpyov. I

Xfyo^upoi/, cicrrt TrpttTtiTtuv TU
\l/fvf&amp;gt;f).

Ibid. a. 24-31 : iVi d 7r*i yv/x- viort 8&amp;lt; &amp;lt;cdl ^t/dovs TtBtmos uvat-

KuA(

KU irtput

U( Ul TOIUVTOI TUV

TtnV km
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him.a
It is your business to bring

1 him round and

emancipate him from these erroneous beliefs ;
but you

must accomplish this in a manner truly dialectical, and

not contentious ; whether you proceed by true or by
false conclusions.

1&quot;

If you on your side, indeed, put

questions in a contentious spirit, it is you that are to

blame. But often the respondent is most to blame,

when he refuses to grant what he thinks probable, and

when he does not apprehend what you really intend to

ask.
c He is sometimes also to blame for granting what

he ought to refuse
;
such as Petitio Princijni or Affir

mation of Contraries. It is often difficult to distinguish
what questions involve Petitio Prindpii or Affirmation

of Contraries : they are asked and granted without either

party being aware, and the like mistake is committed

by men in private talk, not merely in formal dialogue.

AVhen this happens, the argument will inevitably be a

bad one; but the fault is with the respondent who,

having before refused what he ought to have granted,
now grants what he ought to refuse.*

1

Such then are the cases in which the conduct of the

dialogue is open to censure, without any fault on your

part as questioner. But there are other cases in which

the fault is really yours. These are five in number :

Topic. VIII. xi. p. 161, a. 30: CK8f%6p,(vos o

ovdev yap KcoAuei Tivl So/celi/ TU p.i]
o epioTaiv irvdecrdai.

oVra fzaAXoi/ TWV
aA/?$&&amp;gt;i/,

UKTT f&amp;lt; TO&amp;gt;I&amp;gt;

d
Ibid. b. 1 1-18 : eVei S farlv a8io-

(Kfivo) OOKOVVTOiV TOV Aoyou ytvoptvov \ picrrov TTOTJ Tuvavria &amp;lt;al TTOTC ra (V

fj w(p(\rj-
j

a/J^^ \ap.ftdv(nnTiv of avdpunroi (rroA-

j

Aaxif yap *a$ avTovs \tyovTfs TtivuvTia.

Od 8e TOI KaAcos
Aeyoiio&quot;t,

/cat aVaffuo tii TfS TTDOTCQOV

KU

About
1(TIV VCTTffXIV OlOTT(f)

ravavrla /cat TO tV a/;y 7roAA&amp;lt;i icts

&amp;gt;, compare Topica, I. ii. p.

101, a. 3,3.

Ibid. b. 2 : o Tf yap eptrrTi/ccos

O T fl&amp;gt; TO)

inraKovovcriv) di/ay/cr; (puvXoi

uai TI&amp;gt;VS Adyoi f arnoy 8 o aTTOKpivo-

p.i&amp;gt;os,
TII fiff oi StSovy, Ta 8e ToiauTa

lasbage is not very clear.
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(I) &quot;When all or most of your questions are so framed

as to elicit premisses either false or improbable, so that

neither the conclusion which you seek to obtain, nor any
other conclusion at all, follows from them; (2) When,
from similar defects, the proper conclusion that you
seek to obtain cannot be drawn from your premisses;

(3) When that proper conclusion would follow, if certain

additions were made to your premisses, but such ad

ditions are of a character worse than the premisses

already obtained, and are even less probable than the

conclusion itself; (4) When you have accumulated a

superfluous multitude of premisses, so that the proper
conclusion does not follow from all of them but from a

part of them only ; (5) When your premisses are more

improbable and less trustworthy than the proper con

clusion, or when, though true, they are harder and

more troublesome to prove than the problem itself.*

In regard to the last item, however, the fault may
sometimes be in the problem itself rather than in you
as questioner. Some problems, being in their own
nature hard and not to be settled from probable or

plausible data, ought not to be admitted into Dialectic.

All that can be required from you as questioner is that,

you shall know and obtain the most probable premisses
that the problem admits : your procedure may be thus

in itself blameable, yet it may even deserve praise,

having regard to the problem, if this last be very

intractable; or it may be in itself praiseworthy, yet
blameable in regard to the problem, if the problem
admit of being settled by premisses still more probable.

1

You may even be more blameable, if you obtain your
conclusion but obtain it from improbable premisses,

Topic. \ 111. xi.
}&amp;gt;. 1G1, b. l J-ou : K.U(? ainrnv fie roi

X&amp;lt;/yo&amp;gt;
irivrf tiiT\t&amp;gt;

b
Ibid, b. u-l-p. 102, a. o.
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than if you failed to obtain it
;
the premisses required

to make it complete being true and probable and not of

capital importance, but being refused by the respon
dent.* However, you ought not to be blamed if you
obtain your true and proper conclusion but obtain it

through premisses in themselves false
;

for this is

recognized in analytical theory as possible : if the

conclusion is false, the premisses (one or both) must be

false, but a true conclusion may be drawn from false

premisses.
b

When you have obtained your premisses and proved
a conclusion, these same premisses will not serve as

proof of any other proposition separate and independent
of the conclusion

;
such may sometimes seem to be the

case, but it is a mere sophistical delusion. If your

premisses are both of them probable, your conclusion

may in some cases be more probable than either.

One other matter yet remains in which your pro
cedure as questioner may be blameable. The premisses

through which you prove your conclusion may be long
and unnecessarily multiplied ;

the conclusion may be

such that you ought to have obtained it through fewer,

yet equally pertinent premisses/

Topic. VIII. xi. p. 102, a. 3-8.
b

Ibid. a. 8-11 : rots 8e dia \lsev

rriTifj.av (fravepuv 8 CK TCOV

TIKO)V.

c
Ibid. a. 12-24.

Aristotle here introduces four de

finitions of terms, which are useful in

regard to his thoughts but have no

great pertinence in the place where

they occur: eo-ri 6

(T 6 i cr p. a 5e (rv\\oyi(rp.i)S

d TT 6 p T] p. a 6 (Tv\\oyicrp.us

d
Ibid. a. 24-34.

The example whereby Aristotle

illustrates this position is obscure and

difficult to follow. It is borrowed

from the Platonic theory of Ideas.

The point which you are supposed to

be anxious to prove is, that one

opinion is more opinion than another

(on fori 8oa p.a\Xov fVepa ertpa?)-

To prove it you ask as premisses :

(1) That the Idea of every class of

things is more that thing than any
one among the particulars of the

class
; (2) That there is an Idea of
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The cases in which your argument will carry the

clearest evidence, impressing itself even on the most

vulgar minds, are those in which you obtain such pre
misses as will enable you to draw your final conclusion

without asking any farther concessions. But this will

rarely happen. Even after you have obtained all the

premisses substantially necessary to your final con

clusion, you will generally be forced to draw out two

or more prosyllogisms or preliminary syllogisms, and

to ask the assent of the respondent to these, before you
can venture to enunciate the final conclusion. This

second grade of evidence is however sufficient, even if

the premisses fall short of the highest probability.
11

On the other hand, your argument may deserve to

be pronounced false on four distinct grounds : (1) If

your syllogism appears to prove the conclusion but

does not really prove it, being then an eristic or

contention* syllogism ; (2) If the conclusion be good
but not relevant to the thesis, which is most likely to

happen where you employ Reductio ad Impossibile ;

(o) If your conclusion though valid and even relevant,

matter of ojiinicm, and that this Idea

is more opinion than any one of the

{articular matters of opinion. If this

Idea is more opinion, it must also be

more true and accurate than any

{articular matter of opinion. And it

is this last conclusion that Aristotle

seems to indicate as the conclusion to

be proved wore aitrrj r;
6oa UKpt,-

p(TT(f)a ivriv (a. 32).

As I understand it, Aristotle sup
poses that the doctrine which you are

here refuting is, that all V8oa are

on an equal footing as to truth and

accuracy ;
and that the doctrine

which you are proving against it is,

that one &amp;lt;Wloop is more true and
accurate than another. If you at

tempt to prove this last by invoking

the Platonic theory of Ideas, you will

introduce premisses far-fetched and

unnecessary, even if true
;
whereas you

might prove your conclusion from

premisses easier and more obvious.

The fault is (he says) that such

roundabout procedure puts out of

sight the real ground of the proof:

ris 8(
f) ^.o^dr/pia ; f)

ort Trout, trap o

o Xiiyos, \av6dvtUf TO alriov (a. 33).

The dubitative- and problematical

form here is remarkable. How would

Aristotle himself have proved the,

above conclusion { By Induction ?

lie does not tell us.

Ibid. xii. p. 102, a. 3f&amp;gt;-b. 2.
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is not founded on the premisses and principia appro

priate to the thesis
; (4) If your premisses are false,

even though the conclusion in itself may be true, since

it has already been said that a true conclusion may
sometimes be obtained from false premisses.

a

Falsehood in your argument will be rather your own
fault than that of your argument, especially if you

yourself are not aware of its falsehood. Indeed, there

are some false arguments which are more valuable in

Dialectic than many true ones
; where, for example,

from highly probable premisses you refute some recog
nized truth. Such an argument is sure to serve as a

demonstration of other truths
;

at the very least, it

shows that some one of the propositions concerned

is altogether untrue.
b On the other hand, if you prove

a true conclusion by premisses false and improbable,

your argument will be more worthless than many
others in which the conclusion is false

;
from such pre

misses, indeed, the conclusion may well be really false.

In estimating the dialectical value of an argument,

therefore, we must first look whether the conclusion is

formally valid
; next, whether the conclusion is true or

false
; lastly, what are the premisses from whence it is

derived.
d

For, if it be derived from premisses false yet

probable, it has logical or dialectical value
; while, if

derived from premisses true yet improbable, it has

Topic. VIII. xii. p. 1G2, b. 3-15 :

^svr]s 8e Xoyoj KaXemu rer/ja^co?,

&c.
b

Ibid. b. 10-22: /xeV ovv ^evorj

TOV Xoyoi/ emu TOV \tyovTos (ifj.(ip-

TT]fj.a p.n\\ov 77
TOV Xoyou, KOI ouoe

TOV \cyovros &amp;lt;! TO d/iapn^a, dXX

UTCIV \(lv6(lVT] UVTOV, 67T61 K.(lff dVTOV

yt TroXXcov a X
77
$ a&amp;gt; v (iTroot % oped a

fia\\OVj uv f ore /id X i cr T a

8oKOVVTO)v avaipfi TI TU&amp;gt;V rtXrj-

6u&amp;gt;v TO 10 VT os yup &&amp;gt;v tTfpatv

u\r)0wv dir68ciis (O~TIV oel yap
TWV KifJ,eva)v TL pi] flvat 7ravT(\a)s,

&CTT (O-TCU T OVT 0V U7r68f l^tV.
c

Ibid. b. 22-24.
d

Ibid. b. 24 : coo-rf orj\ov on irpu&amp;gt;Trj

p.ev eirioKf ^/is \6yov K.H& avrdv d o-v/j.-

irepaivfTai, dfVTtpa. oe TTOTfpov a\r)6es

j) Tf/tvoos- Tpinj 8 CK iroidiv TLV&V.
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none.&quot; If derived from premisses both false and im

probable, it will of course be worthless; either abso

lutely in itself, or with reference to the thesis under

debate.

Two faults of questioners in Dialectic are dealt with

specially by Aristotle : (1) Petitio Princi/ni ; (2) Pe
titio Contrariorum. He had touched upon both of them

(in the Analytics Priora) as they concerned the demon

strative process, or the proving of truth : he now deals

with them as they concern the dialectical process, or

the setting out of opinions and probabilities.
5

Five distinct modes may be enumerated of commit

ting the fault called Petitio Principii :

1. You may put as a question the very conclusion

which it is incumbent on you to prove, in refutation of

the thesis of the respondent. If this is done in explicit

terms, your opponent can hardly fail to perceive it ;

but he possibly may fail, if you substitute an equivalent
term or the definition in place of the term.

c

2. If the conclusion which you are seeking to prove
is a particular one, you may put as a question the uni

versal in which it is comprised. Thus, if you are to

prove that the knowledge of Contraries is one and the

same, you may put as a question, Is not the knowledge
of Oppositcs one and the same ? You are asking the

very point which it was your business to show; but

you are asking along with it much more besides.
d

o. If you are seeking to prove an universal con-

*

Topic. VIIF. xii. p. ] &amp;gt; _
,

}&amp;gt;. L T : d KCITU o&quot;&amp;lt;!ui/ n t vvv \tKriov.
*

Ibid. 1). . 51. TrptoToj/ i Tit nuro

r, TO ftfiKi vn ddi fttov
al&quot;nj&amp;lt;Tfi

TOITO 5 cV

&c. aiToG /iV oi!/
piibt(n&amp;gt; \tiv6avdv, iv fif

b
11-i.l. xiii. p. lfi2,K .11: TO 8

*c &quot;* T&amp;lt;* tvnvrin Trias alrfiTiu

/, K(IT a\

,
KOI v 00*01 r TO

AvaXvriKoIr (Priorftj II. xvi.) fiorjTnt,

it o Adyof TO UTO
d

Ilml. p. in:;, :i. l.
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elusion, you may put as a question one of the parti

culars comprised therein. Thus, if you are to prove
that the knowledge of Contraries is one and the same,

you may put as a question, Is not the knowledge of

white and black, good and evil, or any other pair
of particular contraries, one and the same ? It was

your business to prove this particular, along with many
others besides

;
but you are now asking it as a question

separately.*

4. If the conclusion which you are seeking to prove
has two terms conjointly, you may put as a question
one or the other of these separately. Thus, when you
are trying to show that the healing art is knowledge of

what is wholesome and unwholesome, you may ask, Is

it a knowledge of the wholesome ?
b

5. Suppose there are two conclusions necessarily

implicated with each other, and that it is your business

to prove one of them : you may put as a question the

other of the two. Thus, if you are seeking to prove
that the diagonal is incommensurable with the side, you

may put as a question, Is not the side incommensurable

with the diagonal ?
c

There are also five distinct modes of Petitio Contra-

riorum :

1. You may ask the respondent, in plain terms, to

grant first the affirmative, next, the negative, of a given

proposition.
d

2. You may ask him to grant, first, that a given

subject is, c.g., good, next, that the same subject is bad.

3. After he has granted to you the affirmative uni

versally, you may ask him to grant the negative in

Topic. VIII. xiii. p. 163, a. 5.

b
Ibid. a. 8.

c
Ibid. a. 10.

d
Ibid. a. 14 : Trpwrov p.tv yap ft TIS

tf dvTiKfip.(v(is aiY^rrnrro fpacriv KOI

Ibid. a. If! : devrepov fie rdvavria

Kara TTJV dvridfo iv, olov dyadbv KOI

KO.KOV TdVTOV.
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some particular case under the universal : e.g., after he

lias granted that the knowledge of Contraries is one and

the same, you ask him to grant that the knowledge of

wholesome and unwholesome is not one and the same.

( )r you may proceed hy the way of reversing this

process.*

4. You may ask the contrary of that which follows

necessarily from the premisses admitted.
5

5. Instead of asking the two contraries in plain and

direct terms, you may ask the two contraries in dif

ferent propositions, yet necessarily implicated with the

first two.
c

There is this difference between Petitio Principii,
and Petit i&amp;lt;&amp;gt; Contrariurum : the first has reference to

the conclusion which you have to prove, and the wrong
procedure involved in it is relative to that conclusion

;

hut in the second the wrong procedure affects only
the two propositions themselves and the relation sub

sisting between them. 1

Aristotle now, finally, proceeds to give some general
advice for exercise and practice in Dialectic. You ought
to accustom yourself to treat arguments by converting
the syllogisms of which they consist; that is, by ap

plying to them the treatment of which the Rcductio ad
Absurdum is one case.

6 You ought to test every thesis

by first assuming it to be true, then assuming it to be

false, and following out the consequences on both sides/

Topic. VIII. xiii.
J&amp;gt;. 1C3, a. 17-lil. TTW? rruW irpnt ci\Xr;Xt.

&quot; H ii. a. 21. n,i,i. xiv. p. n;:i, si. 20 : ^.w a

11)1(1. a 22. I

yvp.vaa-i&amp;lt;.iv
K&amp;lt;U p.(\*Tr)v TVV roiovrtav

Ibid. a. 24 : buxpfpn 8f TO ruv-
\ \nyutv irpuiTov p.iv (ivrio-Tpi&amp;lt;pfiv (6i-

avrm \tirf,ii,fiv TOV tv dpxjy, ort rnv (f(r0ai XW r&quot;vt *&amp;lt;ryovs. For Coti-

pti&amp;gt;
toriv

f) (\p.npria irpos TO av^iri- version ot Syllogism, see Vol. I., p. lM!.

patT^ii (npm ynp (Vrlvo /^XcVoi/rff TO Jltid. a. ,30 : irpof (ijramiv Tt Qiaiv
tv

ap)(ti \fynp.(v aiT(i&amp;lt;r6ai\ TII 8 tv-
\
Knl on OVTU&amp;gt;S Ktii OTI ov OVT&S TO

avriti f o~rtif tv rait npoTiio-Kn TV t\tw
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When you have hunted out each train of arguments,
look out at once for the counter-arguments available

against it. This will strengthen your power both as

questioner and as respondent. It is indeed an exercise

so valuable, that you will do well to go through it

by yourself, if you have no companion.* Put the

different trains of argument, bearing on the same

thesis, into comparison with each other. A wide

command of arguments affirmative as well as negative
will serve you well both for attack and for defence.

15

This same accomplishment will be of use, moreover,
for acquisitions even in Science and Philosophy. It is

a great step to see and grasp in conjunction the trains

of reasoning on botli sides of the question ;
the task

that remains right determination which of the two is

the better becomes much easier. To do this well, how

ever, to choose the true and to reject the false cor

rectly there must be conjoined a good natural predis

position. None but those who are well constituted by
nature, who have their likings and dislikes well set in

regard to each particular conjuncture, can judge cor

rectly what is best and what is worst.

In regard to the primary or most universal theses,

and to those problems which are most frequently put in

*

Topic, xiv. p. 10,&amp;gt;,
b. 3 : KUV irpos

}j.r)oeva aXAoi&amp;gt; e^co/ifi/, irpos avrovs.
b

Ibid. b. 5 : roCro yap irpos re

TO /3 1 a f (r 6 a i 7roXA/)i/ (VTropiav

Troiei Km irpos TO eXtyxfiv p-eya^r/v

%X fi ftoTjdetav, OTO.V (viropfj TIS KOI on
OVT(i)S KllL OTl

Ol&amp;gt;^
OVT(i)S TTpOS TO.

(vavria yap o~vp.ftciii&amp;gt;(i
iroielo-dai TIJV

Instead of irpos T( TO j

ought wo not to road hero irpos re TO

HT) ftui((T0ai t taking this verb in the

passive sense? Surely pui&aOai in

the active sense gives the same mean

ing substantially as eXey^eiv, which
comes afterwards, both of them re

ferring to the assailant or questioner,
whereas Aristotle intends here to

illustrate the usefulness of the practice
to both parties.

&quot;

Ibid. b. 12-16: fiel Se irpos TO

TnmvTO virap-^fiv (vfpva- KOL TOUT

60-Tii&amp;gt;
TJ

MIT* aXridfiav (ixpvia, TO

aL KaXws \(o-dat Ta\r]6fs Kal

TO ijrcv8os orrfp ol irftpvKOTcs

(v owuvTCii iroiflv ev yip &amp;lt;pi\oviT(s

Kal ILKTOVVTC; TO irpoo-(p(poiJ.(vov fv

Kpivovai TO fieXncrrov.
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debate, you will do well to have reasonings ready pre

pared, and even to get them by heart. It is on these

first or most universal theses that respondents become

often reluctant and disgusted. To be expert in hand

ling primary doctrines and probabilities, and to be well

provided with the definitions from which syllogisms

must start, is to the dialectician an acquisition of the

highest moment; like familiarity with the Axioms to

a geometer, and ready application of the multiplication

table to an arithmetical calculator.* AVlien you have

these generalities and major propositions firmly estab

lished in your mind, you will recall, in a definite order

and arrangement, the particular matters falling under

each of them, and will throw them more easily into

syllogisms. They will assist you in doing this, just as

the mere distribution of places in a scheme for topical

memory makes you recollect what is associated with

each. You should lodge in your memory, however,

universal major premisses rather than complete and

ready-made reasonings ;
for the great difficulty is about

the principia?
You ought also to accustom yourself to break down

one reasoning into many ;
which will be done most

easily when the theme of the reasoning is most uni

versal. Conceal this purpose as well as you can ; and

in this view begin with those particulars which In

most remote from the subject in hand. In recording

arguments for your own instruction, you will generalize

Topic. VIII. xiv. p. ir,3, I.. IT- JO.
b

U)id. b. -7-33 : /i

TO irp\tipav (ivm n(p rat

n(1U](T(l (TV\\&amp;lt;&amp;gt;yi(TTlK(J)Tfpr&amp;gt;l
filtl TO ITpdV

itpttrptvas uvriis (i\t n(iv KMT* upidjjuw
TTpllTlHTlV Tf KO(.V1)V /iflXXoi/ f]

\tiy(IV (If

ap^iif Km Tdt TTporacmc UTT

gortoTcurpfU* Kndtiirtp y&amp;lt;ip
*v T&amp;lt;O

iroioi frii/ nvTti
p.vT)p.ni&amp;gt;fvfiv t

Koi ravra
|

VOL. IF.



(&amp;gt;lj TOPICA. CHAP. IX.

them as much as possible, though perhaps when spoken

they may have been particular ;
for this is the best

way to break down one into several. In conducting

your own case as questioner you will avoid the higher

generalities as much as you can.
a But you must at

the same time take care to keep up some common or

general premisses throughout the discourse
;
for every

syllogistic process, even where the conclusion is par

ticular, implies this, and no syllogism is valid with

out it,
b

Exercise in inductive discourse is most suitable for a

youiiir beginner : exercise in deductive or syllogistic^ o / o

discourse, for skilful veterans. From those who are

accomplished in the former you can learn the art of

multiplying particular comparisons ;
from those who

are accomplished in the latter you derive universal

premisses ; such being the strong points of each. AYhen

you go through a dialectical exercise, try to bring away
with you for future use either some complete syllogism,

or some solution of an apparent refutation, or a major

premiss, or a well-sustained exceptional example (eV-

aTaaiv} ;
note also whether either you or your respon

dent question correct!} or otherwise, and on what

reason such correctness or incorrectness turned. It is

the express purpose of dialectical exercise to acquire

power and facility in this procedure, especially as

regards universal premisses and special exceptions.

Indeed the main characteristic of the dialectician is

to be apt at universal premisses, and apt at special

m

Topic. VIII. xiv. p. 1(54, a. 2-7 : have given the best meaning which

Sfi St KOI TUS d7rop.vT)p.ov(v(T(i.s Ka6u\ov i it seems to offer.

7roificr$ai TO&amp;gt;I&amp;gt; Xoyoov, xtiv
if 6\iXry/ie-

b
Ibid. a. 8.

vos (irl p,fpuvs UVTOV 8 on /zuXtora
K

Ibid. a. 12-19. oXroy 8 tK TOV

( xvyfiv (ir\ TO Ku$oAou
&amp;lt;f)(pfiv

TOVS
\ yv/ii&amp;gt;aftr$at StaXcyo/ici/oi/ nfipareov

o-v\\oynTp.ovs.
j

OTTOipfpfcrdai *y o-vXXo-yto-/ioi/ -rrfpi TIVOS,

This t assa^e is to me obscure. I
| ^ Xv o-ii/

r*; 7rporao-ij/ f) tvaTiiviv, &c.
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exceptions. In flic first of these two aptitudes lie

groups many particulars into one universal, without

which he cannot make good his syllogism ;
in the

second of the two he breaks up the one universal into

many, distinguishing the separate constituents, and

denying some while he affirms others.*
V O
You must take care however not to carry on this

exercise with every one, especially with a vulgar-
minded man. With some persons the dispute cannot

fail to take a discreditable turn. When the respondent
tries to make a show of escaping by unworthy ma

noeuvres, the questioner on his part must be unscru

pulous also in syllogizing; but this is a disgraceful

scene. To keep clear of such abusive discourse, you
must be cautious not to discourse with commonplace,

unprepared, respondents.
11

*

Topic. VIII. xiv. ]. 104, 1&amp;gt;. 2-0 :
f) yap ftiatpd fj tlvmpt t, TO pi

f(TTl ytp &H&quot; (ITrtOi (ITTflV &KI\(KTIKHS

6 rrpoTdTiKns K(U tvarariKOS (cm 6&amp;lt;

h

TII p.tv npoTfivfa-Oai (v TTOK IV ra TrXetco rco?

(8c7 yap (V oXcjf
\rj(p6r)i&amp;gt;ai irpos o o diK

TO &amp;lt;V OV TWV TTpOTf ll OUt VU)V.

h
Iliid. b. 8-15: irput yap rbv nav-

(f)aivrdat &ia&amp;lt;p(i-y(iv,

JTO)f TTfiaa-dai &amp;lt;rv\-

Xoyor), TO 6 ivi&amp;lt;rrtur$cu TO tv TroXXd- XnyiaaaOat, UVK (i
&amp;lt;r\r]p.ov

&(.

F 2
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CHAPTER X.

SOPHISTICI ELENCHT.

THE Sophist (according to Aristotle) is one whose pro
fessional occupation it is to make money by a delusive

show of wisdom without the reality by contriving
to make others believe falsely that he possesses wis

dom and knowledge. The abstract substantive noun

Sophistic, with the verb to practise as a Sophist (aofa-

&amp;lt;7Tei&amp;gt;e^), expresses such profession and purpose.
1* This

application of the term is derived from Plato, who has

in various dialogues (Protagoras, Hippias, Euthydernus,

&c.) introduced Sokrates conversing with different pro
fessional Sophists, and who has, in a longer dialogue
called Sophistes, attempted an elaborate definition of

the intellectual peculiarities of the person so named.

It is the actual argumentative procedure of the Sophist
that Aristotle proposes to himself as the theme of

this little treatise, appended to his general theory
of the Syllogism ; a treatise which, though forming

properly the Ninth and concluding Book of the Topica,
is commonly known as a separate appendix thereto,

under the title of Sophistici Elenchi, or Sophistical
Refutations.

*

Soph. El. i. p. 105, a. 21, 28, 32:
j \6yu&amp;gt;v ytvos frrflv on p.tv ovv tVrrt

(art yap 17 (TO^)iOTtcJ) (jjaivopfvq vofyia i rt rmovrvv Xoycov yeVw, cni ort rot-

(wcra ou,

UTTO
&amp;lt;f)aivop.(i&amp;gt;T]s &amp;lt;ro$ias

dXX OVK

ovv T o v s ftov\np.(vnvs
p. V

(T()(f)l(TT&amp;lt;is,

171, b. 27.
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The Sophistical Elenchus or Refutation, being a

delusive semblance of refutation which imposes on

ordinary men and induces them to accept it as real,

cannot be properly understood without the theory of

Elenchus in general ;
nor can this last be understood

without the entire theory of the Syllogism, since the

Elenclms is only one variety of Syllogism.
11 The Elen

chus is a syllogism with a conclusion contradictory to

or refutative of some enunciated thesis or proposition.

Accordingly we must first understand the conditions of

a good and valid Syllogism, before we study those of a

valid Elenchus ;
these last, again, must be understood,

before we enter on the distinctive attributes of the

Pseudo-elenclms the sophistical, invalid, or sham,

refutation. In other words, an enumeration and classi

fication of Fallacies forms the closing section of a treatise

on Logic according to the philosophical arrangement

originating with Aristotle, and copied by most logicians

after him.

Aristotle begins by distinguishing reality and mere

deceptive appearance; and by stating that this dis

tinction is found to prevail not less in syllogisms than

in other matters. Next he designates a notorious

class of persons, called Sophists, who made it their

profession to study and practise the deceptive ap

pearance of syllogizing; and he then proceeds to

distinguish four species of debate: (1) Didactic;

(2) Dialectic; (.{) Peirastic; (J) Eristic or Sophist ic\&quot;

In this quadruple arrangement, however, he is not con

sistent with his own definitions, when he ranks tlie

.four as distinct and co-ordinate species. The marked

Soj.h. Kl. x. p. 171, :i. I-. ,.

b
lliitl. ii.

j&amp;gt;.

1
&amp;lt;;.&quot;&amp;gt;,

a. 38 : Kill tflltTTlKnl.
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and special antithesis is between Didactic and Dia

lectic. Both Peirastic and Eristic fall as varieties or

sub-species under the species Dialectic
;
and there is

under the species Didactic a Variety called Pseudo-

graphic or Pseudo-didactic, which stands to Didactic

in the same relation in which Eristic stands to Dia

lectic.*

Didactic discourse is not applicable to all matters

indiscriminately, but only to certain special sciences
;

each of which has its own separate, undemonstrable

principia, from which its conclusions, so far as true and

valid, must be deduced. It supposes a teacher acquainted
with these principia and deductions, talking with some
one who being ignorant of them wishes to learn. The
teacher puts questions, to which the learner makes the

best answers that he can
; and, if the answers are

wrong, corrects them and proceeds to draw, accord

ing to syllogistic canons, conclusions from premisses
which he himself knows to be the truth. These pre
misses the learner must believe upon the teacher s au

thority. Properly speaking, indeed, the didactic process
is not interrogative (in the same sense that Dialectic

is) : the teacher does not accept the learner s answer

and reason from it, if he thinks it wrong.
b

Dialectic, on the contrary, is applicable to all mat-

*

Soph. El. xi.
]). 171, b. 34.

p.i] TTUVTCI, dXXa ru ye 7rpa&amp;gt;ra
KCU ras

h
Ibid. xi. p. 172, :i. 11 : vvv 8* otKeias dp^ds, OVK iiv

f)p&amp;lt;i&amp;gt;Ta. /JLTJ
8t-

OVK f(TTlV 6 8ui\fKTlKUS 7Tpl ytVOS 8oVTOS ydp OVK UV (TL tLX.(V ( O)l&amp;gt; (Tl

TL
a&amp;gt;pio-/ieVov,

ov8f detKTiKos ovStvus, 8iaAe erni TTpus rr]v tvcrracriv.

ovdf TOIOVTOS olos o Kat)d\ov. ovre When Aristotle, therefore, reckons

yap (crTiv aTvavra tv evi TIVI yeVft, o#re \dyovs di$ii(rK.a\iK(ws ;is one of the

ft f
trj,

oiov T VTTO ray avTiis dpx (is four species Tail/ (v rat StaXeyfcrdat

tivdi Ta oi/Tfl. aWr ovfofp-ut Tf^yrf TU&amp;gt;V Xdyo^v (Soph. Kl. ii.
]). l(ji), ,1. 38), \VC

8(tKvvov(Tcov TIVII (frv(Tiv (ptDTijTiKr] must uiiderstaiKl TO diuXtyeadat iu a

eamv ov yup tj-c(TTt.v oTTorepovovv TMV very wide and vague sense, going

p.opt(t&amp;gt;v
bovvai- rruXXoytrr/iof yap ov much beyond the derivative noun

yiverai ft; /x0niy. fj
be f)ta\(KTiKij 8i.a\fKTtKr

].

ta&amp;gt;TrTiKri timis ft 8 fSftKyuei/, d Ktii
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ters universally and indiscriminately, including even

the undemonstrable pnncipia which the teacher as

sumes as the highest premisses of his didactic syllo

gisms. It supposes, in place of teacher and learner, an

interrogator (or opponent) and a respondent. The

respondent declares a problem or thesis, which he under

takes to defend
;
while the other puts questions to him

respecting it, with the purpose of compelling him either

to contradict the thesis, or to contradict himself on some

other point. The interrogator is allowed only to ask

questions, and to deduce legitimate conclusions from the

premisses granted hy the respondent in answer : he is

not permitted to introduce any other premisses. The

premisses upon which the debate turns are understood

all to be probable opinions accredited either among
an ordinary multitude or among a few wise men,
but to have no higher authority. Accordingly there

is often a conflict of arguments /&amp;gt;rv
and con, much

diversified. The process is essentially controversial
;

and, if the questioner does not succeed in exposing a

contradiction, the respondent is victorious, and remains

in possession of the field.

Such is the capital antithesis, much dwelt upon hv

Aristotle, between Didactic and Dialectic. I Jut that

which he calls Peirastie, and that which he calls

Eristic, are not species co-ordinate with and distin

guished from Dialectic: they are peculiar aspects, sub

ordinate varieties or modes, of Dialectic itself. Ari

stotle himself, indeed, admits Peirastic to be a inodr

or variety of Dialectic;&quot; and the like is equally true

respecting what he terms Eristic or Sophistic.

*

Soj.h. Kl. xi.
j.. 171, },. -l- .i:

/,

yap ntipatrriKt] tan diaAfjcrtxr; rir,

yitrriKij TrfipiirrriKov, oia\tic

viii.
| .1&amp;lt;;:,

li. li&quot;) : ton d
17
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These subordinate distinctions turn upon the manner,
the limitations, and the purpose, for and under which
the dialectical process is conducted. Dialectic is essen

tially gymnastic and peirastic :

a
it may be looked at

either as gymnastic, in reference to the two debaters,
or as peirastic, in reference to the arguments and
doctrines brought forward; intellectual exercise and
stimulation of the two speakers and the auditors

around being effected by testing and confronting
various probable doctrines. It is the common pur

pose (A-O^OI/ epyov)
b
of the two champions, to improve

and enlarge this exercise for the instruction of all,

by following out a variety of logical consequences
and logical repugnancies, bearing more or less directly
on the thesis which the respondent chooses and under

takes to defend against a testing cross-examination.

Certain rules and limitations are prescribed both for

questioner and respondent ; but, subject to these rules,

each of them is bound to exert all his acuteness for the

purpose of gaining victory ; and, though one only can

gain it, the debate may be well and creditably conducted

on both sides. If the rules are not observed, if the

assailing champion, bent upon victory at all cost, has

recourse to dishonest interrogative tricks, or the defen

sive champion to perverse and obstructive negations,

beyond the prescribed boundary, in that case the debate

is called by Aristotle eristic or contention*, from the un

due predominance of the controversial spirit and pur

pose ;
also sophistic, from the fact that there existed (as he

asserts) a class or profession of persons called Sophists,

*
Topica, I. ii. p. 101, a. 2G, h. 2:

ITpus yv^ivcuruiv fgTO(m.KTj y(ip ovo~ci,

/if&&amp;gt;? X&quot;/
nI

&amp;gt;

Ka ^uzioru Trepi

tern
y&amp;lt;tp

&c. Compare also Topica, VI II. xi. [

//TrXtos drre iv ^UI\(KTIKUS o

p. 1(51, a. -5
;

xiv. p. !(&amp;gt;,
&amp;gt;,

a. Jti, p. nut fWrdTiKos.

J(M, b. 1: TO fie yvnvdf{T0ai (Wei- !

b

Topica, VIII. xi. p. l(il, a. 20,37.
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who regularly studied and practised these culpable

manoeuvres, first with a view to reputation, and ulti

mately with a view to pecuniary profit, being pre
tenders to knowledge and wisdom without any reality

to justify them.&quot;

We thus see plainly that Peirastic and Eristic are not

to be ranked as two distinct species of discourse, co

ordinate with Didactic and Dialectic: but that jxiraxtic

is in fact an epithet applicable generally to Dialectic,

bringing to view one of its useful and appropriate
functions

; while eristic designates only a peculiar mode
of conducting the process, the essential feature of which
is that it is abusive or that it transgresses the rules and

regulations. Still less ought Sophistic to be ranked as

a distinct species; since it involves no intrinsic or

intellectual differentia, but connotes only ethical and

personal peculiarities ascribed to the Sophist, who is

treated as an impostor practising dishonest tricks for

the sake of pecuniary profit.
1*

While, however, we recognize as main logical dis

tinctions only the two heads Didactic and Dialectic,

we note another way that Aristotle has of bringing in

Soph. EI. xi.
].. 171, 1.. 25-35:

ot fjitv nvv rrjt viKrjs avTTjs %apiv
Totovrot cpiffTiKoi avdpunroi Kin 0tX

-

\&amp;lt;t

y&amp;lt;i)V
T&amp;lt;t)V (IVTfilV fJLtV (fTIV III

ov

uXXu Kara TIJV tivvapiv. To the same

pur{K&amp;gt;sc
he speaks in Metaphys. r.

ii. p. H&amp;gt;01, b. _
&quot;&amp;gt;, distinguishing tin;

Sophist by his irpniripftTis from the

Dialectician, but recognixinp tliat in

jK)int of Si/va^u both are alike. Mr.

Poste observes justly (in Tran.sl. of the

KIU Xoyov o mV-v
fiti&amp;gt; Sopli. El., notes, p. 1)11):

&quot;

&vi&amp;gt;ap.is,

rriKos KH\ tpurriKof, hXX capacity, is in the intellect; 7r/om-

IUTOI/, XX
/ /i&amp;lt;V

i/t(;f /jfo-tf, purjMtse, in the will. The

tpuTTiKt tf, ft
&

(T&amp;lt;&amp;gt;&amp;lt;pias,

antithesis l&amp;gt;etween these terms may
&amp;lt;ro&amp;lt;l&amp;gt;timK&amp;lt;

&amp;gt;v- iVe. throw li^ht on what Aristotle con-
k

Aristot. llhetorie. I. i. p. l. {55, eeived to IK- the relation between
b. 17: o

yiifi &amp;lt;ro&amp;lt;/)j&amp;lt;TTtcos
OIK /

T7/ Sophistic and Dialectic. .. 1 he power
bwupd, nXX tv rr/ irpotupJfTU rro- ;7//.s th(! will tci deceive is called

&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;iorr;v p.(v Knrii TIJV irpoaipKTiv, Km- Sophistic*; the jKiwer without the

\tKTiK&amp;lt;&amp;gt;t y oi Karii
ri]v npouiftKjiv will, Dialectic (p. 1&amp;lt;X)).&quot;

ov
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what lie calls Sophistic as a variety of the latter. Both

in Didactic and Dialectic (he tells us) the speakers
enunciate and prove their propositions by Syllogism :

the didactic syllogism is derived from the principia

belonging specially to one particular science, and pro
ceeds from premisses that are true to conclusions that

are true
;

while the dialectic syllogism starts from

probable premisses (i.e., accredited by the ordinary

public or by a few wise men), and marches in correct

form to conclusions that are probable. Now, corres

ponding to each of these two,, Aristotle recognizes far

ther a sort of degenerate counterpart. To the didactic

syllogism there corresponds the pteudogmpldc syllogism
or the paralogism : which draws its premisses (as the

didactic syllogism does) from the special matters of

some given science/ yet which nevertheless has only
the appearance of truth without the reality ;

either

because it is incorrect in syllogistic form, or because the

matter of the premisses (the major, the minor, or both)
is untrue. To the dialectic syllogism, in like manner,
there corresponds the eristic or xojthixtic syllogism : which

is a good syllogism in appearance, but not in reality ;

either because it is incorrect in form, or because its pre

misses, in respect of their matter, appear to be probable
without being really probable.

b

One would suppose that the relation between the

pseudo-didactic and the didactic syllogism, was the same

as that between the pseudo-dialectic and the dialectic ;

so that, if the pseudo-dialectic deserved to be called

sophistic or eristic, the pseudo-didactic would deserve

these appellations also
; especially, since the formal con-

*

Topica, I. i. p. 101, a. f&amp;gt;-lf&amp;gt;. ot TJ/ e
7ri&amp;lt;m}/i7; X?;/ifuircoi&amp;gt;,

OIK aX/j^coi/ fie,

(K TfOV 7T(f)l TIVCIS fTTl(TTT)fJillS OlKfiCJV TOV
(TV\\oyi(Tp.!&amp;gt;V 7TOteiTt.

yivo/ifiTH TT(ijHi\oyL(Tyiot, Kaddrrff) trrl
*

U&amp;gt;i&amp;lt;l.

j&amp;gt;. 100, a. 31-]). 101, a. 10;
nal rtov rainy (rvyyfv&v \ Soph. Kl. i. j. KM, a. JO-k *J1.
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dit ions of the syllogism are alike for both. This

Aristotle does not admit, hut draws instead a remarkable

distinction. The Sophist (lie says) is a dishonest man,

making it his professional purpose to deceive
; the

pseudographic man of science is honest always, though
sometimes mistaken. So long as the pseudographic

syllogism keeps within the limits belonging to its own

special science, it may be false, since the geometer may
be deceived even in his own science geometry,* but it

cannot be sophistic or eristic; yet, whenever it trans

gresses those limits, even though it be true and though
it solves the problem proposed, it deserves to be called

by those two epithets. Thus, there were two distinct

methods proposed for the quadrature of the circle one,

by Hippokrates, on geometrical principles, the other by

Brvson, upon principles extra-geometrical. Both de

monstrations were false and unsuccessful; yet that of

Hippokrates was not sophistic or eristic, because he

kept within the sphere of geometry ;
while that of

Bryson was so, because it travelled out of geometry.

NHV more, this last would have been equally sophistic

and eristic, and on the same ground, even if it had

succeeded in solving the problem.
1

If indeed the pseu

dographic syllogism be invalid in form, it must be

considered as sophistic, even though within the proper
scientific limits as to matter

; but, if it be correct in

form and within these same limits, then, however

untrue its premisses may be, it is to be regarded as not

sophistic or eristic.

*

Topico, V. iv. p. l.&quot;,2,
a. . &amp;gt;-. 8u\ TVV

p.t)i
i(riM)v. uXX* wr Bpv&w

b

Soph. Kl. xi.
ji. 171, li. 1--20: trtrpnyuivi^t TV KVJcXoy, ti Ktil rt-

TII yap ^(v&&amp;lt;i*/i&amp;gt;a&amp;lt;f)Tjp.iiTa
OVK fpurriKu rpny^vi f ra t o KuicXov, &amp;lt;iXX or

(Kara ytip T&amp;lt;I VTTII TTJV T* \iijv &amp;lt;&amp;gt;l &amp;lt;&amp;gt;v K&amp;lt;ITII T &amp;gt; nptiyp-ti, fmi TO I/TO

7r&amp;lt;ip(iX&amp;lt;r/i&amp;lt;rp.()i),
oi&t y (t ri icrri (rn(f)t(TTiKuf. A Is &amp;gt;

p. 1 i _ , ;i. 1-S.

rr/)t Xr;^ v, nlov TO lhil. xi. |. 171, K 1!- J). Coiii-

/
o TfT/xjyw^ur/jtoj o pare Tupica, VIII. xi. p. 101, a. . ! :
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Such is the test whereby Aristotle distinguishes the

sophistication of the didactic process from the legitimate

working of that process. Now this same test cannot he

applied to Dialectic, which has no appropriate or exclu

sive specialty of matters, but deals with Onme Scibile,

universally and indiscriminately. Aristotle therefore

puts the analogy in another way. Both in Didactic

and in Dialectic the Sophist is one who sins against
the fundamental conditions of the task which he under

takes; these conditions being, that in Didactic he shall

confine himself to the matters and premisses of a given

science, in Dialectic, to matters probable of whatever

kind they may be. Transgression of these conditions

constitutes unfair and dishonest manoeuvre, whether of

teacher or questioner ;
like breach of the regulations

on the part of competitors, bent on victory at all price,

in the Olympic games. Aristotle ranks this dishonesty
as a species, under the name of Sophistic or Eristic, ad

mitting of being analysed and defined
;

a and his treatise

on Sophistical Refutations is intended to describe and

illustrate the Loci belonging to it, and contributing to

its purpose .

b

Fallacious dialectical refutation being thus referred

altogether to dishonesty of purpose (cither contentious

or profit-seeking) and being assumed as unknown in

fair dialectical debate, we have to see by what cha

racteristic Aristotle discriminates fallacious premisses

TOI&amp;gt; KczAoij p.TafiifiuovTa ; diriAoytu dSiKo/za^/a TJ fpioriKi] ((TTLV

KWS Kdl
p.T) fpl(TTlK(t)S fJLfTd- \ (K(l T( yap &amp;lt;)l TTdVT&S VlKllV TTpOlUpOV-

, KddilTTfp TUV
yfU&amp;gt;p.tTpr)V yfU&amp;gt;- \ p.l&amp;gt;0l

TTUVTUiV ClTTTOVTlll, KCll fVTClvdil (H

^leT/HKCOf, *IV Tt \|/6l So$ 11V T (iXljdtS fplfTTlKOL.

i]
TO crvfAirepaivofttvov. Also Topicu,

b
Ibid. ix. p. 170, a. 34 : fii/Xov

Ylll. xii. p. 1()2, 1). 10. nvv OTL ov 7rui&amp;gt;T(i)i&amp;gt; Ta)i&amp;gt; f\(yx (̂ v &quot;AXa

*
So])li. Kl. xi. p. 171, 1). 22:

, TU&amp;gt;V Trapa Ti]v dia\fKTiKt]v \jjTrrtov rovs

ynp f]
ev (lyutvi adiKia fl8ns rt TUTTOVS-

Kill ((TTLV dblKOfJLU\ia TiS, OVTU&amp;gt;S tV
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from fair and admissible premisses. Dialectic (he

tells us) has for its appropriate matter probable pre
misses beliefs accredited either by the multitude or by
a wise few. But (he goes on to say) not every thing

1

which appears probable is really probable. Nothing
that is really probable is a mere superficial fancy ;

wherever this last is the case, the prdbabilia are apparent

only and not real ; they have the character of falsehood

stamped upon them, so as to be immediately manifest

and obvious, even to persons of very narrow intel

ligence. It is such apparent probdbilia as these, which

make up the premisses of eristic or sophistic discourse,

and upon which the sophistical or fallacious refutations

turn.
a

Aristotle thus draws a broad and marked line

between Dialectic on the one hand, and Eristic or

Sophistic on the other
;
and he treats the whole im

portant doctrine of Logical Fallacies as coming under

this latter department. The distinction that he draws

between them is two-fold : first as to purpose, next as

to subject-matter. On the part of the litigious or

sophistical debater there is the illicit purpose of victory
at all cost, or for profit; and probabilities merely

apparent such as any one may see not to be real

probabilities constitute the matter of his syllogisms.

Now, as to the distinction of purpose, we may put
aside the idea of profit as having no essential connection

with the question. It is quite possible to suppose the fair

Dialectician, not less than the Sophist, as exhibiting

Topica, I. i.
J&amp;gt;.

100, 1&amp;gt;. J3 : Amoi/ *\fi 7rni/TfXd&amp;gt;p rfjv

f o &amp;lt;V Kddiintp 7Tf/u rat ru&amp;gt;v tpumnuw Xi&amp;gt;ya&amp;gt;i&amp;gt;

fit, K&amp;lt;I\ ip\us (Tv^liifirjKfV f^tiv Tr(ip&amp;lt;ixi&amp;gt;f)p.(i

ivb&amp;lt;&amp;gt;&amp;lt;t)v

y&amp;lt;ip
KU\ if tn\ TO TTO\V rolf KU\

&amp;lt;t&amp;gt;tuv6p.ivot.
oil yap -nav TO

&amp;lt;f)ait&amp;gt;t&amp;gt;- a-vvnpiiv bvi&amp;gt;(ip.tvois K(iT(ibr]\i&amp;gt;s
(v i

p.tVOl&amp;gt; fvdo^OV, Kill ((TTIV tV&nfalV. fIV-
Tf

TOV TJffvfioVS f(TT\
&amp;lt;f)V(7tS.

Otv ynp T&amp;lt;I)j/ Xryo/i ro)v ffAo^ui/ iiritrt t- Soph. Ml. ii. p. 10.
r

&amp;gt;,

1). 7.
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liis skill for pecuniary reward
; while the eagerness

for victory on both sides is absolutely indispensable
even in well-conducted debate, in order that the appro

priate stimulus and benefit of dialectical exercise may
be realized. But, if the distinction of purpose and

procedure, between the Dialectician and the Sophist,
is thus undefined and unsatisfactory, still more un

satisfactory is the distinction of subject-matter. To dis

criminate between what is really probable (/.&amp;lt;?.,
ac

credited either by the multitude or by a wise few),
and what is only probable in appearance and not in

reality is a task of extreme difficulty. The explana
tion given by Aristotle himself a when he describes

the apparently probable as that which has only super
ficial show, and which the most ordinary intelligence

discerns at once to be false includes only the more

gross and obvious fallacies, but leaves out all the

rest. Nothing can be more incorrect than the assump
tion, in regard to fallacies generally, that the appear
ance of probability is too faint to impose upon any

ordinary man. If all fallacies could be supposed to

come under this definition, the theory of Fallacies would

undoubtedly be worthless (as Mr. Poste suggests that

it is, in the Preface to his translation of the Sophistici

Elenchi) ; and the most dishonest Sophist would at any
rate be harmless. But, in fact, Aristotle himself de

parts from this definition even in the beginning of the

Sophistici Elenchi
;

for he there treats the sophistic

syllogism and refutation as having a semblance of

validity plausible enough to impose upon many per

sons, and to be difficult of detection
; like base metals

having the exterior appearance of gold and silver,

and like men got up for the purpose of looking finer

Tnpira, I. i. p. 100, 1.. LM, s



CHAP. X. OBJECTIONS TO ARISTOTLE S VIEW

and stronger than they really are.* Here we have

the eristic or sophistic syllogism presented as falla

cious, yet as very likely to he mistaken for truth, by

unprepared auditors, unless warning and precaution

be applied ;
not (as it was set forth in the defi

nition above cited) as bearing the plain and obvious

stamp of falsehood, recognizable even by the vulgar.

At the time when Aristotle constructed that defi

nition, lie probably had present to his mind such

caricatures of dialectical questions as Plato (in the dia

logue Euthydemus) puts into the mouth of the Sophists

Kiithvdrmus and Dionysodorus. And, since Aristotle

chose to connect fallacious reasoning with dishonest

purposes, and to announce it as employed exclusively

by dishonest debaters, he seems to have found satis

faction in describing it as something which no honest

man of ordinary understanding could accept as true :

the Sophist being thus presented not merely as a knave

but as a fool.

J think it a mistake on the part of Aristotle to treat

the fallacies incidental to the human intellect as if they
were mere traps laid by Sophists and litigants; and as if

they would never show themselves, assuming dialectical

debate to be conducted entirely with a view- to its

legitimate purposes of testing a thesis and following out

argumentative consequences. It is true that, if there

are infirmities incident to the human intellect, a dis

honest disputant will be likely to take advantage of

them. So far it may be well to note his presence.
But the dishonest disputant does not originate these

infirmities : he finds them already existing, and mani-

Soph. El. i. p. 1C4, :i. li.M,. L T.

TOV aiTuv & Tpinrnv &amp;lt;cni frvAXoyirrpiv
o ^V tarty, o i&quot; or* ?&amp;lt;TTI

fjLtv t (ftnivfTdi ftf bin TJJV tnrtipiav ni

yftp tiTTttpnt Z)(TiT(p ?iv nnt \nvris
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fested undesignedly not merely in dialectical debate, but

even in ordinary discourse. It is the business of those

who theorize on the intellectual processes to specify and

discriminate the Fallacies as liabilities to intellectual

error among mankind in general, honest or dishonest,

with a view to precaution against their occurrence, or

correction if they do occur
;
not to present them as

inventions of a class of professional cheats,&quot; or as tares

sown by the enemy in a field where the natural growth
would be nothing but pure wheat.

In point of fact the actual classification of Fallacies

given by Aristotle is far sounder than his announce
ment would lead us to expect. Though he entitles

them Sophistical Refutations, describing them as inten

tionally cultivated and exclusively practised by pro
fessional Sophists for gain, or by unprincipled litigants
for victory, yet he recognizes them as often very
difficult of detection, and as an essential portion of the

theory of Dialectic generally .

b The various general
heads under which he distributes them are each charac

terized by intellectual or logical marks.

His first and most general observation is, that lan

guage is the usual medium and instrument through
which fallacies are operated. Names and propositions

are of necessity limited in number
;
but things named

or nameable are innumerable
;

hence it happens in

evitably that the same name or the same proposition
must have several different meanings. Since we cannot

talk of things except by means of their names, the

equivocation inseparable from these names is a constant

source of false conclusions/
1

*

Soph. El. i. p. 105, a. 19, scq. TTfTrtpavrai &amp;lt;n\ TO TWV Aoycoi/ rr\fj6os,

Ibid, xi. p. 172, b. 7. TU fie irpuypara rov dpi6p.ov &quot;nrfipd

c
Ibid. i. p. 105, a. 5. eariv. avaynaiov ovv TrAeuo TOV avrov

11

Ibid. a. 10: TO. p.ev yap wop-urn \6yov Ka\ Tovvofta TO tv
(rr]p.aiveiv.
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In dialectical procedure, the Sophist and the litigious

debater aim at the accomplishment of five distinguish

able ends: (I) To refute, or obtain the false appear
ance of refuting, the thesis; (2) To catch, or appear to

catch, the opponent in affirming something false or

contradictory; (. {)
Or in affirming something para

doxical ; (1) Or in uttering incorrect and ungram-
matical speech ;

(&quot;&amp;gt;)

Or in tautological repetition. The
first of these five ends is what the Sophist most desires;

where that cannot be had, then, as secondary purposes,
the succeeding four, in the order in which they are

enumerated. 11

The syllogism whereby the Sophist appears to refute

without really refuting, is either faulty in form, or

untrue in matter, or irrelevant to the purpose. The

Fallacies that he employs to bring about this deceitful

appearance of refutation are various, and may be dis

tributed first under two great divisions :

I. Fallacies Dictionis.

II. Fattacice Extra Dietlonein.

I. The first division Fallaciw Dictnmis includes all

those cases wherein, under the same terms or pro

positions, more than one meaning is expressed. Six

heads may be distinguished :-

1. Ilomonyrny (Equivocation): where the double

meaning resides in one single term noun or verb.

2. Amphiboly : where the double meaning resides,

not in a single word but, in a combination of words

proposition, phrase, or sentence.

. ). Conjunction (hardly distinguishable from that

immediately preceding Amphiboly).
4. Disjunction : where what is allirmed conjunc-

Soph. El. iii. p. lf.r&amp;gt;,
1&amp;gt;. 12-2l&amp;gt;.

VOL. II.
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tively is not true disjunctively, or the reverse.

Five are two and three
;
but you cannot say, Five are

even and odd. The greater is equal and something
besides

;
but you cannot say, The greater is equal.)

5. Accentuation : where the same word differently

accentuated has a different meaning.
6. Figura Dictionis : where two words, from being

analogous in form, structure, or conjugation, are erro

neously supposed to be analogous in meaning also.
a

Such are the six heads of Fallacies Dictionis Fal

lacies or Paralogisms arising from words as such, or

something directly appertaining to them.

II. Under the second division Fallacies or Paralo

gisms Extra Dictionem there are seven heads :

1. Fallacia Accidentis.

2. Fallacia a dicto Secundum Quid ad dictum Sim-

pliciter.

3. Ignoratio Elenchi.

4. Fallacia Consequentis.

5. Petitio Principii.

6. Non Causa pro Causa.

7. Fallacia Plurium Interrogationum*

1. The first of these varieties, called Fallacia Acci

dentis, arises when a syllogism is made to conclude that,

because a given predicate may be truly affirmed of a

given subject, the same predicate may also be truly

affirmed respecting all the accidents of that subject : as

when Koriskus is denied to be a man, because he is not

Sokrates, who is a man
;
or is denied to be Koriskus,

because he is a man, while a man is not Koriskus.

In the title given to this general head of Fallacy, we

Soph. El. iv. p. 105, b. 23-p. ICG, i

r
Ibid. b. 20: oi napa TO

b. 19. KOS TrapaXoyurpoi. Every man is an
b

Ibid. v. p. 1GG, b. 20-27.
i

anirn.il
; but, because a predicate is
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must understand Accident, not in its special logical

sense as opposed to Essence, but in a tar larger sense,

including both Genus when predicated separately from

Differentia, and Differentia when predicated separately

from Genus; including, in fact, every thing which is

distinguishable from the subject in any way, and at

the same time predicable of it every thing except the

Definition, which conjoins Genus and Differentia

together, and is thus identical and convertible with

the definitum.

2. The second general variety arises when a pro

position is affirmed with qualification or limitation in

the premisses, but is affirmed without qualification,

simply and absolutely, in the conclusion. The Ethi

opian is white in his teeth and black in his skin ;

therefore, he is l&amp;gt;oth white and not white both white

and black. In tin s example the fallacy is obvious,

and can hardly escape any one; but there are many
other cases in which the distinction is not so conspicuous,

and in which the respondent will hesitate whether

he ought to grant or refuse a question simply and abso

lutely.* One example given by Aristotle deserves

notice on its own account : Non-Ens ext opinalrile, there

fore Non-Ens est; or, again, Eiix nun cxt homo, therefore,

En* nun ext. This is one among Aristotle s ways
of bringing to view what modern logicians describe as

the double function of the substantive verb to serve

as copula in predication, and to predicate existence.
1&quot;

true of the subject man, you cannot fiprjpivov A^tfiy TO fi

%

rmnvrov fV
infer that the same predicate is true of tviutv ^iv -nai&amp;gt;T\

0fo&amp;gt;/;j;o-i pufiiav tV*

the subject animal. This title coinpre- t vitav fit \av6tivfi -rrnXXuKis.

bends within its range another, which &quot;The same double or multiple
! presently announced as distinct and meaning of J: nt is discriminated by

Kparatc / ///ac/a ( omm /urntix. Aristotle in the Metaphysira, but in

Soph. Kl. v. p. U.fJ, b. 37, inn), a different way uv wr dXr^t i, *a\

tsrui&amp;gt; TO iv
p.tf&amp;gt;fi \fyuptvoi&amp;gt; wv (iirXtot TO

/ir;
uv d&amp;gt;v

&amp;gt;^&amp;lt;C

6os A. vii. p. 1(&amp;gt;17,

G 2
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He regards the confusion between these two functions

as an example of the Fallacy now before us of passing
a dicto Secundum Quid ad dictum Simpliciter?

3. The third of these heads of Fallacy Ignoratio

Elenclii is, when the speaker, professing to contradict

the thesis, advances another proposition which contra

dicts it in appearance only but not in reality, because

he does not know what are the true and sufficient con-

a. 31
;
E. iv. p. 1027, k 18-3G. Bonitz

(siil Metaphys. Z. iv. p. 310) says:
&quot;

Quid quod ctiam illud esse hue refert,

quo uon cxistentiam significamus,

scd prcdicati cum subjecto conjunc-

tionern.&quot; Aristotle is even more pre

cise than modern logicians in analys

ing the different meanings of TO ov :

he distinguishes/owr of them.
*
Soph. El. v. p. 167, a. 1 : olov fl

TO
fJLT)

OV fO~TL So^CHTTOV, OTl TO p,T]
OV

O~TLV ov yap TCWTOV fivai TC TL &amp;lt;al

Compare Metaphys. Z. iv. p. 1030,

a. 25, and De Interpretatione, p. 21,

a. 25-34 :
u&amp;gt;o-np &quot;Op.rjpos

(crri TI, OLOV

TTOirjTTJS lip* OVV KCll faTlV, Tj
OV ; KCITU

rrvfJififflrjKos yap Kan^yopelrai TOV O/i^-

pov TO fcrTiv OTI yap TTOITJT^S (cmv,

dXX oi K.aff ai&amp;gt;To, KCZT^yopemu Kara.

TOV OfJLljpOV TO eo~TlV.

It is clear from the above passages
that Aristotle was thoroughly aware

of the logical fact which Hobbes,

James Mill, and Mr. John Stuart Mill,

have more fully brought out and

illustrated, as the confusion between

the two distinct functions of the sub

stantive verb. Many excellent re

marks on the subject will be found in

the System of Logic/ by Mr. J. S.

Mill (Bk. I. ch. iv. s. 1); also in the

Analysis of the Human Mind, by
James Mill, especially in the recent

edition of that work, containing the

explanatory notes by Mr. J. S. Mill

;vnd Dr. Findlater (Vol. 1. ch. iv.

p. 174, seq.). Mr. J. S. Mill, how

ever, speaks too unreservedly of this

confusion as having escaped the

notice of Aristotle, and as having
been brought to light only by or

since Hobbes. He says (in a note

on the Analysis, p. 183) :

&quot; As in

the case of many other luminous

thoughts, an approach is found to

have been made to it by previous
thinkers. Hobbes, though he did not

reach it, came very close to it
;
and

it was still more distinctly anticipated

by Laromiguiere, though without any
sufficient perception of its value . . .

in the following words: Quand on

dit, 1 etrc cst, &c., le mot est, ou le

verbe, n exprime pas la memo chose

quo le mot ctrc, sujet de la definition.

Si j enoncc la proposition suivante:

Dicu est existant, je nc voudrais pas
dire assurement, Dieti existe existant :

cela m- ferait pas un sens : de meme,
si je dis que Virgile cst poete, je ne

i
vetix pas donner a entendre quo Vir-

I

gile existe. Le vcrbc csf dans la pro-
, position n exprime dont pas 1 exist-
1 ence reelh;

;
il n exprime qu un rap-

port special entre le sujet et 1 attribut,

! &c.
&quot; The passages above cited from

Aristotle show that he had not only
enunciated the same truth as Laromi

guiere, but even illustrated it by the

same example (Homer instead of

I Virgil). I shall in another place state

more fully the views of Aristotle

respecting K.I istence.
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SO

ditions of a valid Elenclms. In order to be valid, it

must be real, not merely verbal ;
it must be proved

by good syllogistic premisses, without any Pctltlo Prin-

ci/n i ; and it must deny the same matter, in the same

relations, and at the same time, as that which the thesis

affirmed. Thus, it is no contradiction to affirm and

denv doubleness of the same body; both affirmation

and denial may be true, if you take; the comparison

against different numbers or different bodies, or at

different times. Sometimes persons neglect some of

these conditions, and fancy that they have contradicted

the thesis, when they have not : this is Ljnurnt nt KL ii-

c///.
a

(If the thesis be an affirmative universal, it /*

sufficient contradiction if you prove a negative par
ticular against it.)

4. The fourth head includes what are called Fallacies

Consequentis : when a man inverts the relation between

predicate and subject in a categorical proposition affirm

ative and universal, thinking that it may he simply
converted or that the subject may be truly affirmed of

the predicate; or when, in an hypothetical proposition,
he inverts the relation between antecedent and con

sequent, arguing that, because the consequent is true,

the antecedent must for that reason be true also.

Honey is of yellow colour
; you see a yellow sub-

*

Soph. Ml. v. p. 107, a. Jl-o ): made it his profession to study and

ol A 7r/m TU
/ir/ dta&amp;gt;/mrd&amp;lt;u

ri (&amp;lt;TTI practise these tricks, for the
pur|H&amp;gt;se

r)
ri rXcy^of, &amp;lt;iXXu irupii of making himself pass for a clever

yivovrm TOV Xoyov. i man, and of getting money- Accord-

We may remark,
l&amp;gt;y

the way, that I ing to this definition, there is no

it is not very consistent in Aristotle
J
/tjnonitio Klan-hi in the Sophist,

to rccoiii/.e. one general head of So- though there may !&amp;gt;&amp;lt; in tlie JHTSOII

phistical Refutation callel lyimratio who snjiiKjses himself refuted. The

AencAt, after the definition that bo baa i Sophist is assumed to know what he

given of the Sophist at the U-ginning is alnmt, and to l&amp;gt;e aware that his

of this treatise. He had told us that argument is a fallacious one.

the Sophist was a dishonest man, who
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stance, and you infer for that reason that it must

be honey. Thieves generally walk out by night ;

you find a man walking out by night, and you infer

that he must be a thief. These are inferences from

Signs, opinions founded on facts of sense, such as

are usually employed in Rhetoric
;

often or usually

true, but not necessarily or universally true, and

therefore fallacious when used as premisses in a syl

logism^
5. The fifth head is that of Petitio Principii: a man

sometimes assumes for his premiss what is identical

with the conclusion to be proved, without being aware

of the identity.
13

6. The sixth head of Fallacy Non Causa pro Causa

is, when we mistake for a cause that which is not

really a cause ; or, to drop the misleading word cause,

and to adopt the clearer terms in which this same fallacy

is announced in the Analytica Priora c Non per Hoc

Non propter Hoc, it arises when we put forward, as

an essential premiss of a given conclusion, something

Soph. El. v. p. 107, b. 1-18.

This head (Fallacia Conseqttentis) is

nut essentially distinguishable from

the first (Fallacia- Accidentis), being

nothing more than a peculiar species

or variety thereof, as Aristotle him

self admits a little farther on vi. p.

1(58, a. 20; vii. p. 100, b. 7; viii. p.

170, a. 3. Compare also xxviii. p.

181, a. 25.

Ibid. v. p. 107, a. 38: 8tn TO p)
&vvao~6ai arvvopav TO ravrov KIU TO

erepov.
e

Soph. El. v. p. 107, b. 21; vii. p.

109, b. 13. Compare Analyt. Prior.

11. xvii.
]&amp;gt;.

05.

In commenting on the above

chapter of the Analytica Priora, I

have already remarked (Vol. I. p. 258,

note) how much better is the designa
tion there given of the present fallacy

Noil Jttr J/OC (oU TTClpa TT)V 6((TtV

TO ^fDSo?) than the designation
here given of the same fallacy Non
Causa pro Causa. Aristotle is speak

ing of a syllogistic process, consisting
of premisses and a conclusion

;
the

premisses being the reasons or

grounds of the conclusion, not the

cause thereof, as that term is com

monly understood. The term cause

is one used in so many different

senses that we cannot be too careful

in reasoning upon it. See Whately s

remarks on this subject, l&amp;gt;k. iii.

sect. 11, of his Logic : also his Ap-

j

pendix I. to that work, under article

Reason.
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that is not really an essential premiss thereof. When

you intend to refute a given thesis by showing that, if

admitted, it leads to impossible or absurd conclusions,

you must enunciate that thesis itself among the pre
misses that lead to such absurdities.

11

But, though enun

ciated in this place, it may often happen that the thesis

may be an unnecessary adjunct not among the pre
misses really pertinent and essential ;

and that the

impossible conclusion may be suiliciently proved, even

though the thesis were omitted. Still, since the thesis

is declared along with the rest, it will appear falsely to

be a part of the real proof. It will often appear so

even to yourself the questioner ; you not detecting the

fallacy.
1* Under such circumstances the respondent

meets you by Non proffer Hoc. He admits your con

clusion to be impossible, and at tlio same time to be duly

proved, but he shows you that it is proved by evidence

independent of his thesis, and not by reason or means of

his thesis. Accordingly you have advanced a syllogism

good in itself, but not good for the purpose which you
aimed at;

c

viz., to refute the thesis by establishing
that it led to impossible consequences. You will fail,

even if the impossible consequence which you advance
is a proposition conjoined with the thesis through a

continuous series of intermediate propositions, each of

them having one common term with the next. Much
more will you fail, if your impossible consequence is

quite foreign and unconnected with the thesis ;
as we

sometimes find in Dialectic.

DOpD. hi. V. p. 107, b. 1M : uv A&amp;lt;i*u av^ J/TTOI/ avrovs Toi&amp;gt;9

%

/)a&amp;gt;TcI&amp;gt;iTr

oi/v tyKiiTapiOp.Tj0t] iv rolt amygaiois TO roinvrw.

ipd}Tt)fAti(rt npuf TO OT/J/JUIPOI/ u&vva- Ibid. b. 31 : d(rv\\&amp;lt;
&amp;gt;yi&amp;lt;rT&amp;lt;&amp;gt;i.

piv
TOV, dou irn^a TUVTO yipcadut ITU\- uvv &amp;lt;hrXa&amp;gt;f OVK eiVii/ ol Tmovrm Xrryot,
XUKU o fAfyjor. i n-pyp fo

1

T0 irpoKfimvuv d(TV\\6yuiroi.
b

Ibid. b. 3f&amp;gt;: KU\ \av6avti rroX-
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7. The seventh and last of these heads of Fallacy is,

when the questioner puts two distinct questions in the

same form of words, as if they were one Fallacia Plu-

rium Interrogationum ut Unius. In well-conducted Dia

lectic the respondent was assumed to reply either Yes

or No to the question put ; or, if it was put in the form

of an alternative, he accepted distinctly one term of

the alternative. Under such conditions he could not

reply to one of these double-termed questions without

speaking falsely or committing himself. Are the earth

and the sea liquid ? Is the heaven or the earth sea ?

The questions are improperly put, and neither admits

of any one correct answer. You ought to confine

yourself to one question at a time, with one subject and

one predicate, making what is properly understood by
one single proposition. The two questions here stated

as examples ought properly to be put as four.
a

Aristotle has thus distinguished and classified Fal

lacies under thirteen distinct heads in all six In Dic-

tione, and seven Extra Dictionem ; among which last

one is Ignoratio Elenchi. He now proceeds to show

that, in another way of looking at the matter, all the

Fallacies ranged under the thirteen heads, may be

*

Soph. El. v. p. 107, Ix 38-p. 1G8,

a. K!
;

vi. p. Kill, a. 0-12.
17 yap

TTpOTttfTlS tCTTlV 6V Kdff eVOS.- fl OVV

fj.Ui TrpuTdcris 17
(V Kaff tvos utoC(ra,

o~rai Trpordcris 17 TOIO.VTI]

The examples given of this fallacy

by Aristotle are so palpable the ex

pounder of every fallacy /ttust make
it clear by giving examples that every
one sees through at once that we are

tempted to imagine that no one can

be imposed on by it. Hut Aristotle

himself remarks, very justly, that

there occur many cases in which we

do not readily see whether one ques
tion only, or more than one, is in

volved
;
and in which one answer is

made, though two questions are con

cerned. To set out distinctly all the

separate dcbateable points is one of

the most essential precautions for

ensuring correct decision. The im

portance of such discriminating separa
tion is one of the four rules prescribed

by Descartes in his Discours de la

Methode. The present case comes

under Mr. Mill s Fallacies of Con-

fusioii.
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shown to be reducible to tliis single one Ljnoratio

Elenrhi. Every Fallacy, whatever it be, transgresses

or tails to satisfy, in some way or other, the canons or

conditions which go to constitute a valid Elenchus,*

or a valid Syllogism. For a true Elenchus is only one

mode of a true Syllogism ; namely, that of which the

conclusion is contradictory to some given thesis or pro

position.
1* With this particular added, the definition of

a valid Syllogism will also be the definition of a good
Elenchus. And thus Ljnoratio Elenchi misconception
or neglect of the conditions of a good Elenchus under

stood in its largest meaning, is rather a characteristic

common to all varieties of Fallacy, than one variety

among others.

In regard to two among the thirteen heads Fallncia

Acci&amp;lt;l&amp;lt; Htix and Fallicla Conseqtteniis (which however

ought properly to rank as only one head, since the

second is merely a particular variety of the first)

Aristotle s observations are remarkable. After having

pointed out that a syllogism embodying this fallacy will

not be valid or conclusive (thus showing that it involves

Ljnoratio Elenchi), he affirms that even scientific men
were often not aware of it, and conceived themselves to

be really refuted by an unscientific opponent urging

against them such an inconclusive syllogism. To take

an example : Every triangle has its three angles equal
to two right angles ; every triangle is a figure ;

there

fore, every figure has its three angles equal to two

right angles/
1 Here we have an invalid syllogism;

Soph. hi. vi. p. 108, a. 1 J : fort
| T/nytovoj/ Svolv tifiQuiv urns (\(i, &amp;lt;fvp-

i/j uTTcHTrif atnXvffcu TOVS \t\dtvras tifir]Kf 8 nvrut a \ i] p a T i tlvai

Hirrnvs tit TUV roil tXiyftov 6lOpUT(iov.
j

f) 7T/&amp;gt;u&amp;gt;TO) *; &amp;lt;ip\y t
oTt (rx^P- 11

/ &quot;I X*!

Il&amp;gt;i&amp;lt;l. p. !;!, b. lf&amp;gt;.

Il)iil. p. KJM, a. -10:

TOVTO.

Hen; we h;iv&amp;lt;; Figure reckoned as

an tuxidtnt of Triangle. Tliis is H
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for it is in the Third figure, and sins against the

conditions of that figure, by exhibiting an uni

versal affirmative conclusion : it is a syllogism pro

perly concluding in Darapti, but with conclusion

improperly generalized. Yet Aristotle intimates that

a scientific geometer of his day, in argument with

an unscientific opponent, would admit the conclusion

to be well proved, not knowing how to point out

where the fallacy lay : he would, if asked, grant the

premisses necessary for constructing such a syllo

gism ; and, even if not asked, would suppose that he

had already granted them, or that they ought to be

granted.
a

The passage affords us a curious insight into the

intellectual grasp of the scientific men contemporary

specimen of Aristotle s occasional

laxity in employing the word avp.-

ftefirjKus. He commonly uses it as

contrasted with essential, of which

last term Mr. Poste says very justly

(notes, p. 129) :
&quot; To complete the

statement of Aristotle s view, it should

be added, that essential propositions
are those whose predicate cannot

be denned without naming the sub

ject, or whose subject cannot be de

nned without naming the predicate.&quot;

Now figure is the genus to which

triangle belongs, and triangle cannot

be defined without naming its genus

figure. Put to include Genus as a

predicable under the head of o-vp.fte-

PTJKOS or Accident, is in marked oppo
sition to Aristotle s own doctrine

elsewhere : see Topica, I. v. p. 102, b.

4; iv. p. 101, b. 17
; Analyt. Post. I.

ii.
]&amp;gt;. 71, b. 9

; Metaphys. E. p. 102G,
b. 32. Jt is a misfortune that Ari

stotle gave to this general head of

Fallacy the misleading title of Fal-

lacia Accidentis Trapa TU u-vf

When he gave this title, he probably
had present to his mind only such

examples as he indicates in Soph. El.

v. p. 1GG, b. 32. Throughout the

Topica and elsewhere, Genus is dis

tinguished pointedly from
&amp;lt;ru/i/3f-

PTJKUS, though examples occur occa

sionally in which the distinction is

neglected. The two Fallacies called

Accidentis and Consequentis, would
both be more properly ranked under

one common logical title Supposed

convertibility or interclianyeaUeness
between Su.hjict and Predicate et

root UTTO rouoe
^IT) ^copi erai, p.T)ff U.TTO

6aTfpov xu&amp;gt;p
iea6ai ddrepov (vii. p.

1G9, b. 8).

Soph. El. vi. p. 168, b. 6 : aXXa

Trapa TOVTO KCL\ ol re^j/trai KOI oXcoj

oi fTTiaTijuovis vno T&V uz/eTriorr^o-

vu&amp;gt;v fktyxovrat- Kara a~vfj.fdf^T)Kus yap
TTCHOVVTai TOVS O~U\\()yiCr(JL()VS TTpOS TOVS

fLOUTdS Oi 8 OV OWUp.fVfH SldlpflV T]

f
/JCOTOO^lf J/Ol 6lSoU(7tV

1)
UV 6oJ/TS OlOJ/TOl
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with Aristotle. Most of them were prepared to admit

fallacious inferences (such as the above) which as

sumed the interchangeability of subject and predicate.

They had paid little or no attention to the logical

relations between one proposition and another, arid

between the two different terms of the same pro

position. The differences of essential from accidental

predication, and of each among the five Predicables

from the others, must have been practically familiar

to them, as to others, from the habit of correct speak

ing in detail
;
but they had not been called upon to

consider correct speaking and reasoning in theory,
nor to understand upon what conditions it depended
whether the march of their argumentative discourse

landed them in true or false results. And, if even the

scientific men were thus unaware of logical fallacies,

we may be sure that this must have been still more the

case with unscientific men, of ordinary intelligence and

education. Aristotle tells us here, in more than one

passage, how widespread such illogical tendencies were :

to fancy that two subjects which had one predicate the

same must be the same with each other in all
respects;&quot;

to understand each predicate applied to a subject as

being itself an independent subject, implying a new
Hoc Aliqald or L num;

b
to treat the universal, not as a

common epithet but, as a substantive and singular

apait;
c

to use equivocal words or phrases, even the

most wide and vague, without any attempt to dis-

Soph. Kl. vi. p. 1C8, b. 31 :

yap iv\ TfiiVw Taurd, icai
&amp;lt;iXXr)Xtr

TO Karrjyopovptvov nvny VTTO-

X a
p. ft U V (1

p. ( V T &amp;lt;&amp;gt; f&amp;gt; ( Tl Kdl d) I V

dinipi v tlvm Ttiira. vii. p. Kill, li. 7 :

j

v n a K &amp;lt;&amp;gt; v &amp;lt;&amp;gt;

p.
t v Tui

y&amp;lt;i/)
ti-t *&amp;lt;n TI,

tn KH\ 7ri TToXXa&amp;gt;i/ (fxiivfrai K at
I
ovaiti P.U\HTTU boKf i irapfir(rd(H TCI

a i o Or a i o v T u&amp;gt; r, &amp;lt;t ru&t nno TOV- TOO* TI KCU TO ov.

i M / X^/ ^C 7
&quot;

&quot;. M7^ unit Oartpov !

*
Ibid. xxii. p. 1&quot;H,

b. 37-p. 17 J,

6
Ibitl. vii. p. 1GO, a. 33 : Zr
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criminate their various meanings.
8 Such insensibility

to the conditions of accurate reasoning prevailed alike

among ordinary men and among the men of special

science. A geometer would be imposed upon by the

inconclusive syllogism stated in the last paragraph,

which, as being founded on the Fallacia Accidentis (or

interchangeability of subject and predicate), Aristotle

numbers among Sophistical Eefutations. Such a refu

tation, however, even when successful, would not at all

prove that the geometer was deficient in knowledge of

his own science ;

b
for it would puzzle the really scien

tific man as well as the pretender.

We must always recollect that Aristotle was the first

author who studied the logical relations between Terms

and Propositions, with a view to theory and to general
rules founded thereupon. The distinctions which he

brought to view were in his time novelties ;
even the

simplest rules, such as those relating to the Con

version of propositions, or to Contraries and Contradic

tories, had never been stated in general terms before.

Up to a certain point, indeed, acquired habit, even

without these generalities, would doubtless lead to

correct speech and reasoning ; yet liable to be per
verted in many cases by erroneous tendencies, requiring
to be indicated and guarded against by a logician.

When we are told that even a professed geometer was

imposed upon by these fallacies, we learn at once how

deep-seated were such illogical deficiencies, how useful

was Aristotle s theoretical study in marking them out,

and how insufficient was his classification when he

described the Fallacies as obvious frauds, broached only

8
Soph. El. vii. p. 169, a. 22.

j

drj\ov ft ayvod- KOL yap TOV et Sorc
b

Ibid. viii. p. 109, b. 27 : ot (p.7ro$iovcri TOVTOIS rols Xoyoty. Com-

Se &amp;lt;ro0ttrrtKoi eXty^oi, av /cat trvX- pare vi. p. 108, b. 6.

\oyifovrai TTJV uiri^acm/, ov TTOIOIKTI
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by dishonest professional Sophists. As he himself

states, the cause of deceit turns upon a quite trifling

difference ; having its root in the imperfection of lan

guage and in our frequent habit of using words without

much attention to logical distinctions.
1

I lider one or other, then, of the thirteen general
heads above enumerated, all Paralogisms must be in

cludedmerely apparent syllogisms, or refutations,

which are not real and valid
;

b and all of them desig
nated by Aristotle as sophistic or eristic. Besides these,

moreover, he includes, as we saw, under the same desig

nation, syllogisms or refutations valid in form, and

true as to conclusion, yet founded on premisses not

suited to the matter in debate
; i.e., not suited to Dia

lectic. Now, here it is that difficulty arises. Dialectic

and Rhetoric are carefully distinguished by Aristotle

from all the special sciences (such as Geometry, Astro

nomy, Medicine, &c.); and are construed as embracing

every variety of authoritative dicta, current beliefs,

and matters of opinion, together witli all the most

general maxims and hypotheses of Ontology and

Metaphysics, of Physics and Ethics, and the common
Axioms assumed in all the sciences, as discriminated

from what is special and peculiar to each. Construed

in this way, we might imagine that the subject-

matter of Dialectic was all-comprehensive, and that

every thing without exception belonged to it, except
the specialties of Geometry and of the other sciences;

and such is the usual language of Aristotle. Vet in

the treatise before us we find him exerting himself

to establish another classification, and to part off Dia-

Sojili. F.I. vii. j. 1 ; .
,

1). II ; |/ u
t

&amp;gt;nv ?na TIJV r i /u;/iVr;v nlrinv. ( &amp;lt;&amp;gt;lu-

liirntri yu/ fj nnn-nj Kin TO iritfin pitc- j part- v.
j&amp;gt;.

107, a. .&quot;&amp;gt;- 1 !
;

i. |. Hf&amp;gt;,
a.

pov i ynp ftiaKpiftovptV oi rr T)f , ()-! . .

fa&amp;gt;9 oi rf Tin
(7vXXoyi&amp;lt;r/ioO

TUV
\

b
Ibid. viii. p. 170, n. 10.
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lectic from a certain other science or art which he

acknowledges under the title of Sophistic or Eristic.&quot;

Elsewhere he descrihes Sophistic as occupied in the

study of accidents or occasional conjunctions ; and

this characteristic feature parts it off from Demonstra

tion and Science. But there is greater difficulty when
he tries to part it off from Dialectic. Where are we to

find a clear line of distinction between the matter of

dialectic debate (gymnastic or testing) on the one hand,
and the matter of debate sophistic or litigious, on

the other ? At the beginning of the Topica Aristotle

assigned, as the distinction, that the Dialectician argues

upon premisses really probable, while the litigious

Sophist takes up premisses which are probable in

appearance only, and not in reality ; such apparent pro-
babilia (he goes on to say) having only the most super
ficial semblance of truth, and being seen immediately
to be manifest falsehoods by persons of very ordinary

intelligence^ But I have already pointed out that this

description of apparent probabilia, if considered as apply-

Metaphys. K. viii. p. 1004, b. 20 :

j

that the Scholiast (p. 306, b. 40) ex-

TOIITO oe (TO fru/M/Sf/^Kor) ov8(p.ia . plains the meaning of Aristotle in

77x61 TCOI/ o/ioXoyov/ie I/CD? oixrcov (TTIO-TTJ-
&amp;lt; the eleventh chapter of Sophistic!

fJLGOV, 7T\T]V T)
CT

0&amp;lt;f)
IO~T I KT) TTffHTO Klt llC lli: 6 LJ.l&amp;gt; OVV K(lT(l TO TTpayua

yap CIVTT] p-ovr) Trpay- \ 6fa&amp;gt;pS)V
TCI Koiva SmXeKTiKo?, 6 8e TOVTO

Compare Analyt. Poster. (paivotifvws TTOIOOZ/ (TO^KTTIKOS (p. 171,
I. ii. p. 71, b. 10.

b
Topica, I. i. p. 100, b. 20 : ov

yap TTCIV TO (paivouevov tvoo^ov Kai

8oov. ov6^v yap TWV \tyo-

reXcos ri]v (pavTaaiav, Kaddircp irepi

TOS TCOI/ plO~TlKO)V \QJ(t)V ap%GS O~VfJ.-

b. 0-20). I confess that 1 attach no

distinct meaning to the words KaTa

TO Trpayua 6fu&amp;gt;pelv
TCI Koiva, which

characterizes the Dialectician as con

trasted with the Sophist ;
nor can I

learn much from the notes either of

Wait/ or of Mr. Postc (p. 120, scq.)

napax[n]p.a yap xai cos on the passage. Take for example the

Vt TO TroXu TOIJ Kiii ij-iKpa avvopav last half of the Pannenides of Plato,

K(tTaorj\os (v avTols f)
TOV or P&amp;gt;ook H. of the Mctaphysica of Ari-

e o-Ti
&amp;lt;pvo-is.

H is by re- stotle. Are we to say that in these

ference to this distinction between two comj&amp;gt;ositions Plato and Aristotle

ci&amp;gt;ooj;a
which are genuine and eYfio^a ] speculate on TO. KOIVU KCITO. TO Trpuyua,

which are only such in appearance |

or that they do so only in appearance?
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ing to fallacious reasoning
1

generally, is both untenable

in itself, and contradicted by Aristotle himself else

where. The truth is, that there is no clear distinction

between the matter of Dialectic and the matter of

Sophistic. And so, indeed, Aristotle must be under

stood to admit, when he falls back upon an alleged dis

tinction of aim and purpose between the practitioners
of one and the other. The litigious man (lie tells

us) is bent upon nothing but victory in debate, j r

fit* ct ntfas : the Sophist aims at passing himself off

falsely for a wise or clever man, and making money
thereby.

Now, in regard to the distinction of aim or disposi

tion drawn by Aristotle between the dialectical dis

putant and the litigious or sophistic disputant, we see

at once, as wras before suggested, that it lies apart from

the critical estimate of art, science, or philosophy ; and

that it belongs, so far as it is well founded, to the

estimate of individuals ethically and politically, as

worthy men or patriotic citizens. Whether Euripides
or Sophokles composed finer tragedies (as we find

argued in the Ranee of Aristophanes), must be decided

by examining the tragedies themselves, not by enquiring
whether one of them was vain and greedy of money,
the other free from these blemishes. A theorist who

is laying down general principles of Rhetoric, and illus

trating them by the study of .Kschines and Demo-

sthent s, will appreciate the oration against Ktesiphon
and the oration De Corona in their character of com

positions intended for a particular purpose. For Rhe

toric it is of no moment whether yKsehines was venal or

disinterested a malignant rival or an honest patriot ;

this is an enquiry important indeed, but belonging to the

Soph. El. xi. p. 171, b. L 5-3.&quot;,;
i. p. !;:&amp;gt;,

;i. L l-IJl.
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historian and not to the rhetorical theorist. Whether
Aristotle was or was not guided, in his animadversions

on Plato, by an unworthy and captious jealousy of his

master, is an interesting question in reference to

his character ; but our appreciation of his philosophy
must proceed upon an examination, not of his motives

but, of his doctrines and reasonings as we find them.

A good argument is not deprived of its force when
enunciated by a knave, nor is a bad argument rendered

good because it proceeds from a virtuous man. Indeed,

so far as the character of the speaker counts at all, in

falsifying the fair logical estimate of an argument, it

operates in a direction opposite to that here indicated by
Aristotle. The same argument in the mouth of one who
is esteemed and admired counts for more than its worth

;

in the mouth of a person of low character it counts for

less than it is worth.
a To distribute arguments into two

classes those employed by persons of dishonourable

character and those employed by honourable men is

a departure from the scientific character of Logic.
As to the other part of the case (if it is still necessary

to recur to it), touching the peculiarity of the matter of

sophistical arguments, the inconsistency of Aristotle is

most apparent. In enumerating the Sophistical Refu

tations he tells us that these fallacies are indeed some

times palpable and easily detected, but that they are

often very difficult to detect and very misleading ; that

an unprepared hearer will generally be imposed upon

by several of them, and even a scientific hearer by
some

;
and that, even where the fallacy does not

actually deceive, the proper mode of meeting and

:l

Knrip. IIcculi. L f)3.

Bri

Mirip. IIcculi. L 03.

iffifffi \6yos yap (K T a.$oovi&amp;gt;Twv liav

K&K Ttt)V SuKOVVTWV OUTOS Ot TaVT^V (T9(Vfl.

istot. l!lu t(vic. I. ii. p. 135(5, a. 5-15.
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exposing it will not occur unless to one previously
exercised in Dialectic/ That Fallacies In Di&amp;lt; ti&amp;lt;&amp;gt;iu\ taken

as a class (though these are what he declares to be the

most usual niodn* operandi of the sham dialecticians

called Sophists
1

),
often passed unperceived, and were

hard to solve and elucidate even when perceived
we know to have been his opinion ;

for it is not

only in the Topica and Sophistici Elenchi, but also in

the Metitpliysica and other works,
c
that he takes pains

to analyse and discriminate the several distinct mean

ings borne by terms familiar to every one, such as

idem, unum, pulchnun, bonum, (/maw, album, acutum,&c. 9

which terms therefore, when employed in argument,
were always liable to introduce a fallacy of Equivoca
tion or Amphibolv. lie tells us the like in specifying
the seven Fallacies Extra Dictionem : that they also were

often unnoticed, and required vigilant practice to see

through and solve. The description in detail, therefore,

which Aristotle gives (in Sophistici Elenchi) &amp;lt;&amp;gt;f the

working process peculiar to the litigious Sophist, is

completely at, variance with the definition which be

had given of the sophistic syllogism at the commence

ment of the Topica. Thai definition is indeed suitable

for the
fi/jH -xjH ct i/ti it* which he and other logicians give

to illustrate this or that class of Fallacies: the tvpe-

specimen produced must carry absurdity on the face

of it, so that the reader may at first sight recognize

*

Soph. LI. v. p. 167, a. .)-!
,

1
&amp;gt;.
o- Odvti irapcuco\ov0ovv TO ofutwfwv.

.&quot;&amp;gt;&quot;). K(U \livdlll&amp;gt;fi TToXXuKlf Ol x 1}TTOV Cf. T&amp;lt; tplCil, II. 111.
|&amp;gt;.

11&amp;lt;\
li. , , ,

&amp;gt;

; V. \\.

OVTOVS TOl f (jHiiTUlVTdS TO TUUWTOV. p. I- .
,

1&amp;gt;. .
)&amp;lt;&amp;gt;,

S( (|.; VI. X.
1

1. MS, Jl.

vii.
|&amp;gt;.

If .

.t, ;i. J J-. JO, 1. S-l.&quot;&amp;gt;: iv _ ., scj. Soph. I ll. x.
\&amp;gt;.

171, a. 17.

aira&amp;lt;n
yni&amp;gt; i] dirnTT) bid ri&amp;gt;

7r&amp;lt;i/ja pucpuv. ( oinjiarc als( Iiimk A. &amp;lt;&amp;gt;f the Mrta-

xv.
j&amp;gt;.

17.&quot;),
a. Jo. physics, and tho frequent recognition

b
Ilnd. i. p. 105, a. 2-LO. and analysis ruv TroXXa^wt X*y-
Topic. I. vii. p. 10I{, a. 0-3i) ; p. ^Vo&amp;gt;i/ tliroii^liout tlie other Px.M&amp;gt;ks

lOfi, b. ;M)
; p. 107, a. I J, 1). 7 : n&amp;lt;&amp;gt;\- of the Metaphysics.

Xric(v A* Km (V (wmls rms Xoyocc \nv-
\

VOL. IF. II
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it as a fallacy ;
and lie may even find difficulty in

believing that any one can really be imposed upon

by such trifling. But, though suitable for the type-

specimen taken separately, this definition fails in the

essential character which Aristotle postulates for a

definition, since it is quite untrue and unsuitable for

numerous instances of the class intended to be illus

trated.
21 Aristotle was the first who attempted to dis

tribute Fallacies into classes, such that, while in each

class there were certain specimens palpably stamped
with the fallacious character, there were also in each

class an indefinite multitude of analogous cases wherein

the fallacious character did not reveal itself openly or

easily, but required attentive consideration to detect it,

often indeed remaining undetected, and producing its

natural fruit of error and confusion. Tin s was one of

his many great merits in regard to Logic ; and the

classification of Fallacies (modified as to details) has

passed to all subsequent logicians, so that we find dif

ficulty in understanding that the contemporaries of

Sokrates and Plato had no idea of it. But the value

of his service to Logic would be much lessened,

if all fallacies were sophistic syllogisms, intended to

deceive but never really deceiving, corresponding to his

definition at the beginning of the Topica ;
if (as he tells

us in the Sophistic! Elenchi) they were only impudent

forgeries put in circulation by a set of professional knaves

called Sophists; and if all non-sophistical dialecticians,

and all the world without, could be trusted as speaking

correctly by nature and as never falling into them.

a

Topic. VI. i. p. 139, a. 26 : SeZ

yap TOV TOV avOpwirov opin-poi* /card

TravTus avdpa&amp;gt;7TOv a\r)d(vrdai. VI.

X.
]). 148, 1). 2 : 61 yilp (7T\ TTUV TO

(TVVti&amp;gt;Wp.&amp;lt;&amp;gt;V (p(lpfJL()TTfll&amp;gt;.

Whoever reads the Sixth Book of

the Topica, wherein Aristotle indi

cates to the questioner Loci for im

pugning a definition, will see how
little this definition of the Sophistic

Syllogism will stand such attacks.



DIALECTIC, A (JAME OR MATCH. 09

The appeal made by Aristotle to a difference of cha

racter and motives as the distinction between the Dia

lectician and the Sophist is all the more misplaced,
because he himself lays down as the essential feature

of Dialectic generally, that it is a match or contention

between two rivals, each anxious to obtain the victory.

It is like a match at chess between two expert players,
or a fencing-match between two celebrated masters at

arms. Its very nature is to be an attack and defence,

in which eacli combatant resorts to stratagem, and

each outwits the other if he can. Whether the match is

played for money or for nothing whether the conten

tious spirit is more or less intense does not concern

the theorist on dialectical procedure. It is indispens
able that both the questioner and the respondent should

exert their full force, the one in thrusting, the other

in parrying ;
if they do not, the purpose of Dialectic,

which is the common business of both, will not bo

attained. That purpose is clearly declared by Aristotle.

It is not didactic : he distinguishes it expressly from

teaching,* where one man who knows communicates

such knowledge to an ignorant pupil. It is gymnastic,

exercising the promptitude and invention of both parties ;

or peirastic, testing whether the respondent knows a

given thesis in such manner as to avoid being driven

into answers inconsistent with each other or noto

riously f;ilse.
b Each party seeks, not to help or

enlighten but, to pux/le and defeat the other. As
at chess or in fencing, to mask one s projects and

deceive the adversary is essential to the work and to

its purpose ;
each expects it from the other, and under

takes to meet and parry it. The theses debated were

Soph. El. ii. p. lf;f&amp;gt;,
1). 1-5; x. p.

1, a. .Tj-h. 2. Cf. Topica, VIII.

xi. p.

h
Topic. I. i. p. 100, a. 20; VIII. i.

p. 155, b. 10-28.



100 SOPHISTICI ELENCHI. CHAP. X.

always such that arguments might bo found both for

the affirmative and for the negative.

According to Aristotle himself, therefore, the Dia

lectician is agonistic and eristic, just as much as the

Sophist. If the one tries to entrap his opponent for

the purpose of victory, so also does the other : the line

which Aristotle draws between them is one not founded

upon any real distinction between two purposes and

modes of procedure, but is merely verbal and senti

mental; putting aside under a discredited title what

he himself disliked. He admits that the dialec

tical questioner, whenever the thesis which he under

takes to refute is true, can never refute it except by

inducing the respondent to concede what is false; that,

even where the thesis is false, he often can only refute

it by some other incompatible falsehood, because he

cannot obtain from the respondent better premisses;

that, where the thesis is probable and conformable to

received opinion, his only way of refuting it is by entrap

ping the respondent into concessions paradoxical and

contrary to received opinion ,

a But these ends falla

cious refutation, falsehood, and paradox are the very
same as those which Aristotle (in the Sophistic!

Elenchi)
b
sets forth as the peculiar characteristics of the

litigious Sophist. And the improving intellectual

tendencies which he ascribes to Sophistic, are almost

identical with those attributed to Dialectic, being
declared in very similar words. That there were

dialecticians of every degree of merit, in the time of

Aristotle, cannot be doubted
;
some clever and ready,

others stupid and destitute of invention. But that

there were any two classes of dialecticians such as

Topic. VIII. xi. p. KJ1, a. 24.

Soph. El. iii. p. 10f&amp;gt;,
b. 14.

Compare Topic. I. ii. p. 101, a.

2G-h. 4, with Soph. El. xvi. p. 17.&quot;,,

a. 5-10.
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he describes and contrasts one heretical class, called

Sophists, who purposely and habitually employed the

thirteen fallacious refutations, and another orthodox

class who purposely avoided or habitually abstained

from them we may most reasonably doubt. If the

argument in the Sophistic! Elenchi is good at all, it is

good against all Dialectic. The Sophist, as Aristotle

describes him, is oidy the Dialectician looked at on the

unfavourable side and painted by an enemv. We know
that there were in Greece many enemies of Dialectic

generally; the intense antipathy inspired by the cross-

examining colloquy of Sokrates, and attested by his

own declarations, is a sufficient proof of this. The

enemies of Sokrates depicted him as Aristotle depicts

the Sophist in the Sophistici Elenchi as a clever

fabricator of fallacious contradictions and puzzles ;
to

which Aristotle adds the farther charge (advanced by
Plato before him) against the Sophist, of arguing for

lucre which is an irrelevant charge, travelling out of

the region of art, and bearing on the personal character

of the individual. If the sophistical stratagems were

discreditable and mischievous when exhibited for money,

they would be no less such if exhibited gratuitously.

The sophistical discourse is not (as Aristotle would

have us believe) generic-ally distinguishable from the

dialectical;
1 nor is Sophistic an art distinct from

Dialectic while adjoining to it, but an inseparable

portion of the tissue of Dialectic itself.&quot; If the Sophist

passed himself off as knowing what he did not really

know, so also did the Dialectician; as we know from

the testimony of Sokrates, the most consummate- master

of the art. The conflict of two minds each taking

*

Soph. Kl. ii. p. li;r, H. .&quot;,_
;

.\.\xiv. Comparv this with Ari.stut. Soph.

p. is:{, I., i. i-;i. i. p. !&amp;lt;;:,,
n. :jo.

b

Plato, Apol. Si.krat. p. li::, A.
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advantage of the misconceptions, short-comings, and

blindness of the other, is the essential feature of

Dialectic as Aristotle conceives it ; to which the eight
books of his Topica are adapted, with their multiplicity

of distinctions and precepts both for attack and defence.

There cannot be a game of chess without stratagems,
nor a fencing-match without feints

;
the power of such

aggressive deception is one characteristic mark of a

good player. Those who teach or theorize on the game
do not seek to exclude stratagem, but furnish pre
cautions to prevent it from succeeding. Mastery of the

art assumes skill in defence as well as in attack.

Doubtless, there are rules that require to be observed

in the dialectical attack and defence, as there are rules

for all other matches such as chess or fencing. I

should have been glad if Aristotle had given a precise

and tenable explanation what these rules were. He
describes the Sophist as one who plays the game un

fairly ;
but we have already seen that the ends pursued

by the Dialectician generally are hardly at all dis

tinguishable from those aimed at by the Sophist. If

we look to the account of the means employed by one

and the other, we shall in like manner fail to see how

any real line can be drawn between them.

Thus, one proceeding declared to be characteristic of the

Sophist is that he puts multiplied questions apparently
at random, without any visible bearing on the thesis ;

practising a sort of fishing examination, in order to obtain

some answer of which he may take
advantage.&quot; But,

when we turn to the Eighth Book of the Topica, we find

Soph. El. xii. p. 172, b. O-L 5.

Aristotle treats the Sophists as

guilty of dishonourable proceeding
herein &quot;Owavrai bt vvv T^rmis K -

KOV py (lv bin TOVTtOV
$1 TTpOTfpnV.

The very same charge \va^ urged

against the dialectic of Hokrates by
his opponents: Plato, llippias Minor,

p. 37. 5 dXXri SaiKpuTrjs (ifl ropdrrfi
(V TO IS Xoyois Kai (oiKfv

&&amp;lt;nrfp Kaxovp-

ynvvri. Compare Plato, Gorgias, pp.

101, !&amp;gt;.,
181

, K., 4bo, A.
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Aristotle expressly recommending the like manoeuvre
to the Dialectician

; advising him to conceal as much as

possible the scheme and intended series of his questions
to begin as far as possible apart from the thesis, to

put the questions in a succession designedly incoherent

and unintelligible, and to obtain (what, if obtained,

ensured complete success) the full extent of premisses

necessary for his final refutative syllogism, without the

respondent being aware that he had conceded them.*

The questioner is farther advised to throw the respondent
off his guard by affecting indifference whether each

question is answered affirmatively or negatively, and bv

occasionally taking objection against himself, in order

that he may create the impression of a strictly honest pur

pose.
1

If we compare the interrogative procedure which

Aristotle recommends to the Dialectician with that which

he blames in the Sophist, we shall find that tin- former is

even a greater refinement of deception than the latter.

The next trick which we find ascribed to the Sophist
is that he conducts the train of interrogation in such

manner as to bring it upon a ground on which his me

mory is abundantly furnished with topics. Aristntle

adds that this may be done well and honourably, or ill

and dishonourably. From his own admission we see that

*

Tojiic. VIII. i.
j&amp;gt;. If).&quot;),

1). l.-j).
! from the thesis, and he shows this

15~&amp;gt;,
b. .JO; p. !&quot;&amp;gt;

;, a. &quot;&amp;gt;-li J. Coin pan- by mentioning the Platonic Pn&amp;gt;ta-

Analyt. I riora, II. xix. p. 66, a. 33. floras, in which he says that the
b

Topic. VIII. i. p. lf&amp;gt;i;,
1). .

,,
17. Sophist Protagoras docs so. P.ut the

Compare VIII. i.
j p. lf&amp;gt;.~-l.~,i;,

with illustration here produced decs not

Soph. Kl. xv. ]. 174, a. js. serve Alexander s pur|ose. The
e

Soph. Kl. xii. p. 171
,

1). _ (;. In Sophist l rut:i#&amp;gt;ras (in the Platonic

Topic. III. i. p. IK!, a. 20, Aristotle dialogue so called) in represented, not

prescril&amp;gt;es the same procedure to the as shifting dialectic from one jH.int to

Dialectician. See also \Vait/. s note another, but as running away from it

on the passage. altogether into \i\^ discourse and

Alexander (in Scholia, p. liG7, 1. H) continuous rhetoric (Plato, I rotnjjor.

tells us that it wa customary lor the pp. 333, 3.Jl, . .
;.&quot;&amp;gt;).

In res).-ct to the

Sophists to put questions lyin^ awav thesis started lor debate, the dialectic



104 SOPHISTICI ELENCHI. CHAP. X.

this practice was not peculiar to Sophists, but was com
mon also to those whom he calls Dialecticians : like

every other part of the procedure, it might be done

well or ill
;
but wherein this difference consisted he

does not further explain. Indeed, when we recollect

that the elaborate details and classification of the Topica
are mainly intended to furnish the memory with an

abundant store of premisses well-arranged and ready
for interrogation,* we may be sure that every Dialec

tician who had gone through the trouble of learning
them would be impatient to apply them

;
and would

make an opportunity for doing so, if none were spon

taneously tendered to him. But, if the answers obtained

were totally irrelevant to his final purpose of refuting
the thesis, they would be nothing but embarrassment

to him.b We must, therefore, understand that the

questions put would be such as tended ultimately to

introduce that refutative Syllogism which the questioner
was bound to conclude with. If they were not, he was
of course punished by failure.

A third manoeuvre treated as peculiar to the Sophist
is that he takes account of the particular philosophical
sect to which the respondent belongs, and endeavours

to bring out by interrogations whatever there may be

paradoxical in the tenets of that sect.
c But would not

any expert Dialectician do just the same ? What else

would be done by Sokrates, if cross-examining an

Anaxagorean or a Herakleitean ? or by Aristotle him

self, if interrogating a Platonist ?

Another proceeding treated as peculiar to the Sophist

of Sokrates departs from it as widely
as that of Protagoras, and this is

acknowledged at the close of the

dialomu-, p. 3H1. Compare Plato and
the Other Companions of Sokrates

,

ft

Topica, I. v. p. 102, a. 13
;

I. xiii.

p. 105, a. 22; VIII. xiv. p. JG3, a.

l&amp;gt;

Aristotle himself observes this,

T.-pica, II. v. p. 112, a. 11.

Vol. II. pp. 53, 5!, 70.
&amp;lt;

Soph. til. xii. p. 172, b. 20.
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is that he seeks to drive the respondent into a paradox,

by bringing out in cross-examination certain well-

known antitheses or contradictions which subsist to^e-o
ther in the opinions of mankind. Thus, men profess in

their public talk high principles of virtue; but secretly

and at the bottom of their hearts they desire to get

wealth or power per fas et nefax. Again, there are two

kinds of justice : one, that which is just by nature and

in truth, such as wise men or philosophers approve;
the other, that which is just according to law or custom,

such as the multitude in this or in sonic other socirtv

approve. There is, also, conflict between the authority
of a father, and that of the wise; between justice and

expediency; and as to whether it is more eligible to

sutler wrong
1 or to do wrong.

11 All these antitheses are

presented to us in the Platonic (Jorgias, to which
(/&amp;gt;.,

to the speech of Kallikles therein) Aristotle here makes

reference; and he numbers it among the vices distin

guishing the Sophist from the genuine Dialectician -

to dwell upon such antitheses for the purpose of forcing

the respondent into paradoxical answers. lut, surely,

the antitheses here fastened upon that obnoxious name

are of a class utterly opposed to the class of jwndtt-pro-

haltilm, which he tells us are the peculiar game of the

litigious Sophist, though every man of ordinary intel

ligence detects them at first sight as fallacies. They
are all real and serious issues,

1

having plausible argu

ments
i&amp;gt;n&amp;gt;

and nni, debateable without end, and settled

*

Soph. El. xii. p. 171
, 1). 3li-p. 17. !, ;

!&amp;gt;&amp;lt; allowed KUTII TO rr/xly/in fau^t iv

a. .
{&amp;lt;). TI Komi, which is the elwrurtrristie

b
Khetoric. II. xxv. p. 1 !OL

,
a. . {. 5 : feature assigned by Ari&amp;gt;t.tle to the

01 ply yup rruXX jytrr/iot tK TWV t vbnfav, i Dialectician, as contrasted with the

tooKovvra 8&amp;lt; rroXXd tvuvriu uXXr}Xotr j S&amp;lt;jihist (Suph. Ml. xi.
j&amp;gt;.

171, K
iuriv. \ in so far as I can tinderstainl tin 1

A (iiKputant who argtiod about them} i wonls wra TO npuypa. Sec not*-

iufiuor;il)lc ethical antitheses, must p. 04 supra.
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by every man for himself according to his own sen

timent and predisposition. They are exactly the

subject-matter best fitted for the acute Dialectician.

No man would be allowed by Aristotle to deserve that

title, if he omitted to raise and argue them, the thesis

being supposed suitable/ Aristotle himself speaks
often of the equivocal sense of the term justice of the

distinction between what is just by nature and what is

just according to some local or peculiar sentiment.
b

The manoeuvre which Aristotle imputes to the Sophist

being exactly the same as that which Kail ikies imputes
to Sokrates in the Platonic Gorgias, it is Sokrates, and

not Kallikles, who serves here as illustrating what

Aristotle calls a Sophist. Indeed, if we read the

Gorgias, we shall find the Platonic Sokrates there

represented as neglecting the difference between what

is probable (conformable to received opinion) and

what is paradoxical. He admits that he stands alone

in his opinion, against all the world, and his opponents
even imagine that he is bantering them

;
but lie con

fides in his own individual reason and consistency, so as

to be able to reduce all opponents dialectically to proved
contradiction with themselves.*

1 Himself maintaining a

paradox, he constrains his respondent by acute dialectic

to assent to it
;
which is exactly what Aristotle imputes

to the Sophists of his day as a reproach.
Some predecessors of Aristotle had distinguished

arguments or discourses into two separate classes those

addressed to the name, and those addressed to the

*
Topica, T. iii. p. 101, a. 5-10.

TO)V fVO)(OflfVOV TTOlf lV (I

Ibid. II. xi. p. 115, 1). 25.

Ethic. iS ikom. V. x. p. 1134, Ix IS;
I. i. p. 1094, b. 15. Rhetoric. I. xiii.

p. 1373, b. 5.

c

Plato, Gorgius, pp. 482-483. o

17
Ktti av (Sokrates) TOVTO TO ao(f)ov

K(iT(ivfvoT)KU&amp;gt;s KUKuvpyels (V rols \6yois,
(av p.V TIS Kara, vopov Xf

-yr/,
Kara.

(f)v&amp;lt;riv VTrepcorwi/, euv Se TO. rf/f

Ttt TOV
11

Plato, Gorgias, pp. 470, 472, 481,
482.
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thought.* This distinction Aristotle disapproves, deny
ing certainly its pertinence and almost its reality.

There can be no arguments addressed to the thought

only, apart from the name : all of them must be ad

dressed to the name, and through it to the thought.*
Whether an argument is addressed to the thought or not,

depends not upon any thing in the argument itself, but

upon the meaning which one respondent or other may
happen to attach to the words : if the respondent under

stands it as the questioner intended, it is addressed to

the thought; if not, not.
c To require that the questioner

shall distinguish accurately the sense in which he puts
the question, would, according to Aristotle, convert

him into a teacher would confound the line between

Dialectic and Didactic/
1 And this may be granted ;

but

not less, if Dialecticians are to refrain from all those pro

ceedings which Aristotle notes and condemns as peculiar
to the Sophist, must they be held to pass into tlie atti

tude of teacher and learner
;
the questioner doing what

he can, not to embarrass but, to enlighten and assist

the respondent. The purpose of victory, and the sti

mulus of competition in the double function of question

and answer (while entirely absent from Didactic), are

quite as essential to the Dialectician as to the Sophist.

That the Sophist seeks victory unscrupulously and at

all cost, while the Dialectician respects certain rules

Soph. Kl. x. p. 170, b. 1 J: OI K the last chapter of Sophistic! Elcnchi)

t(m bi
fiiar/jo/ui TU&amp;gt;V \Styw r)

v A - of his own originality, and of tin-

ynvtri Ttvfs, TO fivm T&amp;lt;&amp;gt;i&amp;gt;s piv npos absence of prior ivsearrhes, must l*j

taken with sonic indulgence
1
.

&quot;

Soph. Kl. x. p. 17o, h. _;{.

(&amp;lt;TTl TO

From this allusion (and other allu

sions also xvii. p. 17(J, a. (; xx. p.

177, b. h; xxii.
]&amp;gt;.

17s, b. lo) to tin-

doctrines of predecessors, \ve we that
|

TU Kt&nptva.
the iusoerliuii made by Aristotle (in

J
Ibid. p. 171, a. -

Ibid. b. JH : nil iti tv T

T1)V buiVOUlV II ill, &amp;lt;lXA*

tV TU) Tt&amp;gt;l&amp;gt; llTCtlKinl uyUVtlVl^iV TTOJV
IT/&amp;gt;OS
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and limits of the procedure is a difference well de

serving to be noticed ; yet not a differentia giving name
and essence to a new species. The unfair Dialectician

is a Dialectician still
;
all his purposes remain the same,

though the means whereby he pursues them are altered.

This distinction of means between the two, Aristotle

has taken very insufficient pains to point out. Rude
and provocative manner, either on the part of ques
tioner or respondent, and impudent assumption of con

cessions which have neither been asked nor granted,
these are justly enumerated as illustrations of unfair

Dialectic.
8 But the enumeration is most incompletely

performed; because Aristotle, in his anxiety to erect

Sophistic into an art or procedure by itself, distinct

from and alongside of Dialectic, has transferred to it

much that belongs to fair and admissible Dialectic.

Hence the really unfair and objectionable means are

not often brought into the foreground.

Though Aristotle speaks so contemptuously about

Sophistic, he nevertheless indicates Loci (or general
heads of subjects) to assist the sophistical questioner in

attacking, and precepts to the sophistical respondent for

warding off attack. On the whole, these precepts are

not materially different from those laid out in the Topica
for Dialectic ; except that he gives greater prominence
to Solecism and Tautology, as thrusts practised by the

sophistical questioner. He insists upon the intellectual

usefulness of practice in sophistical debate, hardly less

than in what he calls dialectical, and, as was remarked,

upon similar grounds.
b lie recommends it as valuable

not only for imparting readiness and abundance in

argument, but also for solitary meditation and for invcs-

11

Soph. El. xv. p. 174, a. 22, b. 10.

11

Ibid. xvi. p. 175, a. 5-16. Compare Topica, 1. ii. p. 101, a. 30, scq.
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fixation of scientific truths. Without it (lie declares)
we cannot become familiar with the equivocations of

terms ami propositions, nor acquire the means of es

caping them. If we allow ourselves to be entangled in

them, without being aware of it, by others, we shall also

be entangled in them when we pursue reflections of our

own. L

It is not enough to see generally that there As-

a fallacy
;
we must farther learn to detect at once the

precise seat of the fallacy, and to point out rapidly how
it may be cleared up. This is the more difficult to do,

because fallacies that we are thoroughly aware of

will often escape our notice under inversion and substi

tution of words.
1 Unless we acquire promptitude by

frequent exercise in such debates, we shall find our

selves always unprepared and behind-hand in each

particular case of confusion. If we complain and con

demn such debates generally, we shall appear to do

so upon no better grounds than our own stupidity and

incompetence.

Accordingly the Sophistici Elenchi contains precepts,

at considerable length,
1

to the respondent in a sophistical

debate, how reply or solution is to be given to the

fallacies involved in the questions; all the thirteen

Fallacies, (the six Tn Dirt i&amp;lt;mt!
y
and the seven I^ tni /&amp;gt;/&amp;lt;-

tio/hii/) being treated in succession. In conducting his

defensive procedure, the respondent must keep con

stantly in mind what the Sophistical Refutation really

*

Sojili. F,|. xvi. J. 17.&quot;,
;i. 1) : fifi -

!
8vi (ifT0ni

Tn\&amp;lt;n&amp;gt;f.
u

yiifi iirfjuv, nn\-

Ttpov tot TTfjtif T(if KiiG&quot; nvrnv C JTtjfTf iv XK(p /i&amp;lt;r&amp;lt;iT$/if
i&amp;gt;o/ tiyviHii fitv. Coln-

(
Xl&amp;gt;t)(Tip.t&amp;gt;i ) n

y(^&amp;gt;

i&quot;

/)* tTtpov puO(o&amp;gt;f j&amp;gt;;irc
xxxiii.

|&amp;gt;.

IS J, h. &amp;lt;.

vos na\ TOVTO
p.f)

al&amp;lt;T0av6-
]

c
lli&amp;lt;l. xvi. j. 17.&quot;),

a. _ .&quot;&amp;gt; : ourr, nv

IIVTUS V(fi aVTHV TOVTO TTtldtll
f)T)\Ol&amp;gt; [it V lp.IV */, (lp.t\(T1)Tl&amp;gt;l

A
u&amp;gt;pll t

! \HTTtpOVfttV TOI/
K&amp;lt;J(/;O&amp;gt;I/

TroXXnitJf.

ll il. ;\. _ &amp;lt;&amp;gt;: oi rnvro ft t(rr\ I Frun xvi.
j&amp;gt;.

17.&quot;,
(o xxxiii.

|&amp;gt;.

$t\vrii rt T&amp;lt;&amp;gt;i&amp;gt; Xiiynv ifttiv Km Xrrrnt
| 183, of Soph. Kl.

V, Kilt t ptffTtfft
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is. He must treat it not as a real or genuine refutation,

but as a mere simulation of such
; and he must so

arrange his reply as to bring into full evidence this

fact of simulation. What he lias to guard against is,

not the being really refuted but, the seeming to be

refuted.
a The refutative syllogism constructed by the

sophistical questioner, including as it does Equivocation,

Amphiboly, or some other verbal fallacy, and therefore

yielding no valid conclusion, does not settle whether

the respondent is really refuted or not. If indeed the

questioner, in putting his interrogation, discriminates

the double meaning of his words, where they have a

double meaning, the respondent ought to answer

plainly and briefly Yes, or No
; either affirming or

denying what is tendered. But, if the questioner does

not so discriminate, the respondent cannot reply simply

Yes, or No : he must himself discriminate the two

meanings, and affirm or deny accordingly.
13 Unless

he guards himself by such discrimination, he cannot

avoid falling into a contradiction, at least in appear
ance. The equivocal wording of the question will

be tantamount to the fallacy of putting two questions
as one.

c

As the questioner may propound as refutation what

seems to be such but is not so in reality, so the respon-

*
Soph. El. xvii. p. 175, a. 33: oAo&amp;gt;s

! in former days much more cmplmti-

yap Trpos TOVS epioTiKouy p.n^Tfov, cally than in his own o T fTri^rjToixri

OVK co? eAeyxoi/raf, dXX co? (pmvo- \
vvv p.ev TJTTOV Trpurepov fie p.a\\ov oi

p.evnvs ov yap (papfv (rvXXoyifecrdai epioriKoi, TO
*;

vai
r)

ov djrOKpivccrdai

yf avrovs, coore Trpbs TO
p.r]

$OK(lv 5iop- TOI&amp;gt; fpcorco/xei oi/, tyiver av. 1 presume
6u&amp;gt;T(ov. I that he makes comparison with the

b
Ibid. b. 1-14. Compare Topica,

j

Platonic dialogues luithydemus, p.

VIII. vii. p. IfiO, a. 29.
j

205
; Gor-ias, pp. 448-449

;
Prota-

Aristotle tells us that this demand ; goras, pp. 334-335.

for a reply brief and direct, without

any qualifying additions or distinc

tions, was advanced by dialecticians

c

Soph. El. xvii. 175, b. 15-p. 176,
a. 18.
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dent may meet it by what is an apparent solution Imt

no solution in reality. There occur various cases, in

sophistic or agonistic debate, wherein a simulated solu

tion of this kind is even preferable to a real one.
;l

It

the question is plausible, the respondent mav answer,
44 Ik it so

&quot;

; but, if it involves any paradox in answering,

he will answer by saying,
&quot; Ho it would appear

&quot;

: he will

thus not be supposed to have granted what amounts to

refutation or paradox.
1* Where the question put is such

that, while involving falsehood or paradox if answered

in the affirmative, it is at the same time closely or

immediately connected with the thesis set up, the

respondent mav treat it as equivalent to a Pctitio

Principii, and make answer in the negative. Also,

where the questioner, trying to establish an universal

proposition by Induction, puts the final question, not

under an universal term but, as the general result of

the particulars conceded (and such likr), the respon
dent may refuse to admit this last step, and may
say that his antecedent concessions have been mis

understood.

If a question is put in plain and appropriate lan

guage, answer must be made plainly or with some

clear distinction
; but, where the question is put ob

scurely and elliptic-ally, leaving part of the meaning

unexpressed, the respondent must not concede it umv-

servedly. If he does, fallacious refutation may very

possibly be the result :

l! he may appear to be refuted

by that which is no real refutation. If, of two pro

positions, the second follows upon the first, but the

first does not follow upon the second, the respondent,

where he has the choice, ought to grant the second

Soph. Kl. xvii. p. 170, a. L l.
b

IM.l. a. LTi. llml. a. 27-3&quot;&amp;gt;.

11

Iliid. a. 38-1). 7.
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only, and not the first. He ought not to make a

greater concession when he can escape with a less;
a

e.g., he ought to concede the particular rather than the

universal.

Again, among opinions generally received, there are

some which the public recognize as matters of more or

less doubt and uncertainty ; others, on which they are

firmly assured that every one who contradicts them

speaks falsely. When it is uncertain to which of these

two classes the question put is referable, the respondent
will be safer in answering neither affirmatively nor nega

tively, but simply,
&quot;

I go with the received
opinions.&quot;

In cases where opinions are divided, he may find op

portunity for changing the terms, and for substituting

a metaphorical equivalent as what he concedes. Such

change of terms may pass without protest, in conse

quence of the doubtful character of the matter
; while

it will embarrass the questioner in constructing his

refutation. The respondent may farther embarrass

him by anticipating questions that seem likely to be

put, and by objecting against them beforehand.*
1

When the questioner has obtained the premisses
which he thinks necessary, and has drawn from them a

refutative syllogism, the respondent must see whether

he can properly solve that syllogism or not.
c A good

and proper solution is, to point out on which premiss
the fallacy of the conclusion depends. First, he must

Soph. El. xvii. p. liO, b. 8-13. I (iTrofaivo-eis to be the true reading,
11

Ibid. 1). 14-20.
I

instead of dirofaurcis, which last is

Poth tin! text and the meaning of
; adopted both by Pekkcr and in the

this dilhcult clause are differently edition of Firmin Didot.

given l&amp;gt;y

various commentators. The
text and construction of Wait/ ap

pears to me the best, and I have fol

lowed him. I cannot agree with Mr.

Poste when he declares (notes, p. 143)

Ibid. b. 20-25.
d

Ibid. b. 26.

Soph. El. xviii. p. 17G, b. 29:

(V opdi] Affrtf (p.^xivicris ^(voovs

, Trap OTTOiav
fp&amp;lt;t)Tr)&amp;lt;nv

TO \lsflldoS*
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examine whether it is formally correct, or whether it

lias only a false appearance of being so : if the last, be

the case, he must distinguish in which of the premisses
and in what way such false appearance has arisen. If

on the other hand the syllogism is formally correct,

he must look whether the conclusion is true or false.

Should it be true, lie cannot solve the syllogism except

by controverting one or both of the premisses; but

should the conclusion be false, two modes of solution

an; open to him. One mode is, if he can point out

an equivocation or amphiboly in the terms of the con

clusion
; another mode will be, to controvert, or exhibit

a fallacy in, one of the premisses.* The respondent,

however, must learn to apply this examination rapidly
and unhesitatingly : to do so at once is very diili-

cult, though it may be easily done if he has leisure to

reflect.&quot;

Aristotle then proceeds to indicate the modes in

which the respondent may provide solutions for each

Soph. El. xviii. p. 17(5, 1). 38: 147) ought to make us look out for

roi/f p.(v Kara TO (TV/ITT tfxirrfjid \^tv8( is another meaning ;
which is suggested

fii^wr tv$f%tT(u \vfiv Km yup TW &amp;lt;lv(- hy the chapter immediately following

Xtiv TI TUV
i7/;&m;/iVo&amp;gt;i/,

KU\ TO&amp;gt; 8fim (xix. j. 177, a. 9), where Aristotle

TO (rvp.ntf)(i(Tfjia (%ov ov^ OVTWS. treats of the Fallacies of Equivocation
Mr. 1 o.ste translates these last and Amphiltoly. He tells us that

words &quot;or hy a counterproof directed equivocation may In- found either in

against the conclusion:&quot; and he re- the conclusion or in the premisses;

marks in his note (pp. llf&amp;gt;-117),
and that to show it in the conclusion

&quot;that this assertion disproof of is one nuxle of solving or invalidating

the conclusion of the refutative syl- the refutation. This is what An-

logisin is one mode of solution is stotle means hy the words cited at

both manifestly inadmissible, and the beginning of this note : TO&amp;gt; ktl&amp;lt;n

flatly contradicted by Aristotle him- TO o-t^rr/Kif7/in t\&amp;lt;&amp;gt;v

nix
nf&amp;gt;0us.

In

Hclf elsewhere.&quot; The words of Ari- Mr. 1 oste s translation these words

Htotle doubtless seem to countenance mean the same as dvtXf iv used just

Mr. 1 oste s translation
; yet the con- IK; fore, which Aristotle obviously dites

tradiction jxiinted out by Mr. Poste not intend,

(and very imperfectly explained, p.
&quot;

Soph. El. xviii. p. 177, a. 7.

VOL. II. I
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of the thirteen heads of fallacious refutation above enu

merated. For these thirteen classes, he pronounces
that one and the same solution will be found applicable

to all fallacies contained in one and the same class.
a

Thus, in the two first of them Equivocation of Terms

and Amphiboly of Propositions duplicity of meaning
must be either in the conclusion, or in the premisses, of

the refutative syllogism. If it be in the conclusion, the

refutation must at once be rejected, unless the respondent
has previously admitted some proposition containing
the equivocal word as one of its terms, so that the

refutation may appear to contradict it expressly and

distinctly. But, if it be in the premisses, then there is

no necessity that the respondent should have previously
admitted such a proposition ;

for the equivocal word

may form the middle term of the refutative syllogism,
and may thus not appear in the conclusion thereof.

b

The proper way for the respondent to deal with these

questions, involving equivocation or amphiboly, is to

answer them, at the outset, with a reserve for the

double meaning, thus :

&quot; In one sense, it is so
;
in

another sense, it is not.&quot; If he does not perceive the

double meaning until he has already answered the first

question, he must recover himself, when he answers

the second, by pointing out the equivocation more dis

tinctly, and by specifying how much he is prepared to

concede. Even if he has been taken unawares, and

has not perceived the equivocation until the refutative

syllogism has been constructed simply and absolutely,

he should still contend that he never meant to concede

*
Scholia, p. 312, a. 4, Br.

; Soph. dvayKT] 7rpo(nro(pf)(Tai TO SITTOV ov yap
El. 20, ]). 177, 1&amp;gt;. 31 : TWV yup Triipii 7Tf)&amp;lt;&amp;gt;s

TOVTO uX\d oui TOVTO o Xoyof.

TCIVTOV \nyutv r/ CIVTI) Xum?, iV C.
c

11)1(1. fl. 21 . fav 8f An$//, 67ri

&quot;

Soph. Ml. xix.
]

). 177, a. 18: rt Xf i rrpoa TtdfiTa r// (pu&amp;gt;Ti]cr(i oiopGa)-

OCTOI.S 5 ev rols fpfOTrjfJUKriVj &amp;lt;&amp;gt;UK rtov &C.
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what has been apparently refuted, and that the refu

tation tells only against the name, not against the

thing meant;* so that there is no genuine refutation

at all.

In the next two Fallacies those of Composition and

Division, or Conjunction and Disjunction when the

questioner draws up his refutative syllogism as if &amp;lt;.ne

of the two had been conceded, the respondent will

retort by saying that his concession was intended only
in the other construction of the words. This fallacy is

distinct from Equivocation ;
and it is a mistake to try

(as some have tried) to reduce all fallacies to Equivoca
tion or Amphiboly .

b The respondent will distinguish,

in each particular case, that construction of the words

which he intended in his admission, from that which

the questioner assumes in his pretended refutation.

The Fallacies of Accent rarely furnish sophistical

refutations,
1 but those of

Fi&amp;lt;jitr&amp;lt;i
])n t nniix furnish a

great many. When two words have the like form and

structure, it may naturally be imagined that the signifi

cation of one belongs to the same Category as that of

the other. But this is often an illusion
;
and in such

cases a sophistical refutation may be founded there

upon. The respondent will solve it by denying the

inference from similarity of form to similarity of mean

ing, and by distinguishing accurately to which among
the ten Categories the meaning of each several word or

Soph. F.I. xix.
]). 177, a. 30: \

This is another of tin- evidences

,
hv Km &amp;lt;irrAa&amp;gt;9 rrvX-

o

OKTT OVK

Instead of fiv Kai
t

Julius 1 acius

showing that there were theorists prior

to Aristotle on logical ]&amp;gt;roof;
ami that

his declaration of originality (in the

concluding chapter of Sophist. Klen-

chi) must IK- taken with res r\ .

Soph. Kl. xx. p. 177, I..

reads ci&amp;gt; : the meaning is much the

same.
&quot;

Siph. Ml. xx. p. 177, a. .&quot;..M -. . . buiipiTtnv ovv T$ airnitpw&amp;gt;nt\

t\ty\i&amp;gt;i irapd TO ftiTTiiv, \

ll id. xxi. p. 1&amp;lt;

,
o.

H (\HICTIV.

\ li
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each proposition belongs. When two words thus seem,

by their form, to belong to the same Category, the

questioner will often take it for granted, without ex

pressly asking, that they do belong to the same, and

will found a confutation thereupon ;
but the respondent

must not admit the confutation to be valid, unless this

question has been explicitly put to him and conceded.*

A question is put which, in .its direct and obvious

meaning, bears only on the category of Quantity, of

Quality, of Relation, of Action, or of Passion
;
but the

respondent, not aware of the equivocation, answers it

in such a manner as to comprehend the Category of

Substance, and is so understood by the questioner when
he constructs his refutative syllogism. The respondent
will secure himself from being thus confuted, by keep

ing constantly in view to which of the Categories his

answer is intended to refer ,

b

8

Soph. El. xxii. p. 178, a. 4-28.
|

TO y&p XotTTOV (IVTOS TrpOtTTldTjCTlV O

O.KOVOOV a&amp;gt;s
op.oia&amp;gt;s \eyop.fi&amp;gt;ov

TO 8e

b Several illustrative examples of

this mode of sophistical refutation,

founded on the Fallacy called Fiyura

Dictionis, are indicated in this

chapter by Aristotle. The indication

however, is often so brief and ellip

tical, that there is great difficulty in

restoring the fallacies in full, and still

greater difficulty in translating them

into any modern language.
1. Is it possible at the same time

to do and to have done the same

thing? No. To see something is to

do something ;
to have seen some

thing is to have done something ?

Yes. Is it possible at the same time

to see and to have seen the same

thing? Yes.

The respondent has thus contra

dicted himself. The form of the

word opav appears to rank it under

the Category rroiflv. However, I

think that the mistake really made
here was, that the respondent returned

an answer universally negative to the

first question.

2. Does anything coming under

the Category Pali come under the

Category Ayere ? No. But Tepixrai,
Km eTfu, al&amp;lt;rddvfrai, all show bv their

form that they belong to the Category
Pati? Yes. Again, At -yety, Tpe^fti/,

npiiv, show by their form that they

belong to the Category Ayere ? Yes.

You will admit, however, that TO

opav is altrddvfffdai n ? Certainly.
Therefore something that belongs to

the Category Ayere belongs also to

that of Pati.

If we turn back to Aristot. Categ.
viii. p. 11, a. 37, we shall find that
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As ti general rule, in all the refutations founded on

the seven Fallacies In Diction?, the respondent will

he admits the
i&amp;gt;ossil&amp;gt;ility

that the

same .subject may belong to two dis

tinct Categories.

3. IHd any one write that which

stands here written? Yes. It stands

here written that you are standing

up a false statement
;
but when it

was written the statement was true?

Yes. Therefore the writer has

written a statement both true and

false ? Yes.

Here true and
f&amp;lt;tlw belong to the

j

Category Quality ;
the statement or

matter written l&amp;gt;elongs to that of

Substance. What the writer wrote i

had nothing to do with the former of i

the two Categories; and no contra-
1

diction has l&amp;gt;ecn made out by admit

ting that the statement was once

true but is now false.

4. Hues a man tread that which he

walks? Yes. Hut he walks the

whole day ? Yes. Therefore he-

treads the whole day.

Here the Category, of Qnando is

confused with that of Substance.

a. Hut the most interesting illus

tration of this confusion of one Cate-
i

gory with another, is furnished by
Aristotle in resjiect of the difference

between himself and Plato as to Ideas

or L niversals. According to 1 lato :

the universal term denoted a heparate

something apart from the particulars,

yet of which each of these particulars

partook. According to Aristotle it

denoted nothing separate from the

particulars, but something Itelongiir^

(essentially or non-essentially) to all

anil each of the particulars. In the

Platonic theory it was an //oc Alijni 1

(rofif rt), or had an existence sul&amp;gt;-

stantive and separate: in the Aristo

telian it was a (Junk or (jnale (Jiml

(iroidv), having an existence merely

adjective or predicative. Aristotle

maintains that Plato or the Platonists

placed it in the wrong Category in

the Category of Substance instead of

in that of Quality.
Now it is by rectifying this con

fusion of Categories that Aristotle

solves two argumentative pu/./les

which he ranks as sophistical: (1)
The argument concluding in what
was called the Third Man

; ( J) Tim

following question : Koriskus, and

the musical Koriskus are these

the same, or is the second different

from the first ?

What is called the * Third Man
was a refutation of the Platonic

theory of Ideas. Hecause Plato recog

nized a substantive existence, corre-

siHinding to each common denomina

tion connoting likeness, apart Irom all

the similar particulars denominated,

e.
&amp;lt;/.,

a Self-man, or separate self-exis

tent man, corresponding to the Idea,

and apart from all individual men

Cains, &c. opponents argued against

him, saying: If this is recogni/ed,

you must also rcocni/.c that the

Self-man, and the individual man

called Cains, have also a common
denomination and similarity, which

(u|M&amp;gt;n your principles) corresjnnds

to another Ide.d Man, or a 1 bird

Man. You must, therefore, go oil

inferring upwards to a Fourth Man,

a Filth Man, &c., and so onwards to

an indefinite number of Ideal Men,

one aU)Ve the other. This was in

tended as a refutation, by I,lnctio

&amp;lt;i&amp;lt;l /iiij ossilitlt, of the Platonic view

of Ideas as separate Fntities, each of

them One and I niversal. Hut Ari

stotle here treats it as a Sophistical

1, elutation; and he indicates what he

calls the solution of it by saying

that it confounds the Categories of

; Substance and Quality, putting the
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solve the refutation by distinguishing the double mean

ing of the words or of the phrase, and by adopting as

Universal (which ought to be under

the Category of Quality) under the

Category of Substance. He has no

right, however, to include this among
Sophistical Refutations, which are

(as he himself defines them) not

real but fallacious refutations, in

vented by a dishonest money-getting

profession called Sophists, and which

are solved by pointing out the pre
cise scat of the fallacy. The refuta

tion called the * Third Man is so far

from being fallacious, that it is valid,

and is recited as such elsewhere by
Aristotle himself (Metaphys. A. ix. p.

990, b. 17) ;
while the solution tend

ered by Aristotle, instead of being a

solution, is a confirmation, pointing

out, not where the fallacy of the re

futation resides but, where the fallacy

of the doctrine refuted resides. More

over, if we are to treat the refutation

called the Third Man as sophistical,

we must number Plato himself among
the dishonest class called Sophists.
Here is one among the many proofs
that the strong line drawn by Ari

stotle between the Dialectician and
the Sophist is quite untenable. The ar

gument is distinctly enunciated in the

Platonic Parmenides (pp. 131-133).
The meaning of the Universal

(Aristotle maintains) must be con

sidered as predicative only, tacked on
to some Jfoc Aliquid, and belonging to

Quah or some other of the nine latter

Categories. It may be set out as a

distinct subject for logical considera

tion and reasoning : but it cannot be

set out as a distinct existence beyond
and apart from its particulars (rrapd
TOVS TroXXovs iv n). It is TTOIOI/, and
it cannot even be recognized as orrtp

Troiov or avro-iroiov, for this would

put it apart from all the other TTOUI,

and would be o}en to the refutation

above noticed called the Third Man.
Such is the drift of the very difficult

passage of the Sophistic! Elenchi

(xxii. p. 178, b. 37-p. 179, a. 10). I

differ from Mr. Poste s translation

(p. 71) of part of this passage, and
still more from the explanation given
in the latter part of his note (p. 155).
I think that the doctrine of TO tv

Trapd TO. TroXXa is produced by Ari

stotle here and elsewhere in his work
as untrue and inadmissible, not as

his own doctrine. Mr. Poste under

stands this passage differently from

the previous translators, with whom
I agree for the most part, though M.

Barthelemy St. Hilaire appears to me
to have missed the hinge upon which
Aristotle s argument turns, by trans

lating oTTfp TTOIOV id ipsum, quod
quale cst (J. Pacius)

&quot; une qualite :&quot;

the argument turns upon the distinc

tion between oirep Troiov and TTOIOV.

I come now to the second sophis
tical refutation given by Aristotle :

Koriskus, and the musician Koris-

kus are the two the same or dif

ferent ? This is what Aristotle calls

a sophistical or fallacious argument

(compare Metaphys. E. ii. p. 102G, b.

15) ;
but it can hardly be so called

with propriety, for the only solution

that Aristotle himself gives of it is,

that the two are idem numero, but

in an improper or secondary sense

(Topica, 1. vii. p. 103, a. 30) ;
i. e.,

that they are in one point of view

the -same, in another point of view

different they are tv Kurd o-vp.fte-

ftt]Kos. See Aristot. Metaph. A. vi. p.

1015, b. 1G; Scholia, p. 690, a. 22,

scq. ;
and Alexand. Aphrodis. ad

Metaph. pp. 321, 322, 414, 415, ed.

Bonitz. 1 understand Aristotle to

say that KO/KO-/COJ P.OVO~IKOS cannot be

properly set out or abstracted (ovu



CHAP. X. FALLACVE EXTRA DICTIONEM SOLVKI). 119

liis own the one opposite to that which the ques
tioner proceeds upon. If the Fallacy is of Conjunc
tion and Disjunction, and if the questioner assumes

Conjunction, the respondent will adopt Disjunction ;

if it be a Fallacy of Accent, and if the questioner
assumes the grave accent, the respondent will adopt
the acute.*

Passing to the Fallacies E,ctra Dictionem, where the

sophistical refutation is founded upon a Fallacy of Acci

dent, the respondent ought to apply one and the same

solution to all. He will say :

&quot; The conclusion does not

necessarily follow from the premisses&quot;;
and he will be

prepared with an example, in which the conclusion ol&amp;gt;-

tained under this fallacy is notoriously untrue.
1 &quot; Do you

know Koriskus?&quot; &quot;Yes.
*

&quot;Do you know the dis

tant person coming this way ?&quot;

&quot;

Xo.&quot;
&quot; That distant

person is Koriskus: therefore you know, and you do

not know, the same
person.&quot;

The inference here is not

necessary. To be coming this way is an accident of

Koriskus
; and, because you do not know the accident,

we cannot infer that you do not know the subject; such

may or may not be the case.
c

The major premiss upon which the preceding sophist

ical refutation must rest, is, That it is impossible both

fitdttrdai), Ix c.iuse it in-
j

made him cautious in treating tin?

eludes two Categories (Substance and \ difficulties of op|xmcnts as so many
Quality) in one; wherefore it cannot di&amp;gt;li&amp;lt;&amp;gt;m-xt &amp;lt;:i\ils. It is curiotlH thai

IN- properly compare*! cither with

Ko/na-Kof simply (Category of Suh-

Btance), or witlj ^.nixriKns simply

(Category of Quality). It seems

wtran^e that Aristotle deK not notice

this argumentative difficulty in the

discussion which he l&amp;gt;c.stows on rnv-

TOV in the Seventh liook of the Topi
The subtle.

re;isonin#&amp;lt;, very hard to

follow, which Aristotle employ*
(1 hysic. V. iv.

j..
JL 7) might have

Alexander, in reciting the sophistical

aruument, jLSsumes as a matter of

course that n atuiTinos
^&amp;lt;Dr^&amp;lt;iTf/vypaftfuiTin

s (Scln 1. ad

Meta|.hys. p. T. Jf
i,

h. L t

.,
I rand.).

S.ph. Kl. xxiii.
j

. 17H, a. 1 !--&quot;&quot;.

11

Iliid. xxiv. p. 1 7 .
,
a. .&quot;.O : ^rtnv

nvv fTVfJitaaiVTas ftoivt TT/

iinavrat on ot it iifaynaluv *\*iv

I hid. il. .J5-h.
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to know and not to know the same thing. -. This must

be put as a direct question by the questioner, and

must be conceded by the respondent, before the in

tended refutation can be made good. Now there are

some persons who solve the refutation by answering
this question in the negative, and by saying that it is

possible both to know and not to know the same

thing, only not in the same respect : such is the case

when we know Koriskus, but do not know Koriskus

approaching from a distance.* Aristotle disapproves
this mode of solution, as well as another mode which

refers the fallacy to equivocation of terms. He points

out that there are many other sophistical refutations,

coming under the general head of Fallacm Accidentis,

to which such solution will not apply ; and that there

ought to be one uniform mode of solution applicable to

every fallacy coming under the same general head;

though he admits at the same time that particular

sophistical refutations may be vicious in more than one

way. He says, moreover, that this contradiction or

negation of the premiss is no true solution
;
for a solu

tion ought to bring to view clearly the reason why the

Soph. El. xxiv. p. 179, b. 7, 18, Mr. Toste refers (xxii. p. 178,

37 : \vova-i dt rives avaipovvTf? TT)V 1). 14). I think it means a premiss

(p(0TT](nv (^aal yap fv8ixf(r6ai TCIVTO
\

which the respondent has conceded,

rrpayp.a d&fvai KIII ayvoflv, aAXri
/jj)

or must he presumed to have con-

Kara rai/ro.
\ ceded, essential to the validity of the

Mr. Toste (pp. 152-157) translates refutation. The term epwr^o-t? can-

dvatpovvTes TI]V epu&amp;gt;Tr](Tiv
&quot;contra- not surely, with any propriety, be

dieting the thesis,&quot; and he expresses applied to the thesis. Jt means
his surprise at the assertion, observing either a question, or what is conceded

(very truly) that contradiction of the in reply to a question; and the thesis

thesis is the very opposite of a solu- cannot come under either one mean-
tion

;
it helps in the very work which ing or the other, being the propo-

the refutation aims at accomplishing, sition which the respondent sets

But I cannot think that (p^rrja-ts out by affirming and undertakes to

does mean &quot; the thesis,&quot; either here defend,

or in the other passage to which



CHAP. X. FALLACIES EXTRA DICTIONKM SOLVKI). 121

fallacious refutation appears to be a real refutation.

Thus the Fallacia Accidentis consists in an inference

that what is true of an accident is true also of the sub

ject thereof: you explain that such inference, though

apparently cogent, has no real cogency, ami in that

explanation consists the only proper solution of the

fallacy.
11

In like manner, all those Fallacies which come under

the general head of A dicto Secundwn Quid (id dictum

Simpliciter, can only be solved by pointing out, in each

particular case, in what terms this confusion is con

cealed wherein resides the inference apparently cogent
which is mistaken for one really cogent. The respon
dent is driven to an apparent contradiction, by having

granted premisses from which the inference is derivable

that both sides of the Antiphasis are true that the

same predicate A may be both affirmed and denied of

the same subject B. He solves the contradiction by

analysing the Antiphasis^ and by showing that affirma

tion is secundum quid, while denial is sijnpliciter ; and

that there is a contradiction not real, but only apparent,
between the two.

b

In like manner, the Fallacy Ignoratio Elenchi will be

solved by analysing the two supposed counter-proposi

tions of the Antiphasis^ and by showing that there is no

real contradiction or inconsistency between them.
1

In regard to the Fallacies under P t tit io Princijni,

the respondent, if he perceives that the premiss asked

of him involves such a fallacy, must refuse to grant it,

however probable it may be in itself. If he does not

perceive this until after he has granted it, he must

throw back the charge of mal-procedure upon the ques-

*

Soph. Kl. xxiv. p. 170, b. 23: qv yap 17
At rrtf /i^&amp;gt;urfm ^m^nit

iTfJuni, nap o ^fi ftrjf.
&quot;

Ibid. xxv. p. IbU, a. i. J-;jl. Ibid. xxvi. p. 1M, a. 1-1 1
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tioner
; declaring that an Elenclms involving assump

tion of the matter in question is null, and that the

concession was made under the supposition that some

separate and independent syllogism was in contem

plation .

a

There are two distinct ways in which the Fallacia

Consequents may be employed. The predicate may
be an universal, comprehending the subject : because

animal always goes along with man, it is falsely in

ferred that man always goes along with animal ; or

it is falsely inferred that not-animal always goes along
with not-nian. The fallacy is solved when this is

pointed out. The last inference is only valid when the

terms are inverted
;

if animal always goes along with

man, not-man will always go along with not-animal.
b

If the sophistical refutation includes more premisses
than are indispensable to the conclusion, the respondent,
after having satisfied himself that this is the fact, will

point out the mal-procedure of the questioner, and

will say that he conceded the superfluous premiss, not

because it was in itself probable but, because it seemed

relevant to the debate ; while nevertheless the ques
tioner has made no real or legitimate application of it

towards that object. This is the mode of solution

applicable in the case of the Fallacies coming under

the head Non Causa pro Causa?

Where the sophistical questioner tries to refute by the

Fallacia Plurium Interrogationum (i.e., by putting two

or more questions as one), the respondent should forth

with divide the complex question into its component

simple questions, and make answer accordingly. He
must not give one answer, either affirmative or nega-

*

Soph. Kl. xxvii.
]). 11, a. 15-21.

Ibid, xxviii. p. LSI, a . 22-30. avinra\iv yap i] uKo\i&amp;gt;v6tj(ns.

Jbid. xxix. p. ibl, a. 31-35.
d

iSchol. p. 318, a. 30, Br.
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live, to tluit which is more than one question. Even
if lie docs give one answer, he may sometimes not

involve himself in any contradiction ; for it may
happen that the same predicate is truly affirmable, or

truly deniable, of two or more distinct and independent

subjects. Often, however, the contrary is the case : no

one true answer, either affirmative or negative, can

be given to one of these complex questions; the one

answer given, whatever it be, must always be partially

false or inconsistent.
11

Suppose two subjects, A and B,

one good, the other bad : if the question be, Whether A
and B are good or bad, it will be equally true to say

Both are good, or, Both are bad, or, Both are neither

good nor bad. There may indeed be other solutions

for this fallacy : Both or All may signify two or more

items taken individually, or taken collectively; but the

only sure precaution is one answer to one question.
b

Suppose that, instead of aiming at a seeming refu

tation, the Sophist tries to convict the respondent of

Tautology. The source of this embarrassment is com

monly the fact that a relative term is often used and

conveys clear meaning without its correlate, though
the correlate is always implied and understood. The

respondent must avoid this trap by refusing to grant
that the relative has any meaning at all without its

correlate; and by requiring that the correlate shall be

distinctly enunciated along with it. He ought to treat

the relative without its correlate as merely a part of

the whole significant expression as merely syncale-

gorematic : just as ten is in the phrase ten minus one,

or as the affirmative word is in a negative proposition.

*

Soph. Kl. xxx. p. 181, a. 38 : ovrt Il/ul. xx\i. p. 1S1, 1&amp;gt;. L O: nv /Win?

1T\fitD Kuff tpitf llVTf tV KllT(t TToXAbtl
,

T(t)V TT/Mik Tt XcytlptlHilV lT1)p.tHIHtV
Tl

uXX iv K&amp;lt;iff tWiv
&amp;lt;l)UTi(&amp;gt;v i) uTroc/xirtof. \opi{op*vas miff ciirniv ru KUTr/y/mu

&quot;

llml. 1. ;-!. .&quot;&amp;gt;.
Mr. 1 osU: observe* in his note :
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Thus he will not recognize double as significant by
itself without its correlate half, nor half without its

correlate double
; although in common parlance such

correlate is often understood without being formally
enunciated.

Lastly, another purpose which Aristotle ascribes to

the Sophist, is, that of driving the respondent into a

Solecism into some grammatical or syntactical impro

priety, such as, using a noun in the wrong case or

gender, using a pronoun with a different gender
or number from the noun to which it belongs, &c.

He points out that the solution of these verbal puzzles
must be different for each particular case

;
in general,

when thrown into a regular syllogistic form, even the

questioner himself will be found to speak bad Greek.

The examples given by Aristotle do not admit of being
translated into a modern language, so as to preserve
the solecism that constitutes their peculiarity.

a

After having thus gone through the different arti

fices ascribed to the Sophist, and the ways of solving

or meeting them, Aristotle remarks that there are

material distinctions between the different cases which

fall under one and the same general head of Sophistical

Paralogism. Some cases there are in which both the

fallacy itself, and the particular point upon which it

turns, are obvious and discernible at first sight. In

other cases, again, an ordinary person does not per
ceive that there is any fallacy at all ; or, if he does

perceive it, he often does not detect the seat of the

&quot;The sophistic locus of tautology passage we find that the repetition of

may lie considered as a caricature of the same word is declared not to be

a dialectic locus. One fault which an argumentative impropriety, so that

dialectic criticism finds with a detini- the Sophist would gain nothing by
tion is the introduction of superfluous driving his opponent into tautology,

words.&quot; He then cites Topica, VI. Soph. El. xxxii. p. 182, a. 7-b. 5.

ii. (p. HI, a. 4, scq.) ;
but in this
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fallacy, so that one man will refer the case to one

general head, and another, to a di fierent one.* Thus,

for example, Fallacies of Equivocation are perhaps the

most frequent and numerous of all fallacies : some of

them are childish and jocular, not really imposing- upon

any one ;
hut there are others again in which the

douhle meaning of a word is at first unnoticed, and is

disputed even when pointed out, so that it can only he

brought to light by the most careful and subtle analysis.

This happens especially with terms that are highlv
abstract and general; which are treated by nianv,

including even philosophers like Parmenides and Xeno,
as if they were not equivocal at all, but univocal.

b

Again, the Fallacies Accidentis, and the other classes

Extra Dictionem, are also often hard to detect. On the

whole, it is often hard to determine, not merely to

which of the classes any case of fallacy belongs, but

even whether there is any fallacy at all whether the

refutation is, or is not, a valid one.

The pungent arguments in debate are those which

bite most keenly, and create the greatest amount of

embarrassment and puzzle.
d In dialectical debate a

pux/le arises, when the respondent finds that a correct

syllogism has been established against him, and when
he does not at once see which among its premisses he

ought to controvert, in order to overthrow the con-

Soph. El. xxxiii. p. 1S2, k fi-12.
c

ll&amp;gt;il. k 27: d/ioiW M KH\ ntp\
liiiu. I). 13-25; uxnrfp ow tv rotf TOV m

fj.fif fit)
KOTO f Ka\

irtf&amp;gt;\
TUIV uAAwy

7TU/KI TT)V 6fUOWftiaVt tJ(TTTtp boKf l T/JO- (KtUTTOV, Oi
p.tl&amp;gt;

tffOVTtU fHfOVf lh(\V of

IT lf (irfdfOTdTOS tll ill T(t)V
7Taj)&amp;lt;l\ttyi(T-

fit V&amp;lt;lXf TfUiTffXll Tli&amp;gt;V
\tiy&amp;lt;i&amp;gt;V

Kill Xd/JriV

HMV, Tii fitv K(i\ rolf Tv\o\iaiv (tm tv nvi ytvti, Km m
iTffx&amp;gt;v t\iy\os i]

Orj\(l TO O&amp;lt; KCll TOVf f
/jlTTf tpOTtlTOVf &amp;lt;WK

*^&amp;lt;VX&quot;
f

&amp;gt;

^
p(l&lt&amp;gt; llptHtiif ITtpl

(JHlivtTlH. \(11&amp;gt;6(IV(IV (TTJUf lOV & TOVTUV TfUVTW.

(JTl fUl^OVTai 7T(i\\liKiy TTfpl UVOfKlTUV, Il&amp;gt;il. o J : t(TTl fit ftfUf^l f
\&amp;lt;iy&quot;f

WO9 TT&amp;lt;

&amp;gt;T(pnv
Tniro (TT)fj.aiv(i KaTfi luiv- ti(TTis tiTrnpilv Trout

H(t\HTT&amp;lt;r
bnxvti

Tu)v TII t&amp;gt;v K(i\ T&amp;lt;&amp;gt; tv
f) trtpov, ynp m-ros fuiXurrn.
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elusion. In the eristic or sophistic debate the puzzle

of the respondent is, in what language to enunciate his

propositions so as to keep clear of the subtle objections

which will be brought against him by the questioner.&quot;

1

It is these pungent arguments that most effectually

stimulate the mind to investigation. The most pungent
of all is, where the syllogistic premisses are highly pro

bable, yet where they nevertheless negative a conclusion

which is also highly probable. Here we have an equal
antithesis as to presumptive credibility, between the

premisses taken together on one side and the conclusion

on the other.
b We do not know whether it is in the

a
Soph. El. xxxiii. p. 182, b. 33 :

tmopia 8 earl dirrrj, 77 p.ev i&amp;gt; TOIS

epcoT77/iaTcoz&amp;gt;, 77
8 fv TOIS

7TO&amp;gt;S eiTTT/ TIS TO TTpOTClQfV. TllC diffi-

culty here pointed out, of finding

language not open to some logical

objection by an acute Sophist, is il

lustrated by what he himself states

about the caution required for guard

ing his definitions against attack
;
see

I)e Interpret, vi. p. 17, a. 34 :
Xey&amp;lt;w

8c dvTiKflcrSai rrjv ToC avrov Kara TOV

avrov, fir) op.(i&amp;gt;vvp.(i)s 8e, &amp;lt;a\ oaa
a X X a 7rpoo-8iopiop.e$a TT p 6 s

T a S (T0(p LOTT I KO.S f V O ^ X
T)

(T ( I S.

\Vhat is here meant by o-orpio-TiKai

(vox\r)(r(is is expressed elsewhere by

Trpos TUS Xoyi/ais bv(r\fpfias Meta-

phys. r. iii. p. 1005, b. 21
;
N. i. p.

1087, b. 20. See the Scholia (pp.

112, 651, Br.) of Ammonius and

Alexander upon the above passages

of De Interpr. and Mctaphys.
b
Soph. El. xxxiii. p. 182, b. 37-

p. 183, a. 4- : COTI Se (rvX\oyi(TTiKos

p.ev Xoyoy bpip-vraros, tiv t &amp;lt;JTI p.d-

ftoROVVTGiV OTl
p,(l\L(TTa fV$ooV

)
fls ynf) &&amp;gt;v (&amp;gt; Xoyof, p.(T(iTide-

$ vTi(p((Tf(i&amp;gt;Si iravras p.oovs

fi Tot s (ru\\oyi&amp;lt;rp.ovs
et yup ( fv-

v dvaipr)(rfi [77
KCITCI-

(TKV(i(r(i] SlOTTfp CLTTOpflv flVayKOLOV.

p.(l\l(TTa p.V OVV 6 TOIOVTOS 8plfJ,VS,

o f icrov TO o-f/i7repao-/na Trotwv TOIS

epcoTr}/Aao-t. I transcribe this text

as it is given by Bekker, &quot;Waitz,

Bussemaker, and Mr. Postc. The edi

tions anterior to Bekker had the ad

ditional words
&amp;gt;; KaTao-Keuo?/ after

dvaipf] in the fourth line
;
and M.

Barthelemy St. Hilaire in his transla

tion defends and retains them. Bek
ker and the subsequent editors have

omitted them, but have retained the

last words
77

KaTtzoxfvuo-fi in the

seventh line. To me this seems in

consistent : the words ought either to

be retained in both places or omitted

in both. I think they ought to be

omitted in both. I have enclosed

them in brackets in the fifth line.

This difficult passage (not well

explained by Alexander, Schol. p.

320, b. 9) requires the explanations
of Waitz and Mr. Postc. The note

of Mr. Poste is particularly instruc

tive, because he expands in full (p.

164) the three &quot;similar syllogisms&quot;

to which Aristotle here briefly alludes.

The phrase p.fraTid^ifvr)s rtjs dvri-

(pii(Ti&amp;gt;s
is determined by a passage in
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premisses only, or in the conclusion, that we are to

look for untruth : the conclusion, though improbable,

may yet be true, while we may find that the true

conclusion has been obtained from untrue premisses ;

or the conclusion may be both improbable and untrue,

in which case we must look for untruth in one of tin-

premisses also either the major or the minor. This is

the most embarrassing
1

position of all. Another, rather

less embarrassing, is, where our thesis will be confuted

unless we can show the confuting conclusion to be

untrue, but where each of the premisses on which the

conclusion depends is equally probable, so that we do

not at once see in which of them the cause of its

untruth is to be sought. These two are the most pun

gent Jnd perplexing argumentative conjunctures of

dialectical debate.

But in eristic or sophistic debate our greatest embar

rassment as respondents will arise when we do not at

once see whether the refutative syllogism brought

against us is conclusive or not, and whether it is to l&amp;gt;r

solved by negation or by distinction.
11 Next in order

as to embarrassment stands the case, where we see in

which of the two processes (negation or distinction)

we are to find our solution, yet without seeing on which

Analyt. Priora, II. viii. p. 59, b. 1 : improbable. Of course, therefore, fho

it means &quot;

employment of the contra- contradictory of the conclusion will

dictory of the conclusion, in combina- IKJ highly probable Some S is not

tion with cither one of the premisses, P. We take this contradictory and

to ujiset the other.&quot; The original employ it to construct two new syl-

yllogism is assumed to have two pro- j logisms as follows: All M is P;

misses, each highly probable, while Some S is not 1*
;
A ryo, Some S is

the conclusion is highly improbable, not M. And again, Some S is not P
;

being the negation of a highly pro- All S is M
;
A /v/o, Some M is not 1 .

bable proposition. The original syl- All these; three syllogisms are similar

logism will stand thus : AHMisP; in this resjiect : that each has two

All S is M; AYy, All S is P: the highly probable premisses, while tin:

two premisses U-ing supjx&amp;gt;sed highly conclusion is highly impn&amp;gt;lal&amp;gt;k.

probable, ;md the conclusion highly
*

S&amp;gt;ph.
El. \x\iii. p. 1X5, a. 7.
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of the premisses we are to bring the process to Lear ;

or whether, if distinction be the process required, we
are to apply it to the conclusion, or to one of the pre-

misses.
a A defective syllogistic argument is silly, when

the deficient points are of capital importance relating

to the minor or to the middle term, or when the

assumptions are false and strange ;
but it will some

times be worthy of attention, if the points deficient are

outlying and easily supplied ;
in which cases it is the

carelessness of the questioner that is to blame, rather

than the argument itself.
b Both the line of argument

taken by the questioner, and the mode of solution

adopted by the respondent, may be directed towards

any one of three distinct purposes : either to the thesis

and main subject discussed
;
or to the adversary person

ally (i.e.,
to the particular way in which he has been

arguing) ;
or to neither of these, but simply to prolong

the discussion (i.e., against time). The solution may
thus be sometimes such that it would take more time

to argue upon it than the patience of the auditors will

allow.

The last chapter of the Sophistici Elenchi is em

ployed by Aristotle in recapitulating the scope and

procedure of the nine Books of Topica (reckoning the

Sophistici Elenchi as the Ninth, as we ought in

avat-

*
Soph. El. xxxiii. p. 183, a. 9 : bev- Aristotle again speaks of a mode of

rtpos 8e TUV oXXcov o bfj\os p.tv OTI
I

solution furnished by applying dis-

Trapa biaipfo-tv r) dvaiptaiv e ori, prj tittrtlon (8iaipf(ri$) to the conclusion

(pavtpbs 6 &&amp;gt;v bia TWOS TU&amp;gt;V rjpwTT]-

p.tvo)j&amp;gt; dvaipccriv fj fitatpccrtv Xurtoy

ftrriv, tlXXa Trorepov aurr; Trapa TO

crvp-Trtpao-p-a r) Trapa rt TWI/ epcor^pa-

TCOV eWif.

Mr. Poste translates these last

words very correctly :

&quot; Whether it

is one of the premisses or the conclu

sion that requires distinction.&quot; Here

as well as to the premisses, though he

does not say that solution can be fur

nished by applying disproof (a
to the conclusion. See my

remarks, a few pages above, on Mr.

Poste s note respecting ch. xviii.

(supra, p. 113).
b

Ibid. a. 14-20.
&quot;

Ibid. a. 21.
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propriety to do) ; and in appreciating the general bear

ing and value of that treatise, having regard to the

practice and theory of the day.
The business of Dialectic and Peirastic is to find and

apply the syllogizing process to any given thesis, with

premisses the most probable that can be obtained bear

ing on the thesis. This Aristotle treats as the proper
function of Dialectic /*r se and of Peirastic; consider

ing both the last, of course as referring wholly to

the questioner. His purpose is to investigate and

impart this syllogizing power the power of question

ing and cross-examining a respondent who sets up
a given thesis, so as to drive him into inconsistent

answers. It appears that Aristotle would not have

cared to teach the respondent how he might defend

himself against this procedure, if there had not hap

pened to be another art Sophistic, closely bordering
on Dialectic and Peirastic. He considers it indispen

sable to furnish the respondent with defensive armour

against sophistical cross-examination ;
and this could

not be done without teaching him at the same time modes

of defence against the cross-examination of Dialectic

and Peirastic. For this reason it is (Aristotle tells
us&quot;)

*

Soph. F.I. xxxiv. p. 183, a. 37-l&amp;gt;. Xa^o/icy TI]V Bimv u&amp;gt;s f&amp;gt;i fv

8 : Trpo(i\iip.fda p.(v nvv tvptlv Su- op.nTp( nr(i&amp;gt;s. TI\V ?&amp;gt; (ilriuv tiprjuafuv

vap.tv Tiva (rv\\(ryi(TTiKr)V irtpl TOV TOVTOV, tirfl Kill oju TOTTO
2a&amp;gt;K^(ir^r

irpoftXrjdfirns C K TO&amp;gt;I/ vn(ip\(n&amp;gt;Tu)i&amp;gt; IDS rjpatra XX* OVK antKpivtro- a&amp;gt;/ioX&amp;lt;fy*i

fv&o&amp;lt;&amp;gt;T(iT(i)V TOVTO y a p t p y i&amp;gt; v yup &quot;- * tlfttviu.

ort Tjjt &ia\tKTiKfis taff a v T
17
v 1 1 jipjtcars to me t hat in ono lino of

KII\ rf]s 7T(tpa&amp;lt;7TiKf)s. tiTfl 5&amp;lt; this ri innrkiiblo passage a word luu

irpo&amp;lt;TKaTa(TKtvd( rat npus uv- dropped out which is necessary to the

TTJV 5ici ri)v ri]s (Tofpta-TiKTi s sense. \V! iiuw rfal (about tli&amp;lt;

yiiTviutriv, we ov pavov irdpuv inidtllc) o&amp;gt;r &quot;t&quot;

p.&amp;lt;

&amp;gt;vt&amp;gt;v ntiptiv bvvnrat

fttwora* Xrt^ii/ OuiXfCTi*to)9, iXXa *tnl \u(Jtiv 3i&amp;lt;iX**CT&amp;lt;cu)f, &amp;lt;lXXi Kill a&amp;gt;J ^wf.

4t
2da&amp;gt;r,

ftiu TIIVTH uv p.i &amp;gt;voi&amp;gt; TO Now t he wopls irttpav \afjt iv, ux tlie

XtX^fv *pyt&amp;gt; i-rrtdtp-tda r^t irpay- {Kussa^i! .stands, must }* construed

HOTfias TO \6yov riiixirrOtu \afitiv, alon^ with o&amp;gt;f iAo&amp;gt;r,
and this inuko.H

dXXri Kal orrwt Xoyoi/ iiri\nvrtt (pi&amp;gt;-
no mraning at all, or an inadmissible

V()[.. II. K
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that he has included in the Topica precepts on the best

mode of defending the thesis by the most probable

arguments, as well as of impugning it. The respondent

professes to know (while the questioner does not), and

must be taught how to maintain his thesis like a man

of knowledge. Sokrates, the prince of dialecticians,

did nothing but question and cross-examine : he would

never be respondent at all
;
for he explicitly disclaimed

knowledge. And if it were not for the neighbourhood
of Sophistic, Aristotle would have thought it sufficient

to teach a procedure like that of Sokrates. It was the

danger from sophistical cross-examination that led him

to enlarge his scheme to unmask the Sophists by enu

merating the paralogisms peculiar to them, and to

indicate the proper scheme of the responses and solu

tions whereby the respondent might defend himself

against them. We remember that Aristotle treats all

paralogisms and fallacies as if they belonged to a

peculiar art or profession called Sophistic, and as if

they were employed by Sophists exclusively ;
as if the

meaning. I think it clear that the
| appears to me (excepting the word

word \nrfx*iv r &ovvai has dropped
out before eifitus. The passage will

then stand : ojj ov p.6vov

infallibility, which is unsuitable) to

render Aristotle s thought, though not

his words as they now stand
;
but

\aftelv SiaXfKTiKws, dAAa *al
j

Mr. Poste has given Avhat he thinks

(or 8 ovv at) cos etSa&amp;gt;y.
j

an amended translation (p. 175):
&quot; Since it claims the power of cate

chizing or cross-examining not only

dialectically but also scientifically.&quot;

This second translation may approach
more nearly to the present words of

When this verb is supplied the sense

will be quite in harmony with what

follows, which at present it is not.

Ilfipai Aa/3eti&amp;gt; applies to the ques

tioner, but not to the respondent ; cos

ei8d)f applies to the respondent, but
j Aristotle, but it departs more widely

not to the questioner; Trelpav i/Trexfif I from his sense and doctrine. Aristotle

applies to the respondent, and is there-
|

does not claim for either Dialecticians

fore the fit concomitant of toy eificos. ! or Sophists the power of cross-examin-

The translation given by Mr. Poste
, ing scientifically. He ascribes to the

first (p. 93) :

&quot;

professing not only Sophists nothing but cavil and fallacy

to test knowledge with the resources verbal and extra-verbal the pre-

of Dialectic, but also to maintain any tence and sham of being wise or

thesis with the infallibility of science&quot; I knowing (Soph. El. i., ii. p. 165).
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Dialecticians and the Peirasts, including among them

Sokrates and Plato, put all their questions without ever

resorting to or falling into paralogisms.

Aristotle, we have already more than once seen,

asserts emphatically his claim to originality as having
been the first to treat these subjects theoretically, and

to suggest precepts founded on the theory. On all im

portant subjects (he remarks) the elaboration of any

good theory is a gradual process, the work of several

successive authors. The first beginnings are very im

perfect and rudimentary ; upon these, however, subse

quent authors build, both correcting and enlarging,

until, after some considerable time, a tolerably complete
scheme or system comes to be constructed. Such has

been the case with Rhetoric and other arts. Tisias was

the first writer and preceptor on Rhetoric, yet with poor
and insufficient effect. To him succeeded Thrasymachus,
next Theodoras, and various others; from each of whom

partial improvements and additions were derived, until

at length we have now (it is Aristotle that speaks) a

copious body of rhetorical theory and precept, inherited

from predecessors and accumulated by successive tradi

tions. Compared with this, the earliest attempt at

theory was indeed narrow and imperfect ;
but it was

nevertheless tin* first step in a great work, and, as

such, it was the most difficult and the most important.
The task of building on a foundation already laid,

is far easier.&quot;

*
Sojih. HI. xxxiv.

jt. 183, 1&amp;gt;. 17- I ru&amp;gt;v av^atus- fMtyHrrav yitp Tfrwv

26 : ro)V yap tVpuntOfLtlHtV Airamw
]
upx t navruf, ttxnrfp Xtytrni- bin xtn

ra ptv trap rripttv \T]fy6ivrii np&ripov I xaXfmartiTw orro&amp;gt; yap KparuTTov r/

irt1TOVT]fUVtl KllTIl [AtpUV (ITl&t &U)K( V VJTO
I
^VVUflfl, TOfTOt TO) ^IKfx lTllTllli *tv TO

TWI
Tr/&amp;gt;uA&amp;lt;j#oTa&amp;gt;i&amp;gt; vartpnv ra ff f

j pfytdft \n\cnii)Tnrt&amp;gt;v
tanv itydrjvaf

vjraf&amp;gt;)(fj\i fvpirrKit^uvd piKpnv TO
7r/&amp;gt;a&amp;gt;roi/ Taj/rrjf 5* tvpijpivijf pqov trpotrriBtvai

tiri&ofnv \tifi &quot;iui 1 ii&amp;gt;

ta&amp;gt;dr, ^/)jo
p

^a&amp;gt;T&amp;lt;-
|

itai m&amp;gt; i ^*ii TO Xoirroi/ trrnv.

pav pivrm rroXXai Tr;s ixrrtpnv K rnv-

K 2



132 sormsTici ELENCHI. CHAP. x.

While rhetorical theory has tlms been gradually
worked up to maturity, the case has been altogether
different with Dialectic. In this I (Aristotle) found

no basis prepared ;
no predecessor to follow

;
no models

to copy. I had to begin from the beginning, and to

make good the first step myself. The process of syl

logizing had never yet been analysed or explained

by any one
;
much less had anything been set forth

about the different applications of it in detail. I

worked it out for myself, without any assistance, by

long and laborious application.*
1 There existed indeed

paid teachers, both in Dialectic and in Eristic (or So

phistic) ;
but their teaching has been entirely without

analysis, or theory, or system. Just as rhetoricians gave
to their pupils orations to learn by heart, so these dialect

ical teachers gave out dialogues to learn by heart upon
those subjects which they thought most likely to become

the topics of discourse. They thus imparted to their

pupils a certain readiness and fluency ;
but they com

municated no art, no rational conception of what was

to be sought or avoided, no skill or power of dealing
with new circumstances.

b

They proceeded like men,

who, professing to show how comfortable covering might
be provided for the feet, should not teach the pupil

a

Soph. El. xxxiv. p. 184, a. 8 : marked difference between his mode
not. trepl p.ev TU&amp;gt;V pTjTopiKuv WT^e of treatment and the common rhe-

TroXXa Kiii TraXaia TCI Xe-yo^iei/a, Trtpi torical precepts ;
he claims to have

8( TOV o-vXXo-yiff 0-0ai 7ravTf\5&amp;gt;s followed the manner of the Aristo-

(1x ()
l
jLfV irporcpov oXXo telian Dialogues:

&quot;

Scripsi Aristo-

i
,
dXX

77 rpi/3/ fyrovvrfs TTO\VV teleo more, quemadmodum quidem
ovov (Trovovp.v. voliii, tres libros in disputatione ac
b

Ibid. a. 1 : SioTrep ro^eta p.tv
:

dialogo de Oratore, quos arbitror

8 rjv i)
SiSotTKoXio rois p.av- |

Lentulo tuo fore non inutiles. Ab-

Trap avroav ov yap Tfx^rjv [

horrent enim a communibus prseceptis,
&amp;lt;iXX TO ano Trjs Ttxvrjs Sidovres Trot- atque omneni antiquorum et Aristo-

f&amp;gt;(v( iv vTT(\d^avov. ; telearn ct Isocrateam rationem ora-

Cicero, in describing his own trea- toriam complectnntur&quot; (Cicero, Epist.
tise De Oratore, insists upon the ad Famill. i. 9).
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how he could make shoes for himself, hut should merely

furnish him with a good stock of ready-made shoes a

present valuable indeed for use, but quite unconnected

with any skill as an artificer. The Syllogism as a

system and theory, with precepts founded on that

theory for Demonstration and Dialectic, lias originated
first with me (Aristotle). Mine is the first step, and

therefore a small one, though worked out with much

thought and hard labour : it must be looked at as

a first step, and judged with indulgence. You, my
readers, or hearers of my lectures, if you think that

I have done as much as can fairly be required for an

initiatory start, compared with other more advanced

departments of theory, will acknowledge what I have

achieved, and pardon what I have left for others to

accomplish.
11

Such is the impressive closing chapter of the Sophis-
tici Elenchi. It is remarkable in two ways : first, that

Aristotle expressly addresses himself to hearers and

readers in the second person ; next, that he asserts

emphatically his own claim to originality as a theorist

on Logic, and declares himself to have worked out

even the first beginnings of such theory by laborious

application. 1 understand his claim to originality as

intended to bear, not simply on the treatise called So-

phistici Elenchi and on the enumeration of Fallacies

therein contained, but, in a larger sense, on the theory

of the Syllogism ;
as first unfolded in the Analytica

Soph. Kl. xxxiv. p. 1&amp;lt;S4,
b. , 5 : tiprjp.fvots 7roXX;i/ *\uv X&quot;/

)U/

ft i (paivfTat GftuTap.ti ois ip-tv ij t\ It would see in that by rolj Qtuaa-

Toiovrutv i
&amp;lt;ipx )t vTiupxwTw *xtiv *) p.ffnit Aristotle means to address

ptdo&of IKOVUS Trapa rtis 7XXof irpay- tlie readers of tlje present treatise,

/ifiTfiuv rut tK irapa5(i(T((t)s f)vr)p.(vas, while by TWI* fjKpoafltyttV
he desig*

uv
fir; Tnivrun- v/iit/ rj TWV liato tlmsr who had heard h -

Kpoapivuv (pyov Tins p.iv irapa\t\fip.- (
XI&amp;gt;ositions

OH the Nllllf lobject.

ri/u rrjj p.t6( tftc&amp;gt;v tnrfytHtfUJf rnit y
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Priora, applied to Demonstration in the Analytica

Posteriora, applied afterwards to Dialectic in the To-

pica, applied lastly to Sophistic (or Eristic) in the

Sophistici Elenchi. The phrase,
&quot;

Respecting the pro
cess of syllogizing? I found absolutely nothing prepared,
but worked it out by laborious application for

myself&quot;

seems plainly to denote this large comprehension.

And, indeed, in respect to Sophistic separately, the

remark of Aristotle that nothing whatever had been

done before him, would not be well founded : we find

in his own treatise of the Sophistlci Elenchi allusion

to various prior doctrines, from which he dissents.
b

In these prior doctrines, however, his predecessors had

treated the sophistical modes of refutation without refer

ence to the Syllogism and its general theory. It is

against such separation that Aristotle distinctly pro
tests. He insists upon the necessity of first expounding
the Syllogism, and of discussing the laws of good or

bad Refutation as a corollary or dependant of the syllo

gistic theory. Accordingly he begins this treatise by

intimating that he intends to deduce these laws from

the first and highest generalities of the subject ;

d and

he concludes it by claiming this method of philo

sophizing as original with himself.

Soph. El. xxxiv. p. 184, b. 1 :

TTfpi Se TOV (rvX\oyi((r6a.i Trai/reXcoy

oii&ev fi^o/xfv Trpore/joi/ aXXo Xeyeiv,

&c. (cited in a preceding note).
b See note on p. 107, supra.
r

Ibid. x. p. 171, a. 1 : 6Xws

re (ITOTTOV, TO Trepl (\ty\ov SiaXe-

yf&amp;lt;r&u,
dXXa p.rj nportpov ir(p\ trvX-

\oyirrp.ov- o yap eXfy^oy crvXXo-

yio-fios eo-rii/, wore XP*) Kat T*P
crv\\oyi(rp.oi&amp;gt; nporfpov rj Trepi

d
Ibid. i. p. 1G4, a. 21 : Xfyto-

j/, apdp.(voi Kara (pvtriv airo TWV
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CHAPTER XL

PHYSICA AND MKTAPHYSICA.

ARISTOTLE distinguishes, in clear and explicit language,
a science which he terms Wisdom, Philosophy, or First

Philosophy; the subject-matter of which he declares to

be En* quatenus Ens, together with the concomitants

belonging to it as such. With this Ontology the

treatise entitled Metaphysica purports to deal, and

the larger portion of it does really so deal. At the

same time, the line that parts off Ontology from Logic

(Analytic and Dialectic) on the one hand, and from

Physics on the other, is nut always clearly marked.

For, though the whole process of Syllogism, employed
both in Analytic and Dialectic, involves and depends

upon the Maxim of Contradiction, yet the discussion of

this Maxim is declared to belong to First
Philosophy;&quot;

while not only the four Aristotelian varieties of Cause

or Condition, and the distinction between Potential and

Actual, but also the abstractions Form, Matter and Pri

vation, which play so capital a part in the Metaphy

sica, are equally essential and equally appealed to in

the Physical
If we include both what is treated in the Analytica

Posteriora (the scientific explanation of Essence and

Metaphys. T. iii. p. 1005, a. 1!&amp;gt;- 13; compan- K. i.
i&amp;gt;.

10.&quot;&amp;lt;,
a . Jf.

b. 11. Whether that discussion pro-
b

1 hysini, I.
n&amp;gt;.

IW-l .tl
;

II. p.

perty belongs to PAi7o*opAia/Vtma, or 1J4, b. L o, w.|. ; Mi-t.-iph. A. p. 1W3,

not, stands as the lirt AwopiVi enu- a. . .
;
Alexander ad Mctaj/hyg. JL

j&amp;gt;.

mcrated in the list which occupies , 30ti, ed. Hnnit/.
; p. &amp;lt;&amp;gt;H ., b. Schul.

lkx)k B. in tliat treatise, p. 0(5, b. 4- Hr.
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Definition) and what is treated in the Physica, we shall

find that nearly all the expository processes employed
in the Metaphysica are employed also in these two

treatises. To look upon the general notion as a cause,

and to treat it as a creative force (der schopferische

Wesensbegrijf, to use the phrase of Prantl and other

German logicians
a

), belongs alike to the Physica and to

the Analytica Posteriora. The characteristic distinction

of the treatise entitled Metaphysica is, that it is all-

comprehensive in respect to the ground covered
;
that

the expository process is applied, not exclusively to any

separate branch of Ens, but to Ens as a whole quatenus
Ens to all the varieties of Ens that admit of scientific

treatment at all;
b that the same abstractions and

analytical distinctions, which, both in the Analytica
and in the Physica, are indicated and made to serve an

explanatory purpose, up to a certain point are in the

Metaphysica sometimes assumed as already familiar,

sometimes followed out with nicer accuracy and sub

tlety. Indeed both the Physica and the Metaphysica,
as we read them in Aristotle, would be considered in

modern times as belonging alike to the department of

Metaphysics.

* See Vol. I. ch. viii. pp. 346 scq. f Tr]s Kara TO aoos ap^rjs, Trore-

of the present ^ork, with the cita- pov p.ia tj
TroXXai KOI ris 77

rives fieri,

tions in note p. 3G3 from Prantl and 81 uKpifieias T^S irpurrjs &amp;lt;pi\oo-o&amp;lt;pias

Rassow.
j epyov ecrrl Siopi crai, cocrr els fKelvov

b
Metaphys. T. i. p. 1003, a. 21 : ! TOV icaipov (nroK.fi(r6u&amp;gt;. Compare

Physic. I. viii. p. 191, b. 29, and

Weisse, Aristoteles Physik, p. 285.

About the Metaphysica, as carrying

out and completing the exposition of

the Analytica Posteriora, see Meta

phys. Z. xii. p. 1037, b. 8 : vvv 8e

t(TTlV (7TL(TTT]p.TJ TIS j eO&amp;gt;pe
TO OV

T)

OV KO.I TO. TOUrCO VTTUp^OVTa KClff QVTO.

avTT) 8 C&amp;lt;TT\V ovdffiia TWV ev p-fpft

\yop.Vd)v TJ O.VTT). ovde/xta yap ratv

aXXcoj/ (Tria-KOTTfl KadoXuv TTfpl TOU

OKT09
jf ui&amp;gt;,

aXXa /iepoy avrov TI

&c.

Metaphys. A. vii. p. 1073, a.

Xe-ya&amp;gt;p.ei/ TrpaJroi/, f cp o&amp;lt;rov tv TOIS

Trepi 6pi(rp.ov p,i) fiprjrat

with Bonitz s Comment, pp. 504-
j (Analyt. Post. II. vi. p. 92, a. 32 ;

see

505. Physica, I. ix. p. 192, a. 34 : note in Vol. I. p. 350 supra).
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The primary distinction and classification recognized

by Aristotle among Sciences or Cognitions, is, that of

(1) Theoretical, (2) Practical, (3) Artistic or Con

structive.* Of these three divisions, the second and

third alike comprise both intelligence and action, but

the two are distinguished from each other by this that

in the Artistic there is always some assignable product
which the agency leaves behind independent of itself,

whereas in the Practical no such independent result

remains,* but the agency itself, together with the pur

pose (or intellectual and volitional condition) of the

agent, is every thing. The division named Theoretical

comprises intelligence alone intelligence of jtrim ipia,

causes and constituent elements. Here again we find a

tripartite classification. The highest and most universal

of all Theoretical Sciences is recognized bv Aristotle as

Ontology (First Philosophy, sometimes called by him

Theology) which deals with all En* universally (jua-

tenu* Em, and with the Priina Mocentia, themselves

immoveable, of the entire Kosmos. The two other

heads of Theoretical Science are Mathematics and

Physics ; each of them special and limited, as compared
with Ontology. In Physics we scientifically study
natural bodies with their motions, changes, and phe
nomena

;
bodies in which Form always appears

implicated with Matter, and in which the principle of

motion or change is immanent and indwelling (/..,

dependent only on the universal Prunn Moveiitia, and

not impressed from without by a special agency, as in

works of human art). In Mathematics, we study

immoveable and unchangeable numbers and magnitudes,

apart from the bodies to which they belong ;
not that

they can ever be really separated from such bodies,

Mctaphys. E. i. p. 1025, b. 25.
k

Ibid. b. L&quot;.
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but we intellectually abstract them, or consider them

apart.
a

Such is Aristotle s tripartite distribution of Theoretical

or Contemplative Science. In introducing us to the

study of First Philosophy, he begins by clearing up
the meaning of the term Ens. It is a term of many
distinct significations ; being neither univocal, nor

altogether equivocal, but something intermediate be

tween the two, or multivocal. It is not a generic

whole, distributed exhaustively among correlative species

marked off by an assignable difference :

b
it is an ana

logical whole, including several genera distinct from

each other at the beginning, though all of them branches

derivative from one and the same root; all of them
connected by some sort of analogy or common relation

to that one root, yet not necessarily connected with

each other by any direct or special tie.

Of these various significations, he enumerates, as we
have already seen, four : (1) Ens which is merely con

comitant with, dependent upon, or related to, another

Ens as terminus
; (2) Ens in the sense of the True,

opposed to Non-Ens in the sense of the False
; (3) Ens

according to each of the Ten Categories ; (4) Ens poten

tially, as contrasted with Ens actually. But among
these four heads, the two last only are matters upon
which science is attainable, in the opinion of Aristotle.

To these two, accordingly, he confines Ontology or First

Philosophy. They are the only two that have an

objective, self-standing, independent, nature.

*
Metaphys. E. i. p. 1026

;
K. vii.

p. 1064, a. 28-b. 14
;
M. iii. pp. 1077-

1078
; Bonitz, Commentar. p. 284.

b
Metaphys. r. ii. p. 1003, a. 33-

p. 1004, a. 5 : TO 8 ov \iytTai /ieV

cos
1

,
nXXa npos tv &amp;lt;a\ p.iav Tiva

yap (v6vs yevr] %ovra TO ov Kal TO tv.

Compare K. iii. p. 1060, b. 32.

See also above, Vol. I. ch. iii. p. 85,
of the present work.
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That which falls under the first head (Ens per Acci

dent) is essentially indeterminate ; and its causes, being
alike indeterminate, are out of the reach of science. So

also is that which falls under the second head Ens

tanquam verum, contrasted with Non-Ens tanquam fal-

sum. This has no independent standing, but results

from an internal act of the judging or believing mind,

combining two elements, or disjoining two elements, in

a way conformable to, or non-conformable to, real fact.

The true combination or disjunction is a variety of

Ens ; the false combination or disjunction is a variety of

Non-En*. This mental act varies both in different indi

viduals, and at different times with the same individual,

according to a multitude of causes often unassignable.

Accordingly, it does not fall under Ontological Science,

nor can we discover any causes or principles deter

mining it.
a When Aristotle says that the two first

Aristot. Met. K. iv. p. 1027, b.

17; 6. x. p. 1051, h. 2; p. 1052, a.

17-30; K. viii. p. 1005, a. 21.

There remains much obscurity about

this meaning of Ens (Ens us aAq& r),

even after the Scholia of Alexander

(p. 701, a. 10, Sch. Brand.), and the

instructive comments of lionit/.,

Schwegler, and Hrentano
(Uel&amp;gt;cr

die

IJedeutung des Seienden nach Ari-

stoteles, ch. iii. pp. 21-39).
The foundation of this meaning of I

En* lies in the legitimate Antijihnsis,

and the projwr division thereof (TO d

trvpoXoy iffpi p.tpi&amp;lt;rp.bv ai/Ti^xifra)r,

p. 1027, b. 20). It is a first prin

ciple (p. 1005, b. 30) that, if one

member of the Antiphasis must IM-

affirmed as true, the other rnuHt be

denied as false. If we fix upon the

right combination to affirm, we say
the thin;/ thut in: if we fix upon thr

wrong combination and affirm it, we

say th thing thnt is not (p. 10 II!, b.

10). &quot;Falsehood and Truth (Ari
stotle says, E. iv. p. 1027, b. 25) are

not in things but in our mental com

bination; and as regards simple (un-

combined) matters and essences, they
are not even in our mental combina

tion :&quot; Oil yiip (OTl TO ^it/not K(ll TO

d\T)6tf tv THIS irpdyp.(i(Tiv, omv TO piv

dyadov fiXrj&V, TO ot KQKOV tvQvs ^tv-

^or, uXX (v buivoia TT(f)\
ot TII drrXti

Ktii TII T L tiTTii&amp;gt; ovo tv TJI omvoia.

C omparc I^onitz (ad Ar. Metaph. Z.

iv. p. lono, a.), p. .UO, t omm.
In regard to cogitabilia simple,

indivisible, uncompounded there i

no combination or disjunction ; there

fore, strictly sjH aking. neither truth

nor falsehood (Aristot. De Anirnil,

III. vi. p. 430, a. 20
;
also Cntrgor. x.

p. 1, J, b. 10). The intellect either

apprehends these simple elements, or

it does not apprehend them ; there is

iif ftuivmn concerned. Not Uj np-

preheiid them i^ ignorance, tyvma.
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heads are out of the reach of science, or not proper

subjects of science, he means that their first principia,

causes, or deepest foundations, cannot be discovered

and assigned ; for it is in determining these principia
and causes that true scientific cognition consists.

a

There remain, as matter proper for the investigation
of First Philosophy, the two last-mentioned heads of

Ens; viz., Ens according to the Ten Categories, and

Ens potential and actual. But, along with these,

Aristotle includes another matter also
; viz., the critical

examination of the Axioms and highest generalities of

syllogistic proof or Demonstration. He announces as

the first principle of these Axioms as the highest and

firmest of all Principles the Maxim of Contradiction :

b

The same predicate cannot both belong and not belong
to the same subject, at the same time and in the same

sense
; or, You cannot both truly affirm, and truly deny,

the same predicate respecting the same subject ; or,

The same proposition cannot be at once true and false.

This Axiom is by nature the beginning or source of all

the other Axioms. It stands first in the order of

knowledge ; and it neither rests upon nor involves any
hypothesis.

The Syllogism is defined by Aristotle as consisting
of premisses and a conclusion : if the two propositions

which sometimes loosely passes under
| 22, 34 : avrrj 8rj iraa-cov earl /3e/3aio-

the title of \^e05oy (Schwegler, Comm.
j

rdrrj TWV dpx&v &amp;lt;pvo-ei -yap dp^r) /cat

Pt. Ii., p. 32). TCOI&amp;gt; (iA\ti)v
agiu&amp;gt;p.uT(i)V OVTTJ

Metaphys. E. i. p. 1025, b. 3 : p. 1011, b. 13: /3e/3ai(mm; 86a
at ap^ai /cat TO. aina ^rttrai T&V

\

TTCHTUV TO
p.r)

tivai d\r]0is dp.a TOS

ovraiv, fifjXoi/ 6 on
iy

oj/ra. oXa&amp;gt;j 8e dvriKip.fvas (paVei? (He here applies

Tracra (rri(TTT)p.T] Stai/o^riKr) 77 p-tTe^ova-d the term 8da to designate this fiuida-

TL diavoias Trepi amar KOI dpxds corn/ I mental maxim. This deserves notice,

TI axpi/SeoWpar 77 uTrXouoWpa?. I because of the antithesis, common

Compare Metaph. K. vii. p. 1063, with him elsewhere, between 6o n

b. 36
; j). 1065, a. 8-26. Analyt. |

and fViaTi^iT;).

Post, I. ii. p. 71, b. 9.
c

Metaph. Y. iii. p. 1005, b. 13-14 :

b

Metaph. r. iii. p. 1005, b. 7, 17, yi/copi/Kwrariji/ dwTrodtTov.
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called premisses be granted as true, a third as conclusion

must for that reason be granted as true also.* The
truth of the conclusion is affirmed conditionally on the

truth of the premisses ;
and the rules of Syllogism set

out those combinations of propositions in which such

affirmation may be made legitimately. The rules of

the Syllogism being thus the rules for such conditional

affirmation, the Principle or Axiom thereof enunciates

in the most general terms what is implied in all those

rules, as essential to their validity. And, since the

syllogistic or deductive process is applicable without

exception to every variety of the Scibile, Aristotle con

siders the Axioms or Principles thereof to come under

the investigation of Ontology or First Philosophy.
Thus it is, that he introduces us to the Maxim of Con

tradiction, and its supplement or correlative, the Maxim
of the Excluded Middle.

His vindication of these Axioms is very illustrative

of the philosophy of his day. It cannot be too often

impressed that he was the first either to formulate the

precepts, or to ascend to the theory, of deductive reason

ing; that he was the first to mark by appropriate terms

the most important logical distinctions and character

istic attributes of propositions ;
that before his time, there

was abundance of acute dialectic, but no attempt to set

forth any critical scheme whereby the conclusions of

such dialectic might be tested. Anterior to Sokrates,

the cast of Grecian philosophy had been altogether

either theological, or poetical, or physical, or at least

some fusion of these three varieties into one. Sokrates

was the first who broke ground for Logic for testing

the difference between good and bad ratiocination. He
did this by enquiry as to the definition of general

Aimlyt. Prior. I. i. p. 21, K 1H- JO, i-t alii..
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terms,* and by dialectical exposure of the ignorance

generally prevalent among those who familiarly used

them. Plato in his Sokratic dialogues followed in the

same negative track
; opening up many instructive

points of view respecting the erroneous tendencies by
which reasoners were misled, but not attempting any

positive systematic analysis, nor propounding any

intelligible scheme of his own for correction or avoidance

of the like. If Sokrates and Plato, both of them active

in exposing ratiocinative error and confusion, stopped
short of any wide logical theory, still less were the

physical philosophers likely to supply that deficiency.

Aristotle tells us that several of them controverted

the Maxim of Contradiction .

b
Herakleitus and his fol

lowers maintained the negative of it, distinctly and

emphatically; while the disciples of Parmenides,

though less pronounced in their negative, could not

have admitted it as universally true. Even Plato must

be reckoned among those who, probably without having

clearly stated to himself the Maxim in its universal

terms, declared doctrines quite incompatible with it :

the Platonic Parmenides affords a conspicuous example
of contradictory conclusions deduced by elaborate

reasoning and declared to be both of them firmly esta-

blished.
d

Moreover, in the Sophistes,
6 Plato explains

the negative proposition as expressing what is different

*
Aristot. Mctaph. A. vi. p. 987, KOI T&amp;gt;V rrepl

b. 1 : ScoKpdrovs 8e nepl p.fv TO fj6iK(i
c

Ibid. iii. p. 1005, b. 25
;

v. p.

7rpayp.arfvop.fvov, rrfpl 6e rr}? 0X179 &amp;lt;pv- 1010, a. 13; vi. p. 1011, a. 24.

(TftoS OvdfV, (V p.VTOl TOVTOIS TO KO~

66\OV ^r/TOVVTOSy KO.\ TTfpl 6plO~p.O)V fTTl-

o~TT)o-avTOs TrptoTov Tr)v didvoiav.

b Ibid. T. iv. p. 1005, b. 35 : Vl

d
Plato, Republic, v. p. 479, A.

;
vii.

p. 538, E. Compare also the conclu

sion of the Platonic Parmcnides, and

the elaborate dialectic or antinomies

rive, ot, KaOinrtp ei7ro/iei&amp;gt;,
avroi by which the contradictions involved

(vbt\t(r6aL (pao-i TO avTo flvai
j

in it are proved.

p.T) elvaij Krzl inro\ap.[Bdvfiv OVTMS- I

P

Plato, Sophistes, p. 257, B.

of TU&amp;gt; Xoyto TOVTO) TroXXot
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from that which is denied, but nothing beyond ; an

explanation which, if admitted, would set aside the

Maxim of Contradiction as invalid.

While Aristotle mentions these various dissentients,

and especially Herakleitus, he seems to imagine that

they were not really in earnest* in their dissent. Yet

he nevertheless goes at length into the case against

them, as well as against others, who agreed with him

in affirming the Maxim, but who undertook also to

demonstrate it. Any such demonstration Aristotle de

clares to be impossible. The Maxim is assumed in all

demonstrations; unless you grant it, no demonstration

is valid
;
but it cannot be itself demonstrated. lie had

already laid down in the Analytica that the premisses
for demonstration could not be carried back indefinitely,

and that the attempt so to carry them back was unphi-

losophical.
b There must be some primary, undemon-

strable truths
;
and the Maxim of Contradiction he ranks

among the first. Still, though in attempting any
formal demonstration of the Maxim you cannot avoid

assuming the Maxim itself and thus falling into Petltio

Principii, Aristotle contends that you can demonstrate

it in the way of refutation, relatively to a given oppo
nent, provided such opponent will not content himself

with simply denying it, but will besides advance some

allirmative thesis of his own, as a truth in which he

*
Aristot. Metaph. F. iii. p. lOOo, a. 5 : q^iovtrt fir) *nl TUVTO a

b. 2f&amp;gt;
;
K. v. p. 10f!li, a. &amp;gt;2. Here

|

nvit fit* inraiSfvcritiv fort ytip 7rru-

Aristotlc intimates that Herakleitus , 8(v&amp;lt;ria TO
p.r] yiyvua-Kfiv rivu&amp;gt;v &d

may have asserted what he did not I (rjrt iv dn^fi^tv KUI rivw nv fiZ.

believe; though wo find him in an- Ibid. a. 11: fo-rt 3* annbf ifrn.

other place citing Ilerakleitus an an (XtyKTiKus KOI irtpl TOVTOV ort d&v-

example of those who adhered as ol&amp;gt;-

j

varov, tiv \u\vov TI Xtyr) o (I^KT^T^V.
stinately to their opinions as other I K. v. p. 102, a. 2 : KOI nrpl ru&amp;gt;v

persons adhered to demonstrated truth ! rotouroji/ i7rXa&amp;gt;v piv OVK tanv dnt&amp;gt;-

(Ethic. Nik. VII. v. p. 11 M, b. 30.).
i

fatfa, npot rovtt *&amp;gt; (&amp;lt;mv. \\ 10GL ,

h
Aristot. Metaph. T. iv. p. 100&amp;lt;,

I

a. 30.
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believes ;
or provided he will even grant the fixed

meaning of words, defining them in a manner signi

ficant alike to himself and to others, each word to

have either one fixed meaning, or a limited number of

different meanings, clear and well defined.
3

It is im

possible for two persons to converse, unless each under

stands the other. A word which conveys to the mind

not one meaning, but a multitude of unconnected

meanings, is for all useful purposes unmeaning.
b

If,

therefore, the opponent once binds himself to an affirma

tive definition of any word, this definition may be truly

predicated of the definitum as subject ;
while he must

be considered as interdicting himself from predicating

of the same subject the negative of that definition. But

when you ask for the definition, your opponent must

answer the question directly and bond fide. He must not

enlarge his definition so as to include both the affirma

tive and negative of the same proposition ;
nor must

he tack on to the real essence (declared in the definition)

a multitude of unessential attributes. If he answers in

this confused and perplexing manner, he must be treated

as not answering at all, and as rendering philosophical

discussion impossible. Such a mode of speaking goes
to disallow any ultimate essence or determinate subject,

and shuts out all predication ; for there cannot be

an infinite regress of predicates upon predicates, and

accidents upon accidents, without arriving at an ulti

mate substratum Subject or Essence/ If, wherever

* Aristot. Metaph. T. iv. p. 1000, npbs ainov ovQtv yap eVfie^frai voflv

a. 18-34. 8ia(pfpei 5 ovQfv ovS
1

el
| p.T)

VOOVVTO. v. K. v. p. 1062, a. 20.

TrXftto TIS (pair) a~r)p,aiv(iv, povov 8e
j

c
Ibid. T. iv. p. 1006, b. 30-p. 3007,

&amp;lt;0p&amp;lt;.(rp.(va.
K. v. p. 1062, a. 12. I a. 20. a-vp-Qaivfi TO Xex$eV, &v ajro-

b
Ibid. r. iv. p. 1006, b. 7 : TO /cpi i/rjrai TO fpamo/iffoi . tav 8e

rrpoa&quot;-

yap p.T)
tv TI (rr]p.aiv(iv ovdev o-rjp.aiv(iv

j

TiBy fpforwvros OTrXaJf KCU Tar anro-

f (TTIV, p.f) rrrjpfitvovT&v 8e Ttov ovo- (parrels, OVK (inoKpivfrni TO t pcoToo/jievov.

p.aTU&amp;gt;v avj/prjTat TO 8ia\fy(a-Qai Trpos ! (uv $( TOVTO Troif), ov SiaXfyfTai.

XX/?Xoi;f, KOTO fie Tr)V a\^B(inv *m &quot;

Ibid. p. 1007, 3. 20-1). 19 : oXtof
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you can truly aflirm a predicate of any subject, you
can also truly deny the same predicate of the same

subject, it is manifest that all subjects are one : there

is nothing to discriminate man, horse, ship, wall, &c.

from each other; every one speaks truth, and every
one at the same time speaks falsehood; a man believes

and disbelieves the same thing at the same time
;
or he

neither believes nor disbelieves, and then his mind is

blank, like a vegetable.
11

The man who professes this doctrine, however (con

tinues Aristotle
b

),
shows plainly by his conduct that his

mind is not thus blank ; that, in respect of the contra

dictory alternative, he does not believe either both sides

or neither side, but believes one and disbelieves the

other. When he feels hungry, and seeks what he

knows to be palatable and wholesome, he avoids what

he knows to be nasty and poisonous. He knows

what is to be found in the market-place, and goes
there to get it

; he keeps clear of falling into a well

or walking into the sea; he does not mistake a horse

for a man. He may often find himself mistaken ;
but

he shows by his conduct that he believes certain subjects

to possess certain definite attributes, and not to possess
others. Though we do not reach infallible truth, we
obtain an approach to it, sometimes nearer, sometimes

more remote ; and we thus escape the extreme doctrine

which forbids all definite affirmation.

5
dvHlf)OV&amp;lt;Tll&amp;gt;

01 TOVTI) A/yOI/Tf f &amp;lt;W(rillV (V 0\&amp;gt;6(V &lOl(Tfl fTfpOV (Tff)OV ft fit

K&amp;lt;u TO TI r/v nvin. fi fit TriivTii Kara jMrjOfv vnnXnp.lifivfi &amp;lt;1AA nfwiuf OICTOJ

trvpftffiijKOS Aryfrm, ovd(v Vrnt
npu&amp;gt;-

KOI OVK oifTUt, TI &v fit(i(J)(puvTvs (\oi
rnv TO Kaff ov, ft (if t TO

(rvp.ft(f3r]Ki&amp;gt;s
TMV tfn T&v ;

K. v. p. 10&amp;lt;&amp;gt;2,
a. 28.

Kaff imoK(ifj.tvov TwW orj/zmVfj n}v
b

ll)i&amp;lt;l. P. iv. p. 1008, 1). 12-31
;

Karrfyopiav avayiaj upa tls tiirtipov K. vi. p. 10&amp;lt;!3,
a. 30.

Itvtu &amp;lt;iAA aJUvmtrov.
e

Jbid. r. iv. p. 1008, b. 3(1 : ft nvv TO
*

Aristut. Met. T. iv. p. 1008, ft. plAAot/ tyyiVf/joi/, ftr; yt nv TI (iAq&v
18-b. 12 ft Of o^ioiur Ka\ ixra (iTTo- ov tyyvTfpov T&amp;lt;&amp;gt; fta\\ov d\rjdtf K?IV ti

fpnvai nvnyKi] iruvrn o* hv tlrj ^117 iaTiv, tiAA rj&rj yt TI t\rr\ fttfiau/rt-

VOL. IT. L
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It is in this manner that Aristotle, vindicating the

Maxims of Contradiction and of Excluded Middle as

the highest principia of syllogistic reasoning, disposes
of the two contemporaneous dogmas that were most

directly incompatible with these Maxims: (1) The

dogma of Herakleitus, who denied all duration or per
manence of subject, recognizing nothing but perpetual

process, flux, or change, each successive moment of

which involved destruction and generation implicated
with each other : /s- and is not are both alike and

conjointly true, while neither is true separately, to the

exclusion of the other
;

a

(2) The dogma of Anaxagoras,
who did not deny fixity or permanence of subject, but

held that everything was mixed up with everything ;

that every subject had an infinite assemblage of con

trary predicates, so that neither of them could be

separately affirmed or separately denied : The truth lies

in a third alternative or middle, between affirmation

and denial.
b

Having thus refuted these dogmas to his own satis-

pov Kal d\T]6iV(i)Tfpoi&amp;gt;,
Kal TOV Xoyou

dirr]\\ayp.fvoi av et^/zcv TOV oKparou

KU\ K(t)\vovTos TL TTj diavoio optVai.
a Aristot. Met. A. vi. p. 987, a. 34

;

r. v. p. 1010, a. 12 : KpdYuXo? 6? TO

Tf\fVTalov ovdfv a)6TO Oflv \fyfiv aXXa

TOf 8aKTV\ov fKivfi p,ovov, Kai Hpa-
j

KXeiVa) tTTfTip-a flrrovri OTI o\s TO&amp;gt;

j

aiiTCO Trord/ico OVK fO~Ttv fpftr/vai av- !

Tor yap wfTo ovS d?r^. Herakleitus

adopted as his one fundamentum Fire

or Heat, as being the principle of

mobility or change : xpcotrai yap a&amp;gt;?

KlVTjTiKrjV e^OVTl TO) TTVpl T1\V (f)VO~lV

Metaph. A. iii. p. 984, b. 5. Ibid. K.

v.
]). 1002, a. 31-b. 10

;
K. x. p. 10G7,

a. 5
;
M. iv. p. 1078, b. 15.

b
Ibid. K. vi.

]). 100.&quot;.,
b. 25

;
A.

viii. p. 989, a. 31-b. 10. ore yap

ovdev rjv a7TOKfKpip.fvov, 8rj\ov a)? ov-

6fv fjv d\r]6fs ftTTflv KaTa TTJS ovaias

fKfivrjs, Xcyco 8 olov OTI ovTf \tvKov

ovTf p,(\av rj &amp;lt;paiov rj
XXo ^pco/^n,

nXX axpav TJV e dvdyKTjs- 6p.oiu&amp;gt;s
bf

Kai a^vfjiov TU&amp;gt; avTU&amp;gt; X()yco TOVTW, ovdf

&amp;lt;jXXo TU&amp;gt;V
op,oiu&amp;gt;v

ovdfv ovTf yap TTOIOV

Tl oiOV Tf ttVTO flvai OVTf 7TOO-OV OVTf Tl.

r. iv. p. 1007, b. 25 : /cat ytyi/erat

OT^ TO ToG Avaay6poV) 6u.ov irdvrn

r. viii. p. 1012, a. 24 : tot*e 8 6 p.tv

HpaKXeirou Xoyo?, Xeycoi/ Trdvra clvni

Ka\
p.t] fivai, dnavra d\ij6j) Troitlv, 6 8

Avafcayopov fivui TI p.fTav TTJS dvri-

(pu(rfu&amp;gt;s, u&amp;gt;(TTf Trdvra ijsfvo r)
oTav yap

p.iX&T/, OI&quot;T dyaOov OVT OVK dyaOov TO

p.ty/ia, OJO-T ovdfv finflv d\rj6ts.
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faction, Aristotle proceeds to impugn a third doctrine

which he declares to be analogous to these two and to

be equally in conflict with the two syllogistic principia
which he is undertaking to vindicate. This third doc

trine is the
t( Homo Menmm &quot;

of Protagoras : Man is the

measure of all things the measure of things existent

as well as of things non-existent : To each individual

that is true or false which he believes to be such, and

for as long as he believes it. Aristotle contends that

this doctrine is homogeneous with those of Herakleitus

and Anaxagoras, and must stand or fall along with

them ; all three being alike adverse to the Maxim of

Contradiction.&quot; Herein he follows partially the example
of Plato, who (in his Thea3tetus

b

), though not formally

enunciating the Maxim of Contradiction, had declared

the tenets of Protagoras to be coincident with or ana

logous to those of Herakleitus, and had impugned both

one and the other by the same line of arguments.

Protagoras agreed with Herakleitus (so Plato and Ari

stotle tell us) in declaring both affirmative and negative

(in the contradictory alternative) to be at once and alike

true ;
for he maintained that what any person believed

was true, and that what any person disbelieved was false.

Accordingly, since opinions altogether opposite and con

tradictory are held by different persons or by the same

person at different times, both the affirmative and the

negative of every Antiphasis must be held as true alike
;

c

in other words, all affirmations and all negations were

at once true and false. Such co-existence or implication
of contradictions is the main doctrine of Herakleitus.

Aristot. Met. r. v. p. 1009, a. (5 : name, Metaphys. r. v. p. 1010, b. 12.

l(TTl ft (ITTO TJf (lVTtS &&amp;lt;&amp;gt;S KCll ft
&quot;

Il)il. p. 1009, ,1. 8-JO.

&amp;lt;tv&amp;lt;yK.i) t\\T)Qi) Kd\

io) avrovs
*i
nvai

fj ^irj
(ivai. p. 1011, a. 30.

Aristotle refers hen: to Plato
l&amp;gt;y

i

L 2
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I have already in another work,
a
wliile analysing the

Platonic dialogues Thea3tetus and Kratylus, criticized

at some length the doctrine here laid down by Plato

and Aristotle. I have endeavoured to show that the

capital tenet of Protagoras is essentially distinct from

the other tenets with which these two philosophers
would identify it : distinct both from the dogma of

Herakleitus, That everything is in unceasing flux

and process, each particular moment thereof being an

implication of contradictions both alike true ; and

distinct also from the other dogma held by others,

That all cognition is sensible perception. The Prota-

gorean tenet * Homo Mensura
&quot;

is something essentially

distinct from either of these two
; though possibly

Protagoras himself may have held the second of the

two, besides his own. His tenet is nothing more

than a clear and general declaration of the principle of

a * Plato and the Other Com

panions of Sokratcs, Vol. II. c. xxvi.

pp. 325-3G3 :

&quot; The Frotagorean doc

trine Man is the measure of all

things is simply the presentation

in complete view of a common fact
;

uncovering an aspect of it which the

received phraseology hides. Truth and

Falsehood have reference to some be

lieving Subject ;
and the words have

no meaning except in that relation.

Protagoras brings to view the sub

jective side of the same complex fact,

of which Truth and Falsehood denote

the objective side. He refuses to

admit the object absolute the pre

tended fhiny in itself Truth without

a believer. His doctrine maintains

the indefeasible and necessary involu

tion of the percipient mind in every

perception ;
of the concipient mind in

every conception ;
of the cognizant

mind in everv cognition. Farther

Protagoras acknowledges many dis

tinct believing or knowing Subjects ;

and affirms that every Object known
must be relative to (or in his lan

guage measured by} the knowing
Subject : that every cognitum must
have its coynoscens, and every coy-
noscibile its cognitionis capax ; that

the words have no meaning unless

this be supposed ;
that these two

names designate two opposite poles
or aspects of the indivisible fact of

cognition actual or potential not

two factors, which are in themselves

separate or separable, and which
come together to make a compound
product. A man cannot in any case

get clear of or discard his own mind
as Subject. Self is necessarily omni

present, concerned in every moment
of consciousness, &c.&quot; Compare also

c. xxiv. p. 261.
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universal Relativity. True belief and affirmation have

no meaning
1

except in relation to some believer, real

or supposed ;
true disbelief and negation have no mean

ing exeept in relation to some disbeliever, real or sup

posed. When a man affirms any proposition as true, .

he affirms only what he (perhaps with some other

persons also) believes to be true, while others may
perhaps disbelieve it as falsehood. Object and Subject
arc inseparably implicated : we may separate them by
abstraction, and reason about each apart from the other;

but, as reality, they exist only locked up one with the

other.

That such is and always has been the state of

the fact, in regard to truth and falsehood, belief and

disbelief, is matter of notoriety : Protagoras not only

accepts it as a fact, but formulates it as a theory.
Instead of declaring that what he (or the oracle which

he consults and follows) believes to be true, is absolute

truth, while that which others believe, is truth rela

tively to them, he lowers his own pretensions to a

level with theirs. He professes to be a measure of

truth only for himself, and for such as may be satisfied

with the reasons that satisfy him. Aristotle complains
that this theory discourages the search for truth as

hopeless, not less than the chase after flying birds.*

Hut, however serious such discouragement may be, we
do not escape the real difficulty of the search by setting

up an abstract idol and calling it Absolute Truth,

without either relativity or referee
; while, if we enter,

as sincere and buna fide enquirers, on the search for

reasoned truth or philosophy, we shall find ourselves

not departing from the Protagorean canon, but involun

tarily conforming to it. Aristotle, after having de-

Aristot. Mctai h. r. v. f. 1001&amp;gt;,
b. 38.



150 PHYSICA AND METAPHYSICA. CHAP. XI.

clared that the Maxim of Contradiction was true beyond
the possibility of deception,

41 but yet that there were

several eminent philosophers who disallowed it, is forced

to produce the best reasons in his power to remove

their doubts and bring them round to his opinion. His

reasons must be such as to satisfy not his own mind

only, but the minds of opponents and indifferent au

ditors as referees. This is an appeal to other men,
as judges each for himself and in his own case : it is

a tacit recognition of the autonomy of each individual

enquirer as a measure of truth to himself. In other

words, it is a recognition of the Protagorean canon.

We know little about the opinions of Protagoras ;

but there was nothing in this canon necessarily at

variance either with the Maxim of Contradiction or

with that of Excluded Middle. Both Aristotle and

Plato would have us believe that Protagoras was bound

by his canon to declare every opinion to be alike false

and true, because every opinion was believed by some

and disbelieved by others.
b But herein they misstate

his theory. He did not declare any thing to be absolutely

true, or to be absolutely false. Truth and Falsehood

were considered by him as always relative to some

referee, and he recognized no universal or infallible

referee. In his theory the necessity of some referee

was distinctly enunciated, instead of being put out of

sight under an ellipsis, as in the received theories and

practice. And this is exactly what Plato and Aristotle

omit, when they refute him. He proclaimed that each

man was a measure for himself alone, and that every

*
Aristot. Metaph. T. iii. p. 1005, b. ft Kara iravros TI

fj KaTcXpijo-ai 77
O.TTO-

11 . ftfft(llOT(lTT] O (IPX*] TT ltTtol
, 7TCf)\ (pl](Ttll (V^t^fTdl, KdddTTfp dVdyKTl TOIS

fjv ftid\l/fvcrdr)i&amp;gt;dt
affvvarov. i TUV Hpourayupov Atyoutri \vyov. Com-

b
Plato, Thwi- tct. pp. 171-179. !

pare v. p. 1009, a. 6; viii. p. 1012, b.

Aristot. Mut. T. iv. p 1007, 1&amp;gt;. 21 :
i 15.
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opinion was true to the believer, false to the disbeliever ;

while they critici/e him as if he had said Every opinion
is alike true and false; thus leaving out the very

qualification which forms the characteristic feature of

his theory. They commit that fallacy which Plato

shows up in the Euthydemus, and which Aristotle&quot;

numbers in his list of Fallacies Extra Dictionem, im

puting it as a vice to the Sophists : they slide a dlcto

secundum quid ad dictum simpliciter. And it is remark-

aide that Aristotle, in one portion of his argument

against
&quot; Homo Mensura&quot; expressly admonishes the Pro-

tagoreans that they must take care to adhere constantly
to this qualified mode of enunciation ;

b
that they must

not talk of apparent truth generally, but of truth as it

appears to themselves or to some ot/ier persons, now or at

a different time. Protagoras hardly needed such an

admonition to keep to what is the key-note and cha

racteristic peculiarity of his own theory; since it is

only by suppressing this peculiarity that his opponents
make the theory seem absurd. He would by no

means have disclaimed that consequence of his theory,
which Aristotle urges against it as an irrefragable

objection ; viz., that it makes every thing relative,

and recognizes nothing as absolute. This is perfectly

true, and constitutes its merit in the eyes of its

supporters.

Another argument of Aristotle against the Pro-

tagorean
&quot; Homo Mensura&quot;- Thai it implies in every

*
Aristot. Soph. El. p. 1&amp;lt;)7,

a. 3
;

! VTri\t(.v Xoyoy ii^uwuiv,

Khetoric. II. xxiv. p. 1-10 J, ;i. ii-lf. (/HUPO/ICI/OV (&amp;lt;rni&amp;gt;,
&amp;lt;iXX&amp;lt;i TO (

wnrff) Kin fn\ Tuiv
(f&amp;gt;i(rTiKu&amp;gt;v

TO Kara at (fraivtTCU KOI oTf ^HHIKTUI KU\
t/

KUI

n KU\ Tr^df TJ KU\ Try itv irptKmdtfi.fva I if. 1). 1 : rtXX io-a&amp;gt;f Ktii TOVT&quot; iivuyKrj

ITHK I ri]v (rvK&amp;lt;*\HivTiav. \ \tytiv TOIS /ir)
81 atropiav dXXu Xdyou

b
Aristot. Mctilpli. T. vi.

j). 1011, I \ ll
l
nv Xt yfnxni/, OTI IWK tariv JXr;^\-

. -1 : OtO K(l\ (f)V\HKTtOV Tltlf
T1)l&amp;gt;

uiv f v Tut \iiyo) (rjrov&tV, ufMi 8&amp;lt; KUI

TOUT i, &amp;lt;lXXl TO l/TO) (JXr/^ t
&amp;gt;..

Ibid. v. p. 1010, h 11.
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affirming Subject an equal authority and equal title to

credence, as compared with every other affirming Subject
I have already endeavoured to combat in my review

of the Platonic Theaetetus, where the same argument

appears fully developed. The antithesis between Plato

and Aristotle on one side, and Protagoras on the other,

is indeed simply that between Absolute and Relative.

The Protagorean doctrine is quite distinct from the

other doctrines with which they jumble it together
from those of Herakleitus and Anaxagoras, and from

the theory that Knowledge is sensible perception. The
real opponents of the Maxim of Contradiction were

Herakleitus, Anaxagoras, Parmenides, and Plato him
self as represented in some of his dialogues, especially

the Parmenides, Timseus, Republic, Sophistes. Each

of these philosophers adopted a First Philosophy
different from the others

;
but each also adopted one

completely different from that of Aristotle, and not

reconcileable with his logical canons. None of them

admitted determinate and definable attributes belonging
to determinate particular subjects, each with a certain

measure of durability.

Now the common speech of mankind throughout the

Hellenic world was founded on the assumption of such

fixed subjects and predicates. Those who wanted infor

mation for practical guidance or security, asked for it

in this form
;
those who desired to be understood by

others, and to determine the actions of others, adopted
the like mode of speech. Information was given

through significant propositions, which the questioner

sought to obtain, and which the answer, if cognizant,
enunciated : e.g., Theastetus is sitting down

a
to repeat

the minimum or skeleton of a proposition as given by

Plato, Sophistes, pp. 2G2-2G3.
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Plato, requiring
1 both subject and predicate in proper

combination, to convey the meaning. Now the logical

analysis, and the syllogistic precepts of Aristotle,

as well as his rhetorical and dialectical suggestions for

persuading, for refuting, or for avoiding refutation-

are all based upon the practice of common speech. In

conversing (he says) it is impossible to produce and

exhibit the actual objects signified ; the speaker must

be content with enunciating, instead thereof, the name

significant of each.&quot; The first beginning of rhetorical

diction is, to speak good Greek :

b
the rhetor and the

dialectician must dwell upon words, propositions, and

opinions, not peculiar to such as have received special

teaching, but common to the many and employed in

familiar conversation ;
the auditors, to whom they

address themselves, are assumed to be commonplace
men, of fair average intelligence, but nothing beyond.
Thus much of acquirement is imbibed by almost every
one as he grows up, from the ordinary intercourse of

society. The men of special instruction begin with it,

as others do
;
but they also superadd other cognitions

or accomplishments derived from peculiar teachers.

Universally both in the interior of the family, amidst

*
Ari.stot. Soph. El. p. 105, a. 5 : a. 25 : fitfiao-KuXtar ydp cVny o Kara

cVft yap OVK ((TTiv avra TCI irpdypMTa TIJV (Tri(rr^p.rjv Xoyot, TOVTO 8( hfivvaruv,

&ui\tyrdai (frfpovras, clXXti TO IS uvo- uXX dvdyKT] 8a Ttav KOIVUV iroteuraat

paviv f\vr\ TOH&amp;gt; TTpayp.iiT(i)V xpa&amp;gt;/if$
TUJ rrifrrfis KOI roi s \6yovs, axnrfp

(TV/i3&amp;lt;$Xoiff.
Kdi fV Tolf ToTTlKo lf t\tyOp.(V TTf/H TfJS

b
Aristot. Ilhct. III. v.

j). 1407, irpbs TOVSTTO\\OVS W&amp;lt;0|feof. p. 1357.

a. 19 : &amp;lt;OTI 6 ip^ 1
? T

?
f Xi ^ewr TO :i. 1 : tern &( TO tpyov twr jf irtpi

}L\\T)vifiV. T( TOIOVTUV TTtpl Z)V ^OV\tv6fitda K(ll

Ari.stot. Rhi-t. I. i. ]. 1354, ;i. 1 : Tf^vas p.rj t^o^ifj/, Km iv TU IS TOIOV-

f] prjropucr) dvritrrp&pds &amp;lt; OTI TJ/ 6iu- TOIC cutpoarais oi ov bvvuimu dia no\-

\fKTiKi/- up.&amp;lt;P&amp;lt;rrfpai yap iT(p\ TOIOVTUV Xwv trvvapuv uv&i \oyit(rdui -nitppudtv.

T(.VU&amp;gt;V tltrlv a KOIVU rpturov nva antiv-
]&amp;gt;.

1357, a. 11: o yap Kpirrjs VTTU-

T&amp;lt;i)i&amp;gt; (&amp;lt;rr\ yvvpifatv KU\ ovfapias tVionj- Kf trat tlvai nrrXoCt. Compare Topica,

p.r]s afatpurpttmis 810 KU\ nuvrts rpn- I. ii. ]. 101, a. 2G-3G ; So]&amp;gt;h.
El. xi.

7TOV TlVtl fl(Tf)^OV(TlV (J^10OIJ/. p. 1355, p. 17 -, U. 30.
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the unscientific multitude, and by the cultivated few-
habitual speech was carried on through terms assuming
fixed subjects and predicates. It was this recognized

process, in its two varieties of Analytic and Dialectic,

which Aristotle embraced in his logical theory, and to

which he also adapted his First Philosophy.
But the First Philosophy that preceded his, had

not been so adapted. The Greek philosophers, who
flourished before dialectical discussion had become

active, during the interval between Thales and So-

krates, considered Philosophy as one whole rerum

dlmnarwn et humanarum scientia destined to render

Nature or the Kosmos more or less intelligible. They
took up in the gross all those vast problems, which

the religious or mythological poets had embodied in

divine genealogies and had ascribed to superhuman

personal agencies.

Thales and his immediate successors (like their pre
decessors the poets) accommodated their hypotheses to

intellectual impulses and aspirations of their own ;

with little anxiety about giving satisfaction to others,*

still less about avoiding inconsistencies or meeting

objections. Each of them fastened upon some one

grand and imposing generalization (set forth often in

verse) which he stretched as far as it would go by
various comparisons and illustrations, but without any
attention or deference to adverse facts or reasonings.
Provided that his general point of view was impressive
to the imagination,

b
as the old religious scheme of per-

*
Aristot. Met. B. iv. p. 1000, a. iri-novOfv. Metnph. N. iv. p. 1091,

9 : o[ p.(v ovv Trtpl HcrioSov KIU b. 1-15.

mivTts uaoi 6cu\oyoi fj.6vov (pp6vrtcra.v
b This is strikingly expressed by a

TOU iriBavov roO rrpos UVTOVS, f]p.wv 8 phrase of Aristotle about the Platonic

coAryoj^Tjo-aj KCU yap ZvTrtp olr^Qe ir] theory, Metaph. N. iii. p. 1090, a. 35:

\tyflV UV TtS /iuAlCTTU Op-oXoyOVfJitVUlS OL $ XO)pl(TTOV TTOlOVVTfS, OTl (Tvl TO&amp;gt;V

ravrov al(r6rT^v OVK f&amp;lt;rrat rii a
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sonal agencies was to the vulgar, lie did not concern

himself about the conditions of proof or disproof. The
da tii of experience were altogether falsified (as by
the Pythagoreans)

a
in order to accommodate them to

the theory ; or were set aside as deceptive and inex

plicable from the theory (as by both Parmenides and

Herakleitus).&quot;

But these vague hypotheses became subjected to a

new scrutiny, when the dialectical age of Zeno and

Sok rates supervened. Opponents of Parmenides im

pugned his theory of Ens Umun Continuum Immobile,
as leading to absurdities

;
while his disciple Zeno replied,

not by any attempt to disprove such allegations but, by
showing that the counter-theory of Entia Plum Dis-

continua Moventia, or Mutabilia, involved consequences

yet more absurd. In the acute dialectical warfare, to

which the old theories thus stood exposed, the means
of attack much surpassed those of defence

; moreover,
the partisans of Herakleitus despised all coherent argu
mentation, confining themselves to obscure oracular

aphorisms and multiplied metaphors/
1 In point of fact,

no suitable language could be found, consistently with

common speech or common experience, for expanding
in detail either the Ilerakleitean

c
or the Parmenidean

6i] &i ra Xfyo/ifva Ka\ irdivfi TTJV (pftrdtu }TTOI/ nvrols tvi
*/
TO

(jiTjfifV
--

j fi&quot;i Tt viroXapftdvcnKri KIII uxnrff) ix fyapirpas P^^MTHTKUI ulviy-

KIV
*

Metaph. N. iii. p. 1090, a. 31 : rovrov (rjrrjf Xoyov Xti/to?, TI

fOlKlKTl TTfpi oXXoV OVpOVOV Xf yflV Kill (T(
p(*&amp;gt; TTfTtXlj^fl KtllVtoS

p.(Tli)l&amp;gt;(&amp;gt;p.U(rp.tl&amp;gt;&amp;lt;i) t

tTu)p.tiTu)v XX (w To&amp;gt;f
at(r6TjT&amp;lt;i)i

. Trtpnvfls &t uvfttnuTt uvftfv TT/JOS avbivii

Metaph. A. v. p. 980, a. S; and De avrwv.

Olo, II. xiii. p. 293, a. 25. ll.id.
j). 183, 1$ : riXXu T,V

11

Physic. I. ii.-iii. pp. 18;&quot;-180.
:

nXXrjv 0&)/r;i/ 6(rii&amp;gt;v TO IS Tnv \(iyov

Plato, Parmenid. p. 128, I). TUVT&amp;lt;&amp;gt;I&amp;gt;

Xtyor&amp;lt;rii&amp;gt;,
cbv vvv yf irptif r!fv

d
Plato, Thua?tfit. p. 179, E: 7,

TOVTHilt TO)!/ H/rnxXftTfJCOl/,
- TO

fTTL \tttyut Kil
(fltOTIjfMtlTt KU

uirtiKpiviurdai na

fJLT)
I
lfKl TO oufi oVo&amp;gt;f fl.li\l(TTU

6 Ol

tiv OVTOis fipfjurrrot, tiTTfipov

Plato applies thin remark to the
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theory ;
the former suppressing all duration and recog

nizing nothing but events a perpetual stream of

Fientia or interchange of Ens with Non-Ens ; the latter

discarding Non-Ens as unmeaning, and recognizing no

real events or successions, but only Ens Unum per

petually lasting and unchangeable. The other physical

hypotheses, broached by Pythagoras, Empedokles,

Anaxagoras, and Demokritus, each altogether dis

cordant with the others, were alike imposing in their

general enunciation and promise, alike insufficient

when applied to common experience and detail.

But the great development of Dialectic during the

Sokratic age, together with the new applications made
of it by Sokrates and the unrivalled acuteness with

which he wielded it, altered materially the position of

these physical theories. Sokrates was not ignorant
of them;

a but he discouraged such studies, and turned

attention to other topics. He passed his whole life in

public and in indiscriminate conversation with every
one. He deprecated astronomy and physics as unbe

coming attempts to pry into the secrets of the gods ;

who administered the general affairs of the Kosmos

according to their own pleasure, and granted only,

through the medium of prophecy or oracles, such special
revelations as they thought fit. In his own discussions

Sokrates dwelt only on matters of familiar conver

sation and experience social, ethical, political, &c.,

such as were in every one s mouth, among the daily

groups of the market-place. These he declared to be

the truly human topics
b

the proper study of man-

theory of Protagoras; but the remark : avrwv e o-KoVei Trorepd irore vop.iaav-

belongs properly to that of Hcrakleitns. rts IKHVWS fjbr] Tavdpunfia
*
Xenophon, Mem. IV. vii. 5:

Ktiiroi (w&c Tovnav ye dvrjuoos TJV.

Ibid. I. i. 12-16 : KU! nptarov p.iv naptmts, TO. 5t datp,6t/ia

(pX&amp;lt;)VTtll
fTTl TO TTfpt TdJV TOICIVTIOV

(frpovrifaiv, fj
rii p.iv
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kind upon which it was disgraceful to be ignorant,

or to form untrue and inconsistent judgments. He
found, moreover, that upon these topics no one supposed
himself to be ignorant, or to require teaching. Every
one gave confident opinions, derived from intercourse

with society, embodied in the familiar words of the

language, and imbibed almost unconsciously along with

the meaning of these words. Now Sokrates not only
disclaimed all purpose of teaching, but made ostentatious

profession of his own ignorance. His practice was to

ask information from others who professed to know
;

and with this view, to question them about the import
of vulgar words with the social convictions containedo
in them.* To the answers given he applied an acute

cross-examination, which seldom failed to detect so

much inconsistency and contradiction as to cover the

respondent with shame, and to make him sensible that

he was profoundly ignorant of matters which he had

believed himself to know well. Sokrates declared, in

his last speech before condemnation by the Athenian

Dikasts, that such false persuasion of knowledge, com
bined with real ignorance, was universal among man
kind

; and that the exposure thereof, as the great

misguiding force of human life, had been enjoined upon
him as his mission by the Delphian God. b

rjynvvrai rii rrpofrrjKnvra npuTTtiv. j

iv. : npKt t yap on TMV

airros fit irtpl ru&amp;gt;v avQpwirfiwv nrl
i *TaytAur, fpo&amp;gt;To&amp;gt;i/ p.iv KU\

,
fTKOTTWl/ Tt (VCTffitS, Tl UCTf- TTllVTnt, niTOf OvR(V\ 6t\O)V l/Wfl

(its, TI KoAoi , Tt
(il&amp;lt;r\p( &amp;gt;v,

TL d/KOtof, Atiyov ovot
yv&amp;lt;i)iir]v (nr&amp;lt;&amp;gt;(]&amp;gt;&amp;lt;uv(tTti(n nrpt

Tt flfllKOI/, Tl (T(t)(f)pO(TVVT], Tl LLdvld, Tl wfifJ Of. Pl.lto, Republic I. pp. 330-

TI 7roXiTi*or, TI npyrj &amp;lt;ii/0/&amp;gt;d&amp;gt;7T&&amp;gt;i , 337 ;
I hea tfit. p. 150 ( .

, \-c.
b

Plato, Apol. Sokrat. pp. 21
, 2*,

Compare IV. vii. 2-0. 33 : e/zot fif
%

TOVTO, o&amp;gt;f &amp;lt;

ya&amp;gt;

*

Xenoph. Meinor. I. ii. 2G-4fi
; rrpn(n(TaKTai virb TOV 6tnv

TTJ

III. vi. 2-15; IV. ii.
; IV. vi. 1 : na\ fK luiVTfiwv KU\ i t wirviw ical

(TKtnruv a-vv TDK (rvvnixri ri tKiitrrov irnvr\
Tp&amp;lt;nru&amp;gt;,

wrtp ris irtrrt *a\
&amp;lt;7XXr;

&amp;lt;ir To&amp;gt;i/ itVTw ovofTTor t\Tjy(. 1\. unn Ltoipn ilv0p&amp;lt;i)7T(i)
Km iiTini V npom-
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The peculiarities which Aristotle ascribes to Sokrates,

are that he talked upon ethical topics instead of phy
sical, that he fastened especially on the definitions of

general terms, and that his discussions were inductive,

bringing forward many analogous illustrative or pro
bative particulars to justify a true general proposition,

and one or a few to set aside a false one.
a This Sokratic

practice is copiously illustrated both by Plato in many
of his dialogues, and by Xenophon throughout all the

Memorabilia.
b In Plato, however, Sokrates is often

introduced as spokesman of doctrines not his own
;

while in Xenophon we have before us the real

man as he talked in the market-place, and apparently
little besides. Xenophon very emphatically exhibits to

us a point which in Plato s Dialogues of Search is less

conspicuously marked, though still apparent ; viz., the

power possessed by Sokrates of accommodating himself

to the ordinary mind in all its varieties his habit of

dwelling on the homely and familiar topics of the

citizen s daily life his constant appeal to small and

even vulgar details, as the way of testing large and im

posing generalities. Sokrates possessed to a surprising

roe TrpiiTTdv. Plato, Sophist, pp.

230-231
; Menon, pp. 80, A., 84, B.

Compare the analysis of the Platonic

Apology in my work, Plato and the

Other Companions of Sokrates, Vol. I.

c. vii.

a
Aristot. Metaph. M. iv. p. 1078,

b. 28 : fiuo yap ecrnv a TIS av diroboLr)

SojK/nrm dtfcauof, TOVS T fmiKTiKovs

\oyovs KIU TO opif(Tu(ii Ka6&amp;lt;)\ov Tav-

TO. ydp foriv M/x0a) TTfpl upx*l v e

pjy. ilj. A. vi. p. 987, 1). 1 :

TOVS S 7Tf/H p.fV Til T)6lKU TT/Kr

fifvov, TTfpl 6e Trj? O\TIS (pvaews ovdev,

(V UeVTOl TOVTOIS TO KaaoXou (flTlWVTDS

Kai TTfpl npicrp.(i)v fTTi(TTr]&amp;lt;TUvros rrpwrnv

b No portion of the Memorabilia

illustrates this point better than the

dialogue with Euthydemus, IV. vi.

c

Xenophon, Memor. IV. vi. 15 :

O7TOT6 8e CLVTOS Tl TO) Xo
-yO) fitf^/Ot,

ota TU&amp;gt;V {JLiiXicrTci 6fjLO\oyovp.evu&amp;gt;v eTro-

pevero, vopifav TII\JTT]V rr]v dafpdXeiav
(ivai Xoyov roiyupovv TTO\V p.d\i(TTa

u&amp;gt;v

eyu&amp;gt; ol8a, ore Xe-yot, Tot^y duovovTas

opo\oyovvras irapfl^ev f(j)T)
8e Kal

&quot;OfMrjpov TO) OSuo-ael dvaOtlvai TO

d(T(p(iXr) parapet etVai, o)s iKavbv avrov

ovTd OK\ TU&amp;gt;V OOKOWTW Tols dvdpcvnois

ayetv TOVS \6yovs.

Compare ib. 1. ii. 38; iv. G;
also Plato, Thea^tetus, p. K , A, B;
Kc].ublic I.

]&amp;gt;.
33M, f.
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degree the art of selecting arguments really persuasive

to ordinary non-theorizing men ;
so as often to carry

their assent along with him, and still oftener to shake

their previous beliefs, if unwarranted, or even if adopted

by mere passive receptivity without preliminary re

flection and comparison.
Without departing from Aristotle s description, there

fore, we may conceive the change operated by Sokrates

in philosophical discussion under a new point of view.

In exchanging Physics for Ethics, it vulgarized both

the topics and the talk of philosophy. Physical philo

sophy as it stood in the age of Sokrates (before Ari

stotle had broached his peculiar definition of Nature)
was merely an obscure, semi-poetical, hypothetical Phi-

losojtkia Prima,* OT rather Philosophia Prima and Pkilo-

sophia Secunda blended in one. This is true of all its

varieties, of the Ionic philosophers as well as of

Pythagoras, Parmenides, Herakleitus, Anaxagoras,

Enipedokles, and even Demokritus. Such philosophy,

dimly enunciated and only half intelligible,
5 not merely

did not tend to explain or clear up phenomenal expe

riences, but often added new difficulties of its own.

It presented itself sometimes even as discrediting,

overriding, and contradicting experience ;
but never

as opening any deductive road from the Universal

down to its particulars. Such theories, though in cir-

Aristot. Metaph. r. iii. p. 1005, 1 xmit/, : tit tvvmav ptv TOV oXou KU\

a. ,,1.

ll.id. A. x. p. 09. 5, a. L5:

ytlp tdiKfV
f) 7T/JOJ7

rtp\ niivTuv, urt via T(

niKTll K(l\ T&amp;lt;&amp;gt; TTptoTUV.

lliid. (i. i. p. OM, \). ( : TO oXoi/

TI f\uv KIII
p.ti&amp;gt;&amp;lt;&amp;gt;$ p.ij

F&amp;gt;i I dirOui fijyXot

TO ^oXcTTov &quot;Vfjf (TIJI rr*/jl TJ/S &amp;lt;iX^-

0ft (IV Oflt&amp;gt; I.

Aristotle indicates how much the

Philosophia Prima of his earlier pre

decessors was uncongenial to and at

variance with phenomenal experience

Metaphys. A. v. p. OSi;, 1.. . 51.

To
shaj&amp;gt;e

their theories in such a

Alcxal i&quot; ap. Schul. p. 101, way TII ipaivdiuita d pt\\&amp;lt;i
T(V CITTO-
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culation among a few disciples and opponents, were

foreign and unsuitable to the talk of ordinary men.

To pass from these cloudy mysteries to social topics and

terms which were in every one s mouth, was the im

portant revolution in philosophy introduced in the age
of Sokrates, and mainly by him.

The drift of the Sokratic procedure was to bring
men into the habit of defining those universal terms

which they had hitherto used undefined, the defi

nitions being verified by induction of particulars as the

ultimate authority. It was a procedure built upon
common speech, but improving on common speech ;

the talk of every man being in propositions, each in

cluding a subject and predicate, but neither subject
nor predicate being ever defined. It was the mission

of Sokrates to make men painfully sensible of that

deficiency, as well as to enforce upon them the in

ductive evidence by which alone it could be rectified.

Now the Analytic and Dialectic of Aristotle grew
directly out of this Sokratic procedure, and out of the

Platonic dialogues in so far as they enforced and illus

trated it. When Sokrates had supplied the negative
stimulus and indication of what was amiss, togethero
with the appeal to Induction as final authority, Ari

stotle furnished, or did much to furnish, the positive

analysis and complementary precepts, necessary to clear

up, justify, and assure the march of reasoned truth.
8

(Metaphys. A. viii. p. 1073, b.

36), was an obligation which philo

sophers hardly felt incumbent on

them prior to the Aristotelian age.

Compare Simplikius (ad Aristot.

Physic. I.), p. 328, a. 1-26, Schol.

Br. ;
Schol. (ad Aristot. De Ccelo

III. i.) p. 509, a. 26-p. 510, a. 13.

Though the theorizing and the

analysis of Aristotle presuppose and

recognize the Sokratic procedure,

yet, if we read the Xenophontic Me
morabilia, IV. vii., and compare there

with the first two chapters of Ari

stotle s Metaphysica, in which he

describes and extols Philosophia

Prima, we shall see how radically

antipathetic were the two points of



CHAI-. XI. FOLLOWED IT HY ARISTOTLE. I ll

What Aristotle calls the syllogistic j/ruirijtid, or the

principles of syllogistic demonstration, are nothing else

than the steps towards reasoned truth, and the pre

cautions against those fallacious appearances that simu

late it. The steps are stated in their most general

terms, as involving both Deduction and Induction
;

though in Aristotle we find the deductive portion copi

ously unfolded and classified, while Induction, though

recognized as the only verifying foundation of the

whole, is left without expansion or illustration.

If we &amp;lt;ro through the Sokratic conversations as re-o o

ported in the .Memorabilia of Xenophon, we shall find

illustration of what has been just stated: we shall see

Sokrates recognizing and following the common speecli

of men, in propositions combining subject and predi

cate ;
but trying to fix the meaning of both these terms,

and to test the consistency of the universal predications

by appeal to particulars. The syllogizing and the in

ductive processes are exhibited both of them in actual

work on particular points of discussion. Xow on these

processes Aristotle brings his analysis to bear, eliciting

and enunciating in general terms their prlnrijini and

their conditions. AVe have seen that he expressly de

clares the analysis of these principid to belong to First

Philosophy.
11 And thus it is that First Philosophy as

conceived by Aristotle, acknowledges among its fun-
damcnta the habits of common Hellenic; speech ; subject

view: Sok rates confining himself to jealousy ascribed to the (Jods, &c.,

practical results p-(XP l T v
&amp;lt;*&amp;gt;&amp;lt;/Xi-

is almost a reply to the opinion e\-

ftoO ;
Aristotle extolling Philosophic, pressed by Sok rates, that a 111:111 by

1 rinui, l&amp;gt;ccuusc it soars above prac- such overweening researches bronchi
tical results, and serves as its own upon himself the displeasure of the

reward, elevating the philosopher to a (iods, as prying into their secrets (Xen.
partial communion with the contem- Mem. IV. vii.

&amp;gt;;
1. i. 1 J).

plative self-sufficiency of the (Jods. Aristot. Metaph. 1 . iii. p. H)0f&amp;gt;,

Indeed the remark of Aristotle, p. a. I J-b. 11.

1)83, a. 1-G, denying altogether the

VOL. 11. M
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only to correction and control by the Sokratic cross-

examining and testing discipline. He stands distin

guished among the philosophers for the respectful

attention with which he collects and builds upon the

beliefs actually prevalent among mankind.3 Herein as

well as in other respects his First Philosophy not only
differed from that of all the pre-Sokratic philosophers

(such as Herakleitus, Parmenides, Anaxagoras, &c.) by

explaining the principia of Analytic and Dialectic as

well as those of Physics and Physiology, but it also

differed from that of the post-Sokratic and semi-Sokratic

Plato, by keeping up a closer communion both with So-

krates and with common speech. Though Plato in his

Dialogues of Search appears to apply the inductive disci

pline of Sokrates, and to handle the Universal as referable

to and dependent upon its particulars ; yet the Platonic

PJiilosophia Prima proceeds upon a view totally dif

ferent. It is a fusion of Parmenides with Herakleitus
;

b

divorcing the Universal altogether from its particulars ;

treating the Universal as an independent reality and as

the only permanent reality ; neglecting the particulars

as so many unreal, evanescent, ever-changing copies or

shadows thereof. Aristotle expressly intimates his dis

sent from the divorce or separation thus introduced by

See Aristot. De Divinat. per Som- by Aristotle : that it also included an

num, i. p. 4G2, b. 15
;
De Coelo, I. iii. i intimate conjunction or fusion of Par-

p. 270, b. 3, 20
; Metaphys. A. ii. p.

I menides with Herakleitus is made

982, a. 4-14. Alexander ap. Scholia, j

out in the ingenious Dissertation of

p. 525, b. 36, P&amp;gt;r. : eV rraaiv tQos del

rals Koivais KOI (pvo-iKciis ro)v avOpw-
als (Is TO. 8eiK-pp

b Aristot. Metaph. A. vi. p. 987, a.

32 ;
M. iv. p. 1078, b. 12. That

Plato s Plnlosrtphia Prima involved a

partial coincidence with that of Hera

kleitus is here distinctly announced

Ilerbart, De Platonici Systemutis Fun-

damento, Gottingen (1805), which

winds up with the following epigram
matic sentence as result (p. 50) :

&quot;Divide Heracliti yfvfa-iv ova-ia Par-

menidis, et habebis Ideas Platonicas.&quot;

Compare Plato, Eepublic VII. p. 515,

seq.
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Plato. Ho proclaims his adherence to the practice of

Sokrates, which kept the two elements together, and

which recognized particulars as the ultimate reality

and test for the Universal.* Upon this doctrine his

First Philosophy is built
; being distinguished hereby

from all the other varieties broached by either his pre
decessors or contemporaries.

The Maxim of Contradiction, which Aristotle pro
claims as the first and firmest principium of syllogizing,

may be found perpetually applied to particular cases

throughout the Memorabilia of Xenophon and the

Sokratic dialogues of Plato. Indeed the Elenchus for

which Sokrates was so distinguished, is nothing more

than an ever-renewed and ingenious application of it;

illustrating the painful and humiliating effect produced
even upon common minds by the shock of a plain

contradiction, when a respondent, having at first con

fidently laid down some universal affirmative, finds

himself unexpectedly compelled to admit, in some par
ticular case, the contradictory negative. As against
a Herakleitean, who saw no dilliculty in believing both

sides of the contradiction to be true at once, the So

kratic Elenchus would have been powerless. What
Aristotle did was, to abstract and elicit the general
rules of the process ;

to classify propositions according

to their logical value, in such manner that he could

formulate clearly the structure of the two propositions
between which an exact contradictory antithesis sub

sisted. The important logical distinctions between pro-

*
Aristot. Mctapll. M. iv. j. 107H, I

d&amp;gt;o-7r*/&amp;gt;
iv TO IS

tp.ni&amp;gt;&amp;lt;&amp;gt;(T0(t (Xtyopfv,
b. 17, sc(j. ;

ix.
J&amp;gt;. 1080, a. 37 : ra i tKitnj&f p.iv 2ocpiT^f fitu TUVS o/wr-

p.iv nvv tv rmt tiiadrjTo is Had* ocaora
j pnvs, ov p.r)v (^otpitrt yt TVV Kuff

ptiv t v&amp;lt;ip.i(nv (Platonic!) KOI pivtiv fnarrrnv. KU\ rovro opdus tvurjan/ uv

OvdtV aVTUVf TO Ol K&amp;lt;lU&amp;lt;&amp;gt;\OV Tfllpll TUVTll
Y(t&amp;gt;pi(T(ll

.

tlVUl Tt Kill ITtftUV Tl tlVOl. TOVTO 5
,

M 1&amp;gt;
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positions contradictory and propositions contrary, was

first clearly enunciated by Aristotle
; and, until this

had been done, the Maxim of Contradiction could not

have been laid down in a defensible manner. Indeed

we may remark that, while this Maxim is first promul

gated as a formula of First Philosophy in Book F. of

the Metaphysica, it had already been tacitly assumed

and applied by Aristotle throughout the De Interpre-

tatione, Analytica, and Topica, as if it were obvious

and uncontested. The First Philosophy of Aristotle

was adapted to the conditions of ordinary colloquy as

amended and tested by Sokrates, furnishing the theo

retical basis of his practical Logic.

But, as Aristotle tells us, there were several philo

sophers and dialecticians who did not recognize the

Maxim
; maintaining that the same proposition might

be at once true and false that it was possible for the

same thing both to be and not to be. How is he

to deal with these opponents ? lie admits that he

cannot demonstrate the Maxim against them, and

that any attempt to do this would involve Pet itto

Principii. But he contends for the possibility of de

monstrating it in a peculiar way refutatively or indi

rectly ; that is, provided that the opponents can be

induced to grant (not indeed the truth of any propo

sition, to the exclusion of its contradictory antithesis,

which concession he admits would involve Petitio

Principii, but) the fixed and uniform signification of

terms and propositions. Aristotle contends that the

opponents ought to grant thus much, under penalty of

being excluded from discussion as incapables or mere

plants.* I do not imagine that the opponents them

selves would have felt obliged to grant as much as

&quot;

Aristut. Mct;i[)h. T. iv. p. 1000, a. 11,
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he here demands. The onnx probandi lay upon him,

as advancing a positive theory; and lie would have

found his indirect or refutative demonstration not mem;

available in convincing them than a direct or ordinary
demonstration. Against respondents who proclaim as

their thesis the negative of the Maxim of Contradiction,

refutation and demonstration are equally impossible.
No dialectical discussion could ever lead to any result ;

for you can never prove more against them than what
their own thesis unequivocally avows.

8 As against
Herakleitus and Anaxagoras, I do not think that Ari

stotle s qualified vindication of the Maxim has any
effective bearing.

But Aristotle is quite right in saying that neither

dialectical debate nor demonstration can be carried on

unless terms and propositions be defined, and unless to

each term there be assigned one special signification,

or a limited number of special significations excluding
a certain number of others. This demand for defini

tions, and also the multiplied use of inductive in

terrogations, keeping the Universal implicated with

and dependent upon its particulars are the innova

tions which Aristotle expressly places to the credit of

Sokrates. The Sokratic Elenclms operated by first ob

taining from the respondent a definition, and then

testing it through a variety of particulars : when the

test brought out a negative as against the pre-asserted

affirmative, the contradiction between the two was felt

as an intellectual shock by the respondent, rendering it

impossible to believe both at once ;
and the unrivalled

acuteness of Sokrates was exhibited in rendering such

shock peculiarly pungent and humiliating. But the

Sokratic Elenchus presupposes this psychological fact,

*
Aristut. MetUjih. I\ iv.

J&amp;gt;.
1000, U. -&amp;lt;i : di-ui^v -yd/J Xd-yov inapt vn \uyuv.

p. 1008, a. 30.
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common to most minds, ordinary as well as superior,

the intellectual shock felt when incompatible beliefs are

presented to the mind at once. If the collocutors of

Sokrates had not been so constituted by nature, the

magic of his colloquy would have been unfelt and in

operative. Against a Herakleitean, who professed to

feel no difficulty in believing both sides of a contradiction

at once, he could have effected nothing : and if not he,

still less any other dialectician. Proof and disproof,

as distinguished one from the other, would have had

no meaning ; dialectical debate would have led to no

result.

Thus, then, although Aristotle was the first to enun

ciate the Maxim of Contradiction in general terms, after

having previously originated that logical distinction of

contrary and contradictory Propositions and doctrine of

legitimate Antiphases which rendered such enunciation

possible, yet, when he tries to uphold it against dissen

tients, it cannot be said that he has correctly estimated

the logical position of those whom he was opposing, or

the real extent to which the defence of the Maxim can

be carried without incurring the charge of Petitio Prin-

cipii. As against Protagoras, no defence was needed, for

the Protagorean
&quot; Homo Mensura

&quot;

is not incompatible
with the Maxim of Contradiction ; while, as against He-

rakleitus, Anaxagoras, Parmenides, &c., no defence was

practicable, and the attempt of Aristotle to construct

one appears to me a failure. All that can be really

done in the way of defence is, to prove the Maxim in

its general enunciation by an appeal to particular cases :

if your opponent is willing to grant these particular

cases, you establish the general Maxim against him by

way of Induction
;

if he will not grant them, you can

not prove the general Maxim at all. Suppose you
are attempting to prove to an Herakleitean that an
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universal affirmative and its contradictory particular

negative cannot be both true at once. You begin by

asking him about particular cases, Whether it is possible

that the two propositions All men are mortal, and,

Some men are not mortal can both be true at once ? If

he admits that these two propositions cannot both be true

at once, if he admits the like with regard to other similar

pairs of contradictories, and if he can suggest no similar

pair in which both propositions are true at once, then

you may consider yourself as having furnished a suffi

cient inductive proof, and you may call upon him to admit

the Maxim of Contradiction in its general enunciation.

I&amp;gt;ut,
if he will not admit it in the particular cases which

you tender, or if, while admitting it in these, he him

self can tender other cases in which he considers it

inadmissible, then you have effected nothing sufficient

to establish the general Maxim against him. The case

is not susceptible of any other or better proof. It is in

vain that Aristotle tries to diversify the absurdity, and

to follow it out into collateral absurd consequences. If

the Herakleitean does not feel any repulsive shock of

contradiction in a definite particular case, if he directly

announces that he believes the two propositions to be

both at once true, then the collateral inconsistencies

and derivative absurdities, which Aristotle multiplies

against him, will not shock him more than the direct

contradiction in its naked form. Neither the general

reasoning of Aristotle, nor the Elenchus of Sokrates

brought to bear in particular cases, would make any

impression upon him; since he will not comply with

either of the two conditions required for the Sokratic

Elenchus : he will neither declare definitions, nor give
suitable point and sequence to inductive interrogatories.

Nor is anything gained, as Aristotle supposes, by

reminding the Herakleitean of his own practice in the



1()8 PHYSICA AND MKTAPIIYSICA. C IIAV. XT.

daily concerns of life and in conversation with common

persons : that he feeds himself with bread to-day, in

the confidence that it has the same properties as it had

yesterday ;

a
that, if he wishes either to give or to obtain

information, the speech which he utters or that which

he acts upon must be either affirmative or negative.

He will admit that he acts in this way, but he will tell

you that he has no certainty of being right ; that the

negative may be true as well as the affirmative. He
will grant that there is an inconsistency between such

acts of detail and the principles of the Herakleitean

doctrine, which recognize no real stability of any tiling,

but only perpetual flux or process ;
but inconsistency

in detail will not induce him to set aside his principles.

The truth is, that neither Herakleitus, nor Parmenides,

nor Anaxagoras, nor Pythagoras, gave themselves much
trouble to reconcile Philosophy with facts of detail.

Each fastened upon some grand and impressive pri

mary hypothesis, illustrated it by a few obvious facts

in harmony therewith, and disregarded altogether the

mass of contradictory facts. That a favourite hypo
thesis should contradict physical details, was noway
shocking to them. Both the painful feeling accom

panying that shock, and the disposition to test the value

of the hypothesis by its consistency with inductive

details, became first developed and attended to in the

dialectical age, mainly through the working of Sokrates.

The Analytic and the First Philosophy of Aristotle

were constructed after the time of Sokrates, and with

regard, in a very great degree, to the Sokratic tests and

conditions to the indispensable necessity for definite

subjects and predicates, capable of standing the inductive

scrutiny of particulars. In this respect the Philosophia

*
Aristot. Mc-taph. K. vi. p. IOCS, a. 31.
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Prima of Aristotle stands distinguished from lliat of

anv of tlic earlier pliilosopliers, and oven from tliat

of Plato. He departed from Plato by recognizing tlio

H&amp;lt;H Alujmd or the definite Individual, with its essential

Predicates, as the foundation of the Universal, and ly

applying his analytical factors of Form and Matter 1o

the intellectual generation of the Individual (TO o-iVo/Xoi

TO
(Tn&amp;gt;a[i(f)oTcpoi&amp;gt;) ;

and thus he devised a First Philo

sophy conformable to the habits of common speech as

rectified by the critical scrutiny of Sokrates. \Ve shall

see this in the next Chapter.
;

[The Author s MS. breaks ofT hero. What follows on the next pac;e, as

Chapter XII., is the e.\jx)sition of Aristotle s Psychology, originally contri

buted to the third edition of Professor Bain s work The Senses and the

Intellect, in 18CS.J
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CHAPTER XII.

DE ANIMA, ETC.

To understand Aristotle s Psychology, we must look at

it in comparison with the views of other ancient Greek

philosophers on the same subject, as far as our know

ledge will permit. Of these ancient philosophers, none

have been preserved to us except Plato, and to a certain

extent Epikurus, reckoning the poem of Lucretius as

a complement to the epistolary remnants of Epikurus
himself. The predecessors of Aristotle (apart from

Plato) are known only through small fragments from

themselves, and imperfect notices by others
; among

which notices the best are from Aristotle himself.

In the Timoeus of Plato we find Psychology, in a

very large and comprehensive sense, identified with

Kosmology. The Kosmos, a scheme of rotatory spheres,
lias both a soul and a body : of the two, the soul is the

prior, grander, and predominant, though both of them
are constructed or put together by the Divine Architect

or Demiurgus. The kosmical soul, rooted at the

centre, and stretched from thence through and around

the whole, is endued with self-movement, and with the

power of initiating movement in the kosmical body ;

moreover, being cognitive as well as motive, it includes

in itself three ingredients mixed together : (1) The
Same the indivisible and unchangeable essence of

Ideas
; (2) The Diverse the Plural the divisible

bodies or elements ; (3) A Compound, formed of both

these ingredients melted into one. As the kosmical
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soul is intended to know all the three Idem, Diversum,
and Idem with Divermm in one, so it must comprise
in its own nature all the three ingredients, according to

the received Axiom Like knows like Like is known

by like. The ingredients are blended together accord

ing to a scale of harmonic proportion. The element

Idem is placed in an even and undivided rotation of the

outer or sidereal sphere of the Kosmos ; the element

Diversum is distributed among the rotations, all oblique,

of the seven interior planetary spheres, that is, the five

planets, with the Sun and Moon. Impressions of iden

tity and diversity, derived either from the ideal and

indivisible, or from the sensible and divisible, are thus

circulated by the kosmical soul throughout its own
entire range, yet without either voice or sound. Reason

and Science are propagated by the circle of Hem :

Sense and Opinion, by those of Diversum. When these

last-mentioned circles are in right movement, the

opinions circulated are true and trustworthy .

a

It is thus that Plato begins his Psychology with

Kosmology : the Kosmos is in his view a divine

immortal being or animal, composed of a spherical

rotatory body and a rational soul, cognitive as well as

motive. Among the tenants of this Kosmos are in

cluded, not only gods, who dwell in the peripheral or

celestial regions, but also men, birds, quadrupeds, and

fishes. These four inhabit the more central or lower

regions of air, earth, and water. In describing men and

the inferior animals, Plato takes his departure from the

divine Kosmos, and proceeds downwards by successive

stages of increasing degeneracy and corruption. The

cranium of man was constructed as a little Kosmos,

* Sec this dortrine of tho TinmMis more fully expounded in Plato and

the Other Companions of Sokratcs, III. xxxvi. pp. 2r&amp;gt;0--f&amp;gt;&amp;lt;&amp;gt;, seq.
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including in itself an immortal rational soul, composed
of the same materials, though diluted and adulterated,

as the kosmical soul
;
and moving with the like rota

tions, though disturbed and irregular, suited to a rational

soul. This cranium, for wise purposes which Plato

indicates, was elevated by the gods upon a tall body,
with attached limbs for motion in different directions

forward, backward, upward, downward, to the right

and left.
a Within this body were included two inferior

and mortal souls : one in the thoracic region near the

heart, the other lower down, below the diaphragm, in

the abdominal region ;
but both of them fastened or

rooted in the spinal marrow or cord, which formed a

continuous line with the brain above. These two souls

were both emotional ;
the higher or thoracic soul being

the seat of courage, energy, anger, &c., while to the

lower or abdominal soul belonged appetite, desires, love

of gain, &c. Both of them were intended as companions
and adjuncts, yet in the relation of dependence and

obedience, to the rational soul in the cranium above
;

which, though unavoidably debased and perturbed by
such unworthy companionship, was protected partially

against the contagion by the difference of location, the

neck being built up as an isthmus of separation between

the two. The thoracic soul, the seat of courage, was

placed nearer to the head, in order that it might be the

medium for transmitting influence from the cranial soul

above, to the abdominal soul below ; which last was at

once the least worthy and the most difficult to control.

The heart, being the initial point of the veins, received

the orders and inspirations of the cranial soul, trans

mitting them onward through its many blood-channels

to all the sensitive parts of the body ;
which were thus

Plato, Timseus, p 44, E.
;

Tlato and Other (Jump, of Sokr. ,
III. xxxvi. p. 2G-1,
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rendered obedient, as far as possible, to the authority of

man s rational nature.* The unity or communication

of the throe souls was kept up through the continuity of

the cerebro-spinal column.

But, though l&amp;gt;v these arrangements the higher soul

in the cranium was enabled to control to a certain

extent its inferior allies, it was itself much disturbed

and contaminated by their reaction. The violence of

passion and appetite, the constant processes of nutrition

and sensation pervading the whole body, the multi

farious movements of the limbs and trunk, in all

varieties of direction, these causes all contributed to

agitate and to confuse the rotations of the cranial soul,

perverting the arithmetical proportions and harmony
belonging to them. The circles of Same and Diverse

were made to convey false information; and the soul,

for some time after its first junction with the body,
became destitute of intelligence.

6
In mature life,

indeed, the violence of the disturbing causes abates, and

the man may become more and more intelligent, espe
cially if placed under appropriate training and education.

l&amp;gt;ut in many cases no such improvement took place,

and the rational soul of man was irrecoverably spoiled ;

so that new and worse breeds were formed, by successive

steps of degeneracy. The first stage, and the least

amount of degeneracy, was exhibited in the formation

of woman; the original type of man not having included

diversity of sex. By farther steps of degradation, in

different ways, the inferior animals were formed birds,

quadrupeds, and fishes. In each of these, the rational

soul became weaker and worse
;

its circular rotations

Plato, Tiin.Tiis, p. 70; Plato Plato and Otlicr ( ..nip. of Sokr. ,

and Otlur (
..nip. of Sokr.

,
III. pp. III. pp. Jt;L -L &amp;lt;i 1.

J71-J7L . Plato, Tiin.Tiis, p. .!
;

I lato and

Plato, Tiiii.-i us, pp. 43 - 44 ; I
Other Comp. of Sokr. *, pp. 281-282.
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ceased with the disappearance of the spherical cranium,

and animal appetites with sensational agitations were

left without control. As man, with his two emotional

souls and body joined on to the rational soul and cranium,

was a debased copy of the perfect rational soul and

spherical body of the divine Kosmos, so the other

inhabitants of the Kosmos proceeded from still farther

debasement and disrationalization of the original type
of man.

Such is the view of Psychology given by Plato in

the Tirnceus; beginning with the divine Kosmos, and

passing downwards from thence to the triple soul of

man, as well as to the various still lower successors

of degenerated man. It is to be remarked that Plato,

though he puts soul as prior to body in dignity and

power, and as having for its functions to control and

move body, yet always conceives soul as attached to

body, and never as altogether detached, not even in the

divine Kosmos. The soul, in Plato s view, is self-

moving and self-moved : it is both Primum Mobile in

itself, and Primum Movens as to the body ;
it has itself

the corporeal properties of being extended and moved,
and it has body implicated with it besides.

The theory above described, in so far as it attributes

to the soul rational constituent elements (Idem, Diver-

sum), continuous magnitude, and circular rotations, was

peculiar to Plato, and is criticized by Aristotle as the

peculiarity of his master/ But several other philo

sophers agreed with Plato in considering self-motion,

together with motive causality and faculties perceptive
and cognitive, to be essential characteristics of soul.

Alkmocon declared the soul to be in perpetual motion,

like all the celestial bodies
;
hence it was also immortal,

Ari.stut. De Anima, I. iii. p. 107, u. 2.
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as they were.
a Herakleitus described it as the subtlest

of* elements, and as perpetually fluent ; hence it was

enabled to know other things, all of which were in flux

and change. Diogenes of Apollonia affirmed that the

element constituent of soul was air, at once mobile, all-

penetrating, and intelligent. Demokritus declared that

among the infinite diversity of atoms those of spherical

figure were the constituents both of the element fire

and of the soul : the spherical atoms were by reason of

their figure the most apt and rapid in moving ;
it was

their nature never to be at rest, and they imparted
motion to everything else.

b

Anaxagoras affirmed soul

to be radically and essentially distinct from every thing

else, but to be the great primary source of motion, and

to be endued with cognitive power, though at the same

time not suffering impressions from without. Empe-
dokk s considered soul to be a compound of the four

elements fire, water, air, earth
;
with love and hatred

as principles of motion, the former producing aggre

gation of elements, the latter, disgregation : by means

of each element the soul became cognizant of the like

element in the Kosmos. Some Pythagoreans looked

upon the soul as an aggregate of particles of extreme

subtlety, which pervaded the air and were in perpetual

agitation. Other Pythagoreans, however, declared it

to be an harmonious or proportional mixture of contrary
elements and qualities; hence its universality of cog

nition, extending to all.
d

A peculiar theory was delivered by Xenokrates (who,

having been fellow-pupil with Aristotle under Plato,

afterwards conducted the Platonic School, during all

Aristot. DC Aniniti, T. ii. p. 405, a. 20.
&quot;

Il&amp;gt;i&amp;lt;l. p. 404, a. H; p. 40f), a. 22
; p. 406, b. 17.

1
Ibid, p. 405, a. 1.3, b. 10.

d
Ibid. p. 404, a. 1G; p. -107, b. J7.
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the time that Aristotle taught at the Lykeium), which

Aristotle declares to involve greater difficulty than

any of the others. Xenokrates described the soul as

&quot; a number (a monad or indivisible unit) moving
itself.&quot;

a He retained the self-moving property which

Plato had declared to be characteristic of the soul, while

he departed from Plato s doctrine of a soul with con

tinuous extension. He thus fell back upon the Pytha

gorean idea of number as the fundamental essence.

Aristotle impugns, as alike untenable, both the two

properties here alleged number and self-motion. If

the monad both moves and is moved (he argues), it

cannot be indivisible; if it be moved, it must have

position, or must be a point ;
but the motion of a point

is a line, without any of that variety that constitutes

life. How can the soul be a monad ? or, if it be, what

difference can exist between one soul and another, since

monads cannot differ from each other except in position ?

How comes it that some bodies have souls and others

not ? and how, upon this theory, can we explain the fact

that many animated bodies, both plants and animals,

will remain alive after being divided, the monadic soul

thus exhibiting itself as many and diverse ? Besides,

the monad set up by Xenokrates is hardly distin

guishable from the highly attenuated body or spherical

atom recognized by Demokritus as the origin or begin

ning of bodily motion.
1

These and other arguments are employed by Aristotle

to refute the theory of Xenokrates. In fact, he rejects

all the theories then current. After having dismissed

the self-motor doctrine, he proceeds to impugn the views

of those who declared the soul to be a compound of all

the four elements, in order that they might account for

*
Aristol. DC Aniinu, 1. iv. p. -108, b. 3 &quot;

Ibid. p. 401), b. lli.
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its percipient and cognitive faculties upon the maxim

then very generally admitted 11 That like is perceived

and known by like. This theory, the principal cham

pion of which was Empedokles, appears to Aristotle

inadmissible. You say (he remarks) that like knows

like ;
how does this consist with your other doctrine,

that like cannot act upon, or suffer from, like, especially

as you consider that both in perception and in cognition

the percipient and cognizant suffers or is acted upon?
b

Various parts of the cognizant subject, such as bone,

hair, ligaments, &c., are destitute of perception and

cognition ;
how then can we know anything about bone,

hair, and ligaments, since we cannot know them by
like? Suppose the soul to be compounded of all the

four elements; this may explain how it comes to know
the four elements, themselves, but not how it comes to

know all the combinations of the four
;
now innumerable

combinations of the four are comprised among the

ciMjuitti. AVe must assume that the soul contains in

itself not merely the four elements, but also the laws or

definite proportions wherein they can combine
; and

this is ailirmed by no one.
d

Moreover, 7JW is an equi

vocal, or at least a multivocal, term
; there are Entla

belonging to each of the ten Categories. Now the

soul cannot include in itself all the ten, for the different

Categories have no elements in common
;

in whichever

Category you rank the soul, it will know (by virtue of

likeness) the cocjnita belonging to that category, but it

will not know the cocjnita belonging to the other nine.
1

Besides, even if we grant that the soul includes all tin;

four elements, where is the cementing principle that

combines all the four into one? The elements are

1
Aristot. DC AniiiiA, I. v.

]&amp;gt;.
-10U, 1&amp;gt;. ii. Il.i.l.

j. -110, a. IT..

Ibi.l. a. : ,(). Il-i.l.
1

1. 409, 1 1. 2S; p. 11&amp;lt;\
a. 1 J.

&quot;

Ihiil. ]. -11 o, a. LO
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merely matter ;
and what holds them together must be

the really potent principle of soul
;

but of this no

explanation is given/
Some philosophers have assumed (continues Aristotle)

that soul pervades the whole Kosmos and its elements
;

and that it is inhaled by animals in respiration along
with the air.

b

They forget that all plants, and even

some animals, live without respiring at all
; moreover,

upon this theory, air and fire also, as possessing soul,

and what is said to be a better soul, ought (if the phrase
were permitted) to be regarded as animals. The soul

of air or fire must be homogeneous in its parts ;
the

souls of animals are not homogeneous, but involve

several distinct parts or functions. The soul perceives,

cogitates, opines, feels, desires, repudiates; farther, it

moves the body locally, and brings about the growth
and decay of the body. Here we have a new mystery :

d

Is the whole soul engaged in the performance of

each of these functions, or has it a separate part exclu

sively consecrated to each ? If so, how many are the

parts ? Some philosophers (Plato among them) declare

the soul to be divided, and that one part cogitates and

cognizes, while another part desires. But upon that

supposition what is it that holds these different parts

together ? Certainly not the body (which is Plato s

theory) ;
on the contrary, it is the soul that holds

together the body ; for, as soon as the soul is gone, the

body rots and disappears. If there be any thing that

keeps together the divers parts of the soul as one, that

something must be the true and fundamental soul
;

and we ought not to speak of the soul as having parts,

1
Aristot. Do Aniina, I. v. p. 110, pare the doctrine of Demokritus.

b. 10.
c

Aristot. De Auimu, 1. v. p. 411,
b

lliid. ii. p. 404, a.
(J : TOV tfv a. 1, S, KJ.

opov (ivai ri]v dvcnrvorjv, &o. Coin- ll

Ibid. a. 30.
c

Ibid. b. 8.
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but as essentially one and indivisible, with several

distinct faculties. Again, if we are to admit parts of

the soul, does each part hold together a special part
of the body, as the entire soul holds together the entire

body? This seems impossible; for what part of the

body can the Nous or Intellect (e.g.) be imagined to

hold together ? And, besides, several kinds of plants
and of animals may be divided, yet so that each of the

separate parts shall still continue to live
;
hence it is

plain that the soul in each separate part is complete
and homogeneous.

11

Aristotle thus rejects all the theories proposed by
antecedent philosophers, but more especially the two

following: That the soul derives its cognitive powers
from the fact of being compounded of the four elements ;

That the soul is self-moved. He pronounces it incor

rect to say that the soul is moved at all.
b He farther

observes that none of the philosophers have kept in

view either the full meaning or all the varieties of soul ;

and that none of these defective theories suffices for the

purpose that every good and sufficient theory ought to

serve, viz., not merely to define the essence of the soul,

but also to define it in such a manner that the con

comitant functions and affections of the soul shall all

be deducible from it.
c

Lastly, he points out that most

of his predecessors had considered that the prominent
characteristics of soul were to be motive and to be

percipient:
1

while, in his opinion, neither of these two

characteristics is universal or fundamental.

Aristotle requires that a good theory of the soul

shall explain alike the lowest vegetable soul, and the

ArM-.t. !&amp;gt;&amp;lt; Animfi, I. v. p. 411, 1&amp;gt;. lf,-27.
&quot;

Il.i.l. a. 1

Il.i.l. i. p. 10J, 1). 10, w-(j. ;
v. p. -lO .i, !. l.~&amp;gt;.

1

Jl.i.l. ii. p. 4u:J. 1 1. :iO.

x 2
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highest functions of the human or divine soul. And, in

commenting on those theorists who declared that the

essence of soul consisted in movement, he remarks that

their theory fails altogether in regard to the Nous (or

cogitative and intellective faculty of the human soul) ;

the operation of which bears far greater analogy to rest

or suspension of movement than to movement itself/

We shall now proceed to state how Aristotle steers

clear (or at least believes himself to steer clear) of the

defects that he has pointed out in the psychological
theories of his predecessors. Instead of going back

(like Empedokles, Plato, and others) to a time when
the Kosmos did not yet exist, and giving us an hypo
thesis to explain how its parts came together or were

put together, he takes the facts and objects of the

Kosmos as they stand, and distributes them according
to distinctive marks alike obvious, fundamental, and

pervading ;
after which he seeks a mode of explanation

in the principles of his own First Philosophy or

Ontology. Whoever had studied the Organon and the

Physica of Aristotle (apparently intended to be read

prior to the treatise De Anima) would be familiar with

his distribution of Eiitla into ten Categories, of which,

Essence or Substance was the first and the fundamental.

Of these Essences or Substances the most complete
and recognized were physical or natural bodies; and

among such bodies one of the most striking distinctions,

was between those that had life and those that had it

not. By life, Aristotle means keeping up the processes
of nutrition, growth, and decay .

b

Aristot. De Anima, I. iii. p. 407, I
KOI TOVTW TU fyvviKa- TWV 8&amp;lt;f

a. 32 1 CTI 8
17 V(ir)&amp;lt;Tts

eoiKfv ripp,r]cri TU p.tv fX.fi ^cvfjv, TU 8 OVK fj

TIV\
TI

(

b
Ibid. II. i. p. 412, a. 11 : ovviai

8t /^aAtor e?vai 8oKov&amp;lt;ri ra

oe Afyo), Tt]v St (ii&amp;gt;Tov Tpo(f)jjv /cnl
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&quot; To live&quot; (Aristotle observes) is a term used in

several different meanings ; whatever possesses any one

of the following four properties is said to live :

a

(1) In

tellect, (2) Sensible perception, (o) Local movement
and rest, (4) Internal movement of nutrition, growth,
and decay. But of these four the last is the only one

common to all living bodies without exception; it is

the foundation presupposed by the other three. It is

the only one possessed by plants,
13 and common to all

plants as well as to all animals to all animated bodies.

What is the animating principle belonging to each of

these bodies, and what is the most general definition of

it ? Such is the problem that Aristotle states to himself

about the soul. lie explains it by a metaphysical dis

tinction first introduced (apparently) by himself into

Philoaophia Printer, lie considers Substance or Essence

as an ideal compound ;
not simply as clothed with all

the accidents described in the nine last Categories, but

also ;is being analysable in itself, even apart from these

accidents, into two abstract, logical, or notional elements

or jirincijtia Form and Matter. This distinction is

borrowed from the most familiar facts of the sensible

world the shape of solid objects. When we see or

feel a cube of wax, we distinguish the cubic shape from

the waxen material ;
we may find the like shape in

many other materials wood, stone, &c.
;
we may find

the like material in many different shapes sphere,

pyramid, CY.C.
;

but. the matter has always some shape,
and the shape has always some matter. We can name
and reason about the matter, without attending to the

*
Aristot. I)c Aniir.fi, II. ii. p. 413, TO&amp;gt;I&amp;gt; tlpr)ptvov TOVTM /^ 7-

H i&amp;lt;l. i.

;i. -- : TrXf uPd^bif 5f TOV ijv \tyo- p. 41-, :i. ;&amp;gt; : TIS nv fttj KinvuraTus

fjitvov, K?IV tv TI TOVTW twirdpxj} p.(
&amp;gt;vov

t
Xityof avrijf.

&amp;lt;/}
ulrtt (f)ap.(v t

&V.
a

Ibid. p. 412, 1. 7 : TOV itrjp&v Kttl

Iliid. I. v. |. Ill, 1 1. J7, sul fin. T
1

ibi.i. 11. 11. p. 4i;;, !. 11 :
r;
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shape, or distinguishing whether it be cube or sphere ;

we can name and reason about the shape, without

attending to the material shaped, or to any of its various

peculiarities. But this, though highly useful, is a mere

abstraction or notional distinction. There can be no

real separation between the two : no shape without

some solid material
;

no solid material without some

shape. The two are correlates ;
each of them implying

the other, and neither of them admitting of being
realized or actualized without the other.

This distinction of Form and Matter is one of the

capital features of Aristotle s P/tilo*opkia Prima. lie

expands it and diversifies it in a thousand ways, often

with subtleties very difficult to follow
;
but the funda

mental import of it is seldom lost two correlates

inseparably implicated in fact and reality in every
concrete individual that has received a substantive

name, yet logically separable and capable of being
named and considered apart from each other. The

Aristotelian analysis thus brings out, in regard to each

individual substance (or Hoc Aliquid, to use his phrase),

a triple point of view : (1) The Form
; (2) The Matter

;

(3) The compound or aggregate of the two in other

words, the inseparable Ens, which carries us out of the

domain of logic or abstraction into that of the concrete

or reality .

a

Aristot. Metaphys. Z. iii. p. 1029,

a. 1-34
;
DC Anima, II. i. p. 412, a. (&amp;gt;

;

p. 414, a. 15.

In the first book of the Physica,
Aristotle pushes this analysis yet

further, introducing three principia
instead of two: (1) Form, (2) Matter,

(3) Privation (of Form) ;
he gives a

distinct general name to the negation
as well as to the affirmation

;
he pro-

he intimates that this is only the

same analysis more minutely dis

criminated, or in a different point of

view : Sto fart p.fv MS Svo \eKTeov

(ivai ras apfis, eori 6 cos rpfis

(Phys. I. vii. p. 190, 1). JJi).

Materia Prima (Aristotle says,

Phys. I. vii. p. 191, a. 8) is
&quot; know-

able ordy by analogy&quot; i. c., explic

able oidy by illustrative examples :

vides a sign minus as counter- as the brass is to the statue, as the

denomination to the sign phis. I ut wood is to the couch, c.
;
natural
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Aristotle farther recognizes, between these two logical

correlates, a marked difference of rank. The Form
stands first, the Matter second, not in time, hut in

notional presentation. The Form is higher, grander,

prior in dignity and esteem, more Kits, or more nearly

approaching to perfect entity ; the Matter is lower,

meaner, posterior in dignity, farther removed from that

perlection. The conception of wax, plaster, wood, &c.,

without any definite or determinate shape, is confused

and unimpressive; hut a name, connoting some definite

shape, at once removes this confusion, and carries with

it mental pre-eminence, alike as to phantasy, memory,
and science. In the logical hierarchy of Aristotle,

Matter is the inferior and Form the superior;&quot; yet
neither of the two can escape from its relative character :

Form requires Matter for its correlate, and is nothing
in itself or apart,

b

just as much as Matter requires Form ;

though from the inferior dignity of Matter we find it

more frequently described as the second or correlate,

while Form is made to stand forward as the relatuni.

For complete reality, we want the concrete individual

having the implication of both
; while, in regard to each

of the constituents
j&amp;gt;cr ,sr, no separate real existence can

be affirmed, but only a nominal or logical separation.

substances bein^ explained from

works of art, as is frequent with Ari-

etotle.
*

Aristot. Do Tlener. Animal. II. i.

p. T J .i, a. 10. Matter and Form are

here compared to the female and the

male to mother and father. Form
is a cause operative, Matter a cause

c&amp;gt;-oj&amp;gt;erative, though Ix.th are alike

indispensable to full reality. Com

pare Physic. I. ix. p. I .i J, a. 1. !:

pv y&amp;lt;if&amp;gt; virofjuvavffa trvvairia

nv ft 6r\\v apptvos Km ma-\pt\v
KaAou (((pi(To). I)e Partibus Ani-

malium, I. i. p. (!10, b. 2S :
&amp;gt;} y,^,

KHTO. TTJV p.of)(j)f]v &amp;lt;f&amp;gt;v(ris Kvpiwtpa TIJS

vXtKr/f tpwtoif,

Metaphys. /. iii. p. IOL 0, a. .&quot;&amp;gt; : TO

ftfiof rfjs CXrjf irpoTfpuv Km p.a\\ov uv

p. 1030, a. 1.

See in Sehwe^ler, pp. 13, -1L
, 8:5,

Part II. of his Commentary on the

Aristotelian Mctaphysica.
11

Aristot. Metaph. Z. viii. p. 10.W,
I.. K\ scq.

/&quot;&amp;gt;v,i

&quot;
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This difference of rank between Matter and Form
that the first is inferior and the last the superior is

sometimes so much put in the foreground, that the two

are conceived in a different manner and under other

names, as Potential and Actual. Matter is the potential ,

imperfect, inchoate^ which the supervening Form

a^timlizejjntojbhe^^ ;
a transition

from half-reality to entire reality or act. The Potential

is the~undefined or m^determinate
a what may be or may

noiJie. &quot;gh^t is not yet actual, a,nd may perhaps never

iiecome_.Q, but . is._praparejiJLo,..pas& .into, actuality when.

the._ener^^ In this way of

putting the antithesis, the Potential is not so much

implicated with the Actual as merged and suppressed to

make room for the Actual : it is as a half-grown passing

into a full-grown ; being itself essential as a preliminary

stage in the order of logical generation.
1&quot; The three

*
Aristot. Mctaphys. 0. viii. p.

1050, b. 10. He says, p. 1048, a. 35,

that this distinction between Potential

and Actual cannot be defined, but

can only bo illustrated by particular

examples, several of which he pro
ceeds to enumerate. Trendelcnburg
observes (Note ad Aristot. Do Anima,

p. 307) : &quot;~Aw?u/uarLtrarift -adfrnc in

se inclusa tenet, lit in utrumque abire

possit : eVpyem alteruni exclndit.&quot;

Compare also ib. p. 302. This May
or May not be is the widest and most

general sense of the terms Swa/xtr and

ovvardv, common to all the analogical
or derivative applications that Ari

stotle points out as belonging to

them. It is more general than that

which he gives as the wpios opos rfjs

fv XX(a
77 77 oXXo, and ought seem

ingly to be itself considered as the

Kvpws opos. Cf. Arist. Metaphys. A. xii.

p. 1020, a. 5, with the comment of

Bonitx, who remarks upon the loose

language of Aristotle in this chapter,

but imputes to Aristotle a greater

amount of contradiction than he seems

to deserve (Conim. ad Metaphys. pp.

256, 393).
b Ens potentia is a..variety .of Ens

(Arist. Mctaph. A. vii. p. 1017, b.
(}),

but an imperfect variety- ;- it is uv

areXe?, which may becoiou ..matured

into ov re Xfioi/, ov eVreXt^eia, or eVep-

yeia (Mctaphys. 0. L p. 10-i5, a. 34).

Matter is either remote or proxi

mate, removed either by one stage or

several stages from the vvvoXov in

which it culminates. Strictly speak

ing, none but proximate matter is

said to exist dvvdfjKi. Alexander

Schol. (ad Metaph. O. p. 1049, a.

19) p. 781, b. 39 :
fj Troppa v\rj ov

Xeyerai dvvdfj.fi. TL 617 irore
,
on ov

Trap(&amp;gt;vvfJiLa,^op.fv
TO. TTpdyfjMTa etc T^S

TTOppO) JXX K TTJf 7TpO(T( \(&amp;gt;VS \tyOp.fV

yap TO KiftiOTtov ^v\ivov t&amp;lt; TIJS Trpua-

f^oiSj cJXX ov yijivov fK TJJS Troppco.
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logical divisions Matter, Form, and the resulting Com-

-pouml or Concrete (TO owoAoi
,
TO ori

e/\//Li/i&amp;lt;:i/oi/),
are here

compressed into- two the Potential and the Actualization

thereof. Actuality (tWpye/a, tvrcXe^e/a) coincides in

meaning partly with the Form, partly with the result

ing Compound; the Form being so much exalted, that

the distinction between the two is almost effaced.
11

Two things are to be remembered respecting Matter,

in its Aristotelian (logical or ontological) sense: (1) It

may be Bady^but it is~no necessarily Body ;

b

(2) It is

only intelligible as the correlate of Form: it can

neither ^xist by itself, nor can it be known by itself

(/./. ., when taken out of that relativity). This deserves

notice, because to forget the relativity of a relative

word, and to reason upon it as if it were an absolute,

is an oversight not unfrequent. Furthermore, each

variety of Matter has its appropriate Form, and each

variety of Form its appropriate Matter, with which it

correlates. There are vaiipus stages or gradations of

Matter; from Jlatu-la Prinia, which has no Form at

all, passing upwards through successive partial de

velopments to Mat^ia Ultima.; which last is hardly

distinguishable from Form or from ^fat^rla Fonnata.

Aristot. Metaphys. H. i. p. 1042, a. 8 :
r;

8 v\r] uyvuvros naff nivi)v.

a. 25, sei|. He scarcely makes any V\TJ fi*
TJ p.iv &amp;lt;uo-$r/T), }

fie vorjrf)- m-

listinctioli here between V\TJ and ad^rf] p.iv mov ^A*cor KIU i Ao/ K&amp;lt;U

fit Ki/its, or between
^iop0&amp;gt;;

and eW/j- oo-j; KIVTJTJJ vAr;, vorjn} fie
r;

V TO!V it-

yrui (cl. O. viii. p. lO. iO, a.
l.&quot;&amp;gt;). [ a-drjTms virdp%ov&amp;lt;ra p.i) ji aur^r;T(i, uoi/

Alexander in his Commentary on ra /i^r;pjTtc(i. p. 10i55, a. 7.

this Ixiok (8. iii. p. 1047, a. 30) p. 542, 1 hysica, III. vi. p. 207, a. L &amp;lt;; ; Pi-

Uonitz n edit., remarks that eW/ryfia Ciciierat. et Corrupt. 1. v. p. . { JO, b.

is usc-d by Aristotle in a double sense
; 1-1-25.

sometimes meaning KIVTJVIS irpus TO \

e
Aristot. I)e Anima, II. ii. p. -1M,

rcXor, sometimes meaning the rt Aor a. 25 : IKIHTTOV yap ; tW*Ax ft&amp;lt;I

itself. Com p. H. iii. p. 1043, a. 32; TO&amp;gt;
fii//&amp;lt;i^fi vnnpx&quot;

1^ 1 Ktl1 T
.V

&quot; c &quot;

.
1

also the commentary of 1 oliitx, v\ij irt&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;vK(i&amp;gt; iyyivtvOai. I hysii a, II.

p. 51)3. ii.
1

1. lit I, 1 1. S; trt TU&amp;gt;V
rr/&amp;gt;&amp;gt;v

TI
;

L
Aristot. Metaph. Z. xi. p. 103&amp;lt;, rAry &amp;lt;7AAo&amp;gt; yu/j ifici (TAAr; i&quot;A/.
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The distinction above specified is employed by
Aristotle in his exposition of the Soul. The soul

belongs to the Category of Substance or Essence (not
to that of Quantity, Quality, &c.) ;

but of the two points
of view under which Essence may be presented, the

soul ranks with Form, not with Matter with the

Actual, not with the Potential. The Matter to which

(as correlate) soul stands related, is a natural body

(i.e., a body having within it an inherent principle of

motion and rest) organized in a certain way, or fitted

out with certain capacities and preparations to which

soul is the active and indispensable complement. These

capacities would never come into actuality without the

soul
; but, on the other hand, the range of actualities

or functions in the soul depends upon, and is limited

by, the range of capacities ready prepared for it in the

body. The implication of the two constitutes the living

subject, with all its functions, active and passive. If

the eye were an animated or living subject, seeing
would be its soul

;
if the carpenter s axe were Jiving,

cutting would be its soul;
a the matter would be the

lens or the iron in which this soul is embodied. It is

not indispensable, however, that all the functions of the

living subject should be at all times in complete exer

cise : the subject is still living, even while asleep ; the

eye is still a good eye, though at the moment closed.

It is enough if the functional aptitude exist as a dormant

Metaph. H. vi. p. 1015, b. 17: &amp;lt;rrt
j

8
Aristot. DC Animfi, IT. i. p. 412,

f)
, uxrnfp aprjTCii, KCI\

TJ fcr^arjy v\rj : b. IS : d yap fjv 6
i&amp;gt;(p8(i\p.us

axn
,

KCU
f) p.op(prj TCIVTO KOI ftvvdp.fi, TO Sc ^fX r

} &quot;

V&quot;
avTov

77 o\l/is
f

IIVTTJ -yap

tvepydq. See Upon this doctrine i ovtria
o&amp;lt;pda\p,ov 77

KOTO TOV Xoyoi/. 6

Schwegler s Commentary, pp. 100, 5
o&amp;lt;pda\iJ.bs vXry o-^fco?, r/s aTroXft-

154, 173, 240, Pt. 2nd. Compare also ! Trovarjs ovKtV otp6a\p.os, TrXr/i/ (
&amp;gt;p.(avv-

Ari.st. De ( Idler. Animal. II. i. p. 7, 55, /zoos, /ca&nrep 6 \i6ivos KUL 6 yeypap.-

u. !)
;
also l)e Ca-lo, IV. ill. p. olO,

b. 14.
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property, ready to rise into activity, when the proper
occasions present themselves. This ininimuni^of Form
suffices to give living efficacy to the potentialities of

body ;
it is enough that a man, though now in a dark

night and seeing nothing, will see as soon as the sun

rises ; or that he knows geometry, though he is not

now thinking of a geometrical problem. This dormant

possession is what Aristotle calls the Firsj^Kntelechy
or Energy, /V., the lowest stage of Actual ity^ or the

minimum of influence required tojy ajisf

ilito^Achudity. The Aristotelian definition of Soul is

thus: The first eutelechy of a naturuLurgani/ed body,

having life in potentiality .

a This is all that is essential

to the soul
;

the second or higher entelechy (actual

exercise of the faculties) is not a constant or universal

property.
1&quot;

In this definition of Soul, Aristotle employs his own

Philosophia Priina to escape the errors committed

by prior philosophers. He does not admit that the

soul is a separate entity in itself; or that it is coin-

posed (as Empedokles and Demokritus had said) of

corporeal elements, or (as Plato had said) of elements

partly corporeal, partly logical and notional. ITe rejects

the imaginary virtues of number, invoked by the Py
thagoreans and Xenokrates ; lastly, he keeps before him

not merely man, but all the varieties of animated ob

jects, to which his definition must be adapted. His

first capital point is to put aside the alleged identity,

or similarity, or sameness of elements, between soul

*
Aristft. DC Aiiiinii, II. i.

]&amp;gt;.

-11 -
,

Ix-twcen the first &amp;lt;&amp;gt;r lower st:i^e of

a. J7 : &amp;lt;5io ^v\n t tmv (vr(\t\iu Hntclochy, and the second or higher

f) irpuiTT) rrci)/i(irov (\)v(ritwv
( .tru/in st:u:c, coincides substantially with

fai)i&amp;gt; t\uvr&amp;lt;i&amp;lt;i-
TOIOI/TO i o nv / of&amp;gt;-

the distinction in the Nikouiacbuun

ynfiKiif. (
iiin|i:in Mctaphysica, Z. x. Kthicji &amp;lt;ind elsewhere bctwi*cn ttt

\&amp;gt;.

1 &amp;lt;

o.&quot;,
K 1 I- JT. and tvipyna. S-c Topiru, IV. V. |.

&quot;

AriM.t. !&amp;gt; Aninu, II. ii. p. 411, ll. .\ I..
i:&amp;gt;;

Klhir. Mkoiu. II. i.-v.

a. b-ls. Thi 1 liislinctiou here taUi-u p. 1 1&quot;3
K-&amp;lt;I.
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and body ;
and to put aside equally any separate exist

ence or substantiality of soul. He effects both these

purposes by defining them as essentially relatum and

correlate; the soul, as the relatum, is unintelligible

and unmeaning without its correlate, upon which

accordingly its definition is declared to be founded.

The real animated subject may be looked at either

from the point of view of the relatum or from that of

the correlate; but, though the two are thus logically

separable, in fact and reality they are inseparably im

plicated ; and, if either of them be withdrawn, the ani

mated subject disappears.
&quot; The soul (says Aristotle)

is not any variety of body, but it cannot be without a

body ;
it is not a body, but it is something belonging

to or related to a body ;
and for this reason it is in a

body, and in a body of such or such
potentialities.&quot;

11

Soul is to body (we thus read), not as a compound
of like elements, nor as a type is to its copy, or vice

versa, but as a relatum to its correlate ; dependent

upon the body for all its acts and manifestations, and

bringing to consummation what in the body exists as

potentiality only. Soul, however, is better than body ;

and the animated being is better than the inanimate

by reason of its soul.
b

The animated subject is thus a form immersed or

implicated in matter ; and all its actions and passions
are so likewise. Each of these has its formal side, as

concerns the soul, and its material side, as concerns the

body. When a man or animal is angry, for example.

a
Aristot. DC Anima, II. ii. p. 414, Do Juvcntutc ct Sencctutc, i. p. 407,

il. 1 1) : K(l\ bill TUVTO K(l\a&amp;gt;S V7TO\llp.- I). 14.

fidvowiv ois 8oKt I
fjLTjr m/eu (rco/zaro?

l&amp;gt;

Aristot. Do Gcncrat. Animal. II.

(Ivai pi]Tf irwfj.u TL
17 ^fXT 0-cofj.a p.tv i. p. 731, b. 29.

yap OUK e frn, crco/zaToy fit TI, Kdl
K

Aristot. l)c Animfi, I. i. p. 403, a.

fiiu TOVTO tv (Ta)p.t.iTt vTT(if))((i, KUL tv 25 : ra 7T(idrj Xoyoi eWAot elartv. Coill-

(rw/iari Toiouro). Compare Aristot. pare 11. i. p. 112, 1&amp;gt;. 10-25
; p. 41o, a. 2.
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tli is emotion is l&amp;gt;oth a fact of the soul and a fact of the

body : in the first of these two characters, it may he

defined as an appetite for hurting some one \vho has

hurt us
;

in the second of the two, it may he defined

as an ebullition of the blood and heat round the heart.
1

The emotion, belonging to the animated subject or

aggregate of soul and body, is a complex fact having
two aspects, logically distinguishable from eacli other,

but each correlating and implying the other. This is

true not only in regard to our passions, emotions, and

appetites, but also in regard to our perceptions, phan
tasms, reminiscences, reasonings, efforts of attention in

learning, &c. We do not say that the soul weaves or

builds (Aristotle observes
b

)
: we say that the animated

subject, the aggregate of soul and body, t/i&amp;gt;
///&amp;lt;/;/,

weaves or builds. So we ought also to sav, not that

tin. soul feels anger, pity, love, hatred, etc., or that the

soul learns, reasons, recollects, &c., but that the man
with his soul does these things. The actual movement

throughout these processes is not in the soul, but in

the body ;
sometimes going to the soul (as in sensible

perception), sometimes proceeding //vw the soul to the

body (as in the case of reminiscence). All these pro
cesses are at once corporeal and psychical, pervading
the whole animated subject, and having two aspects co

incident and inter-dependent, though logically distin

guishable. The perfect or imperfect discrimination

by the sentient soul depends upon the good or bad

condition of the bodily sentient organs; an old man

*
Aristot. I)e Anima, I. i. p. 40i, 8iavofl&amp;lt;r0ai, dXXu TOV iivd^uirnv

ft. 50. T?l ^I X.V TOITO fit
fJif) Oif tV tKfifl) TF/V

b
Ibid. iv.

]). -JOS, 1). 12. TO fi&amp;lt;

%

KlVT)&amp;lt;TtO)S OVtTTjS, dXX OTf ^.IV (U)(pt

\fytiv opyifaffdfurfjv tyv\i)v Spoiov K?IV tKfivrjt, ort 8 TT intivr^t, Vf. A^ iiin,

i rtf \iyni rrjv tyv\i)v vQautlf rj
m- li. . 50: UTI /iV t&amp;gt;\&amp;gt;v nv^ olov rt Kivt i-

Kodo/MtK* |3cXrtoi/ yap i&amp;lt;ru)v pi) \iy(ii&amp;gt;
aQiu, TF/I/ ^V\T]V, (fxiwpuv fie Ttivrmv.

Tt)V ^V^ijV (X(tll&amp;gt;
f) fJL

(I V Oil V ( 1 V
*/
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that lias become shortsighted would see as well as

before, if he could regain his youthful eye. The defects

of the soul arise from defects in the bodily organism to

which it belongs, as in cases of drunkenness or sickness
;

and this is not less true of the Nous, or intellective

soul, than of the sentient soul.
a

Intelligence, as well

as emotion, are phenomena, not of the bodily organism

simply, nor of the Nous simply, but of the community
or partnership of which both are members

; and, when

intelligence gives way, this is not because the Nous

itself is impaired, but because the partnership is ruined

by the failure of the bodily organism.

Respecting the Nous (the theorizing Nous), we must

here observe that Aristotle treats it as a separate kind

or variety of soul, with several peculiarities. We shall

collect presently all that he says upon that subject,

which is the most obscure portion of his psychology.
In regard to soul generally, the relative point of

view with body as the correlate is constantly in

sisted on by Aristotle
;

without such correlate his

assertions would have no meaning. But the relation

between them is presented in several different ways.
The soul is the cause and principle of a living body ;

b
by

which is meant, not an independent and pre-existent

something that brings the body into existence but,

an immanent or indwelling influence which sustains

the unity and guides the functions of the organism.

According to the quadruple classification of Cause re

cognized by Aristotle Formal, Material, Movent, and

Final the body furnishes the Material Cause, while the

soul comprises all the three others. The soul is (as we

Aristot. DC Animfi, I. iv. p. 408,

1). 2(1. Compare a similar doctrine in

the Timams of Plato, p. 86, B.-D.
b

Aristot. l)e Aiiimii, II. iv. p. 415,

CCTTI 5
17 &quot;^V^T]

TOV a&amp;gt;vros

aiTia Koi a TOVTU 8e

Xe-yerm.
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have already seen) the Form in relation to the body as

Matter, hut it is, besides, the Movent, inasmuch as it de

termines the local displacement as well as all the active

functions of the body nutrition, growth, generation,

sensation, &c. ; lastly, it is also the Final Cause, since

the maintenance and perpetuation of the same Form, in

successive individuals, is the standing purpose aimed at

by each body in the economy of Nature.* Under this

diversity of aspect, soul and body are reciprocally inte

grant and complementary of each other, the real integer

(the Living or Animated Body) including both.

Soul, in the Aristotelian point of view what is

common to all living bodies, comprises several varieties.

But these varieties are not represented as forming a

genus with co-ordinate species, under it, in such manner

that the cuunter-ordinate species, reciprocally excluding
each other, re, when taken together, co-extensive with

the whole genus; like man and brute in regard to

animal. The varieties of soul are distributed into suc

cessive stages gradually narrowing in extension and

enlarging. i eempreheTJsioii ;
the first or lowest stage

being co-extensive with the whole, but connoting only
two or three simple attributes ; the second, or next

above, connoting all these and more besides, but denot

ing only part of the individuals denoted by the first ;

the third connoting all this and more, but denoting

yet fewer individuals; and so on forward. Thus the

concrete individuals, called living bodies, include all

plants as well as all animals; but the soul, called

Nutritive by Aristotle, corresponding thereto connotes

only nutrition, growth, decay, and generation of an

other, similar individual.
1 In the second stage, plants

Aristot. DC Animfl, II. iv. p. 415,

1.. 1.

In the Aristotelian treatise Do

Plantis, |
..

Si.&quot;,,
1). IT,, it is statnl

that EMI] Hookies, Anaxa^oras, ami

Dcmokritus, all aflirmtil that plants
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are left out, but all animals remain : the Sentient soul,

belonging to animals, but not belonging to any plants,

connotes all the functions and faculties of the Nutritive

soul, together with sensible perception (at least in its

rudest shape) besides/ We proceed onward in the same

direction, taking in additional faculties the Movent,

Appetitive, Phantastic (Imaginative), Noetic (Intelli

gent) soul, and thus diminishing the total of individuals

denoted. But each higher variety of soul continues

to possess all the faculties of the lower. Thus the

Sentient soul cannot exist without comprehending all

the faculties of the Nutritive, though the Nutritive

exists (in plants) without any admixture of the Sentient.

Again, the Sentient soul does not necessarily possess

either memory, imagination, or intellect (Nous) ;
but

no soul can be either Imaginative or Noetic, without

being Sentient as well as Nutritive. The Noetic Soul,

as the highest of all, retains in itself all the lower

folnlties ;
but these are found to exist apart from it.

b

We may remark here that the psychological classi

fication of Aristotle proceeds in the inverse direction to

that of Plato. In the Platonic Tima^us we begin with

the grand soul of the Kosmos, and are conducted by
successive steps of degradation to men, animals, plants ;

while Aristotle lays his foundation in the largest, most

multiplied, and lowest range of individuals, carrying us

by successive increase of conditions to the fewer and

the higher.
The lowest or Nutritive soul, in spite of the small

number of conditions involved in it, is the indispensable

had both intellect and cognition up |

doctrine of those oth c philosophers.
to a certain moderate point. We do

not cite this treatise as the composi
tion of Aristotle, but it is reasonably

good evidence in reference to the

a
Aristot. Do Anil a, I. v. p. 411,

b. 28.

Ibid. II. ii. p. 413, 25-30, b. 32;
iii. p. 414, b. 29; p. 41. a. 10.
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basis whereon all the others depend. None of the other

souls can exist apart from it.* It is the first constituent

of the living
1 individual the implication of Form with

Matter in a natural body suitably organized ;
it is the

preservative of the life of the individual, with its

aggregate of functions and faculties, and with the proper
limits of size and shape that characterize the species ;

b

it is, moreover, the preservative of perpetuity to the

species, inasmuch as it prompts and enables each indi

vidual to generate and leave behind a successor like

himself; which is the only way that an individual can

obtain quasi-immortality, though all aspire to become

immortal. This lowest soul is the primary cause of

digestion and nutrition. It is cognate with the celes

tial heat, which is essential also as a co-operative cause;

accordingly, all animated bodies possess an inherent

natural heat.
1

We advance upwards uo\r from the nutritive soul to

that higher soul which is at once nutritive and Sentient ;

for Aristotle does not follow the example of Plato in

recognizing three souls to one body, but assigns only one

and the same soul, though with multiplied faculties and

functions, to one and the same body. Sensible percep

tion, with its accompaniments, forms the characteristic

privilege of the animal as contrasted with the
plant.&quot;

*
Aristot. de Anima, II. iv. p. 41~&amp;gt;,

;

ayoptvtiv oiitaiov, rf\os be

a. L 4 : TT/XOTTJ *ni KOtvordrr) ovi/upis
j

olov riv/rd, fir; uv
r; TT/JWT^ \

&amp;lt;Vrt ^v\rjs, Kiiff t]v Virdp\H TO
r)i&amp;gt;

TIKT; olov IIVTI I. Also !&amp;gt; (iiiicrat.

ii;
ri(Tiv.

]&amp;gt;.

4 If), b. 8 : TIIV fwi/rov

o ou&amp;lt;iror rima ict
&quot;i&amp;gt;X*i-

&quot; *
I

1 -

4 1, a. J J-30, b. LM. Aristot. It,-

J .spinitioni ,
viii.

j&amp;gt;. 474, a. .
.(&amp;gt;,

\&amp;gt;. 11.
b

Ari.stot. DC Aiiiina, II. iv. p. 41&amp;lt;!,

; 17.

Aniuiiil. II. i.
].. 731, b. 33.

&amp;lt;l

Aristc.t. DC Aiiiinil, II. iv. p. I Hi,

a. 10-1H, b. &quot;.I.

Aristot. 1 e Smsn rt Sonsili, i.
]&amp;gt;.

13(1, b. 1 J. He considers sponges to

have sonic sensation (Hist. Animal.

Ibid. p. 4i:., b. 2
; p. 416, b. L&amp;gt;3 :

:

I. i. p. 4H7, b. .)
rt\ A dnn TOV TAwv tiiruvra npotr-

i
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Sensible perception admits of many diversities, from

the simplest and rudest tactile sensation, which even

the lowest animals cannot be without, to the full

equipment of five senses which Aristotle declares to be

a maximum not susceptible of increase.&quot; But the sen

tient faculty, even in its lowest stage, indicates a re

markable exaltation of the soul in its character of form.

The soul, qua sentient and percipient, receives the

form of the perceptum without the matter
; whereas

the nutritive soul cannot disconnect the two, but re

ceives and appropriates the nutrient substance, form

and matter in one and combined. 13

Aristotle illustrates

this characteristic feature of sensible perception by re

curring to his former example of the wax and the

figure. Just as wax receives from a signet the im

pression engraven thereon, whether the matter of the

signet be iron, gold, stone, or wood
;
as the impression

stamped has no regard to the matter, but reproduces

only the figure engraven on the signet, the wax

being merely potential and undefined, until the signet

comes to convert it into something actual and definite
;

so the percipient faculty in man is impressed by the

substances in nature, not according to the matter of

each but, according to the qualitative form of each.

Such passive receptivity is the first and lowest form of

sensation/ not having any magnitude in itself, but

*
Aristot. De Anima, II. iii. p. 414,

b. 2; p. 415, a. 3; III. i. p. 424, b.

22
;

xiii. p. 435, b. 15.
b

Ibid. II. xii. p. 424, a. 32-b. 4 :

8ta rl TTOTf ra (pvra OVK
ala6(ii&amp;gt;T(ii,

TI p.6piov tyvxiKuv Kin irdcr-

TI VTTO TU&amp;gt;V titTTtov
;

KOI yap

alfrdr)Tcoi&amp;gt;,
tiXAa 7rd0-;(f p-fTa TT/S-

v\ri$.

Themistius ad loc. p. 144, ed.

Spengel : Trac^ei (rd \&amp;gt;VTU
rvvf

o~iova&quot;t]s TTJS V\TJS TOV TTOIOVVTOS, &C.

Aristot. De Anima, II. xii. p. 424,
a. 19.

Kill 6(pp.aiv(Tiii ainov yap
d

Ibid. a. 24 : alirOriTripiov 6t Trpw-

TO p,T] (%flV p.(TOTT]Tllj P-TJOe TOIOVTTJV TOV tV O)
T) TOlllVTr) $VVllp.lS, &C. 111.

TIOV xii. p. 434, a. 29.
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residing in bodily organs which have magnitude, and

separable from them only by logical abstraction. It is

a potentiality, correlating with, and in due proportion

to, the exterior percipibile, which, when acting upon it,

brings it into full actuality. The actuality of both

(jrci]/u&amp;gt;ns
and perceptual) is one and the same, and

cannot be disjoined in fact, though the potentialities of

the two are distinct yet correlative
;
the percipient is

not like the percipibile originally, but becomes like it

by being thus actualized.*

The sentient soul is communicated by the male

parent in the act of generation,
5 and is complete from

the moment of birth, not requiring a process of teaching
after birth; the sentient subject becomes at once and

instantly, in regard to sense, on a level with one

that has attained a certain actuality of cognition, but

is not at the moment reflecting upon the cognitum.

Potentiality and Actuality are in fact distinguishable

into lower and higher degrees ;
the Potential that has

been actualized in a first or lower stage, is still a

Potential relatively to higher stages of Actuality. The

Potential may be acted upon in two opposite ways ;

either by deadening and extinguishing it, or by de-

*
Aristot. De Anima, III. ii. p. 425,

1). _ .&quot;&amp;gt; :
r/

fi&amp;lt; TOV aladrjTov (Vf^tyfia

K(l\ TJ]S &amp;lt;litrdf)(T((i&amp;gt;S f) aVTt] p.(V f(TTl Kill

pia, TO 5 (Ivm ou ravrov nvra is. II.

V.
|&amp;gt;.

41 H, ;i. 3 : TO 8 nladrjTiKov fivvu-

fj.fi ((rr\v olov TO aladrfTuv rj&Tj tvrt\(-

^ttu, ntiT i p,v ow
&amp;lt;&amp;gt;i&amp;gt;X

...iTovBny ft
o)/io(b&amp;gt;Tru

tcai ((TTiv

oiov (Kflvo. Also p. 417, ;i. 7, 14,

20.

Tlujro wen; conflicting doctrines

current in Aristotle s time : some said

that, for an a^cnt to act upon a patient,

there must be likeness between the

two; others said that there must IK*

unlikcness. Aristotle dissents from

l)oth, and adopts a sort of inter

mediate doctrine.
b

Aristot. I&amp;gt;c Gener. Animal. II. v.

p. 741, a. \\ b. 7; De Anima, II. v.

p. 417, b. 17.

Aristot. De Anima, II. v. p. 417,

b. 1H- 32. See above, p. 1H&quot;&amp;gt;,
note &quot;.

The extent of Potentiality, or tho

partial Actuality, which Aristotle

claims for the sentient soul even at

birth, deserves to be kept in mind ;

we shall contrast it presently with

what he says about the Nous.
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veloping and carrying it forward to realization. The

sentient soul, when asleep or inert, requires a cause to

stimulate it into actual seeing or hearing; the noetic

or cognizant soul, under like circumstances, must also

be stimulated into actual meditation on its cognitum.
But there is this difference between the two. The
sentient soul communes with particulars ;

the noetic

soul with universals. The sentient soul derives its

stimulus from without, and from some of the individual

objects, tangible, visible, or audible
;

but the noetic

soul is put into action by the abstract and universal,

which is in a certain sense within the soul itself; so that

a man can at any time meditate on what he pleases,

but he cannot see or hear what he pleases, or anything

except such visible or audible objects as are at hand.a

We have already remarked, that in many animals

the sentient soul is little developed ; being confined

in some to the sense of touch (which can never be

wanting),
1* and in others to touch and taste. But even

this minimum of sense though small, if compared with

the variety of senses in man is a prodigious step in

advance of plants ;
it comprises a certain cognition, and

within its own sphere it is always critical, comparing,
discriminative. The sentient soul possesses this dis

criminative faculty in common with the noetic soul or

Intelligence, though applied to different objects and

purposes ;
and possesses such faculty, because it is itself

&quot;

Aristot. Do Aniniji, II. v. p. 417,

b. 22 . alTlOV 8e OTL T(0)V Kllff fKdOTOV

T;
KCIT* evfpyciav (ucrdrja-is, i)

8 (TTKT-

TT)p.r) TWV KadoXow raiira 8 tv avTfl

7rcl)f fori TTJ ^VXTJ. III. iii. p. 427,

b. 18.
b

Ibid. ILL xii. p. 434, b. 23 :

(fravcpbv on ov% oiov re av(v u(prjs

dvai
(&amp;lt;aov.

e
Ibid. ix. p. 432, a. 16 : T Kpi-

TIKOJ, 6 btavoias epyov eori Ktu alcr-

6i)&amp;lt;reus.
III. iii. p. 427, a. 20; p.

426, b. 10-15. De General. Animal.

I. xxiii. p. 731, a. 30-b. 5
;
De

Somno et Vigil, i. p. 458, b. 2. The
sentient faculty is called Svvapiv

o-vp.(f)VTov xpiTiKijv in Analyt. 1 ostcr.

II. xix. p. 99, b. 35.
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a mean or middle term between the two sensible ex

tremes of which it takes cognizance, hot and cold,

hard and soft, wet and dry, white and black, acute and

grave, bitter and sweet, light and darkness, visible

and invisible, tangible and intangible, &c. We feel no

sensation at all when the object touched is exactly of

the same temperature with ourselves, neither hotter

n&amp;lt;r colder; the sentient soul, being a mean between

the two extremes, is stimulated to assimilate itself

for the time to either of them, according as it is acted

upon from without. It thus makes comparison of each

with the other, and of both with its own mean. 11

Lastly,

the sentient faculty in the soul is really one and indi

visible, though distinguishable logically or by abstrac

tion into different genera and species.
b Of that faculty

the central physical organ is the heart, which con

tains the congenital or animal spirit. The Aristotelian

psychology is here remarkable, affirming as it does

the essential relativity of all phenomena of sense to the

appreciative condition of the sentient; as well as

the constant implication of intellectual and discrimi

native comparison among them.

All the objects generating sensible perception, are

magnitudes. Some perceptions are peculiar to one

sense alone, as colour to the eye, CY.C. Upon these

we never make mistakes directlv; in other words, we

b
Aristot. Do Sensu ot Scnsili, vii.

p. 449, a. S, 17. Do Mutu Animal, x.

p. 703, a. 1&quot;). DC Somno ot Vi^il. ii.

p. 4f&amp;gt;f&amp;gt;,
a. IT), L l, ; ,f,; p. 4 ,*;, a. 5.

jyOfo-fMi K&amp;lt;H IK .luvontutc ct Soiioct. p. 407, K J&amp;lt;
;

TO n-i
t tyfii TV intr^TiKti ]). 4i;i, a. 1-1 J.

KdXMi
, 17

e
Aristot. Do Sensu ct Sonsili, vii.

roii7&amp;lt;j. III. Mil. p. !.
&amp;gt;.&quot;&amp;gt;,

a. Jl. i

p. 449, a. JO: TO incrOrjTnv irnv t irr\

remarks that plants have net fuyf&os.

Aristot. DC Aniina, II. x. p. -l J2,

a. JO; ix. p. 1LM, 1). 4-11
;

xi. p. 4lM,

lll TOfTO KfHI tt Til (ll(T$T]T(i

p.t(Tiiv Kf)iTtK&amp;lt;
ii&amp;gt;. III. vii.

Id: Tort TO ibtrrfldi Kin
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always judge rightly what is the colour or what is the

sound, though we are often deceived in judging what

the thing coloured is, or where the sonorous object is.
a

There are, however, some perceivables not peculiar to

any one sense alone, but appreciable by two or more ;

though chiefly and best by the sense of vision ; such

are motion, rest, number, figure, magnitude. Here

the appreciation becomes less accurate, yet it is still

made directly by sense.
b But there are yet other

matters that, though not directly affecting sense, are

perceived indirectly, or by way of accompaniment to

what is directly perceived. Thus we see a white object ;

nothing else affecting our sense except its whiteness.

Beyond this, however, we judge and declare, that the

object so seen is the son of Kleon. This is a judgment
obtained indirectly, or by way of accompaniment ; by
accident, so to speak, inasmuch as the same does not

accompany all sensations of white. It is here that we
are most liable to error.

c

Among the five senses, Aristotle distinguishes two

as operating by direct contact between subject and

object (touch, taste) ;
three as operating through an

external intervening medium (vision, smell, taste).

He begins with Yision, which he regards as possessing

most completely the nature and characteristics of a

sense.
d The direct and proper object of vision is

colour. Now colour operates upon the eye TTotTTmme-

*
Aristot. DC Anhna, IJ. vi. p. 418,

a. 10-16.
b

Aristot. De Scnsu ct Sensili, i.

p. 437, a. 8
;

iv. p. -142, b. 4-12. He

says in this last passage, that the

common perceivables are appreciable

at least by both siyltt and touch ii not

by all the senses.
c
Aristot. DC Anima, II. vi. p. 418,

a. 7-25 . Aeyerai (5e TO (ilc

t, TO Se tv Kara

Also, 111. i. p. 425, b. 24; iii. p. 428,

b. 18-25.
11

Aristot. De Anima, III. iii. p. 429,

a. 2 : it o^is fj.u\i(TTa aLcrdrjais fc

Also Metaphysica, A. iiiit.
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diately (for, if the coloured object be placed in contact

with the eye, there will be no vision), but by causing
movements or perturbations in the external intervening

medium, air or water, which affect the sense through
an appropriate agency of their own.* This agency is,\

according to Aristotle, the Diaphanous or Transparent.
When actual or in energy, the transparent is called

light ; when potential or in capacity only, it is

called darkness. The eye is of watery structure, apt
for receiving these impressions.

b
It iw the presence

either of lire, or of something analogous to the celestial

body, that calls forth the diaphanous from the state

of potentiality into that of actuality or light ;
in which

latter condition it is stimulated by colour. The dia

phanous, whether as light or as darkness, is a peculiar
nature or accompaniment, not substantive in itself, but

inherent chiefly in the First or Celestial Body, yet also

in air, water, glass, precious stones, and in all bodies to

a greater or less degree.
6 The diaphanous passes at

once and simultaneously, in one place as well as in

another, from potentiality to actuality from darkness

to light. Light does not take time to travel from

one place to another, as sound and smell do/1 The

*
Aristot. !)( Aiiimd, II. vii. p. 41 .

,
vrro TTU/JOJ */

TOIOVTOV oiov TO uro)

a. 1 J, 1 !, 1 J
; Aristot. I)c Sciisu ct

&amp;lt;ro&amp;gt;/ia Trvpos ?;
TOIOVTOV TIVOS 7ra

t
&amp;gt;-

Si-n.sili, iii. p. 1 10, a. 1H : JW tv- twtriu tv ru&amp;gt; fiuKJmvf i.

6vt Kpflrrov (f)(ii&amp;gt;m,
TW Kivf urOai TO

c
Aristot. 1 H Aniiiia, 1 1. vii. p. IIS,

p.(T&amp;lt;iv Trj? aiirfltjiTftav vno TOV mirOi]- 1. J. Df Sclisil ct SctiMli, ii.
jt. I3S,

roil yiv((T&m TIJV mirdijwiv, ci(/&amp;gt;i/
KU\ pi} U M, 1&amp;gt;. 7 ; iii.

]&amp;gt;.

-111 .
, a. _ 1

, sc&amp;lt;|.
:

THIS airoppoiais. Il&amp;gt;. ii.
j).

-I. JS, l. . { ; o &amp;lt;)t \fyp,(v &ta&amp;lt;f)av(S,
OVK tirTiv Ibiuv

fiTf
&amp;lt;p&amp;gt;s

(iT
1

din) tarn. TO ptTufcu roO iltpos i] MHTOJT, ou8* 7XAnu ru&amp;gt;v &amp;lt;&amp;gt;I T&amp;lt;I&amp;gt;

&amp;lt;&amp;gt;l&amp;gt;(i&amp;gt;lJittM&amp;gt;v

Km TOV ttpfurros, rj
&amp;lt;Wi THV- \tyofuvw rrajpiro)) , r/XXd ru-

eirrt

TOV KivTjais t&amp;lt;mv
fj irtuovtrn TO nniiv. KOIVI] ff)ii(Tis

Km ivvafus, fj j^otpurrfi
*

Aristot. I)o AllituA, II. vii. p. 419, u.iv OVK tvTiv, iv TOVTOIS f&amp;gt; &amp;lt; rT, Ktu

a. *J : TOVTO yap fjv m/Tot TO
\f&amp;gt;u&amp;gt;fJniTi

Toiy &amp;lt;7XXotf
(T&amp;lt;i)p.aiTtv twirdp\tl t TMV

ttvat, TO KivrfTiKu) rival TOV &amp;gt;tr ivip- p.iv /i&amp;lt;lXXoj/
Toit ft&quot; rjTTov.

yttav duK^MivoCf r/
/) (VT(\txna TOV l

Aristot. IV Srnsu ct Snisili, vi.

fiuKlwvuvs 0a&amp;gt;f
tariv. Ib. p. 4lM, 1&amp;gt;. p. 4! I, a. L ^, sc&amp;lt;|. f

b. 11 : TO&amp;gt; tinu

11-17: ornir
if

t vT(\(\(iti ( (d /jd! \ yap TI
&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;&amp;lt;*&amp;gt;s

taTiv, XX* ov KivtjtrU
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diaphanous is not a body, nor effluvium from a body, nor

any one of the elements : it is of an adjective character (

a certain agency or attribute pervading or belonging-
to bodies, along with their extension.&quot; Colour marks

and defines the surface of the body qua diaphanous,
as figure defines it qud extended. Colour makes the

diaphanous itself visible, and its own varieties visible

through the diaphanous. Air and water are trans

parent throughout, though with an ill-defined superficial

colour. White and black, as colours in solid bodies,

correspond to the condition of light or darkness in air.

There are some luminous objects visible in the dark, as

fire, fungous matter, eyes, and scales of fish, &c., though

they have no appropriate colour.
b There are seven

species or varieties of colours, but all of them proceed
from white and black, blended in different proportions,

or seen one through another
;
white and black are the

two extremes, the other varieties being intermediate

between them.

The same necessity for an intervening medium ex

ternal to the subject, as in the case of vision, prevails

also in the senses of hearing and smell. If the audible

or odorous object be placed in contact with its organ of

sense, there will be no hearing or smell. Whenever

we hear or smell any object, there must be interposed

Tjf. Empedokles affirmed that light TOV 8 cv rols
o-a&amp;gt;p.ao-i 8ia(pavovs TO

travelling Irom the Sun reached i

eo-^nroi/, on
p.fi&amp;gt;

f
irj

av TI, ojj\ov crt

the intervening space before it came
i
Se TOVTO earl TO xpco/xa, e&amp;lt; T&V avp.-

to the earth
;

Aristotle contradicts ftaivovTwv (jiavepuv. tVri /ieV yap eV

llilll.
|

TCO TOV (TCO^UITOS TTfpllTl, dXX OV Tl TO
*

Aristot. l)e Allima, II. vii. p. 418, TOV trw/xoroy rrtpas, dXXa rrjv a\&amp;gt;Ti]v

1). 18 : fO-TL Of TO (TKOTOS CTTC pr/VlS (f)V(TLV OL VOfJLL^flV, TJTTfp KO.I
^U&amp;gt;

TT/S ToiavTrjs e^fcof e /c
oia&amp;lt;pavovs,

toorf xputp-ciTi^fTai, rai/Trjv &amp;lt;al evros.

8r]\ov OTI Kal
17
TOVTOV 77 a

/&amp;gt;

o v (j I a
|

b
Aristot. De Aiiiina, JI. vii. p. -119,

(pus (o-Tiv. Aristot. J)e Sensu ct Sen-
j

a. 2-1^5
;
Aristot. De Sensu et Sensili,

sili,iii.]).439,a. 2G: 17 p.ev ovv TOV
&amp;lt;pa)Tos ,

iv.
i&amp;gt;. 442, a. 20, seven colours.

fpV(TlS (V
(WpLO~TU&amp;gt;

TO) SlCKpClVfl (CTTiV
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between us and the object a mutable medium that shall

be affected first
;

while the organ of sense will be

affected secondarily through that medium. Air is the

medium in regard to sound, botli air and water in

regard to smell
;
but there seems besides (analogous to

the transparent in regard to vision) a special agency
called the Trans-Sonant, which pervades air and enables

it to transmit sound ; and certainly another special

agency called the Trans-Olfacicnt, which pervades both

air and water, and enables them to transmit smell.&quot; (It

seems thus that something like a luminiferous ether

extended, mobile, and permeating bodies, yet still incor

poreal in itself was an hypothesis as old as Aristotle;

and one other ether besides, analogous in propertv and

purpo&amp;gt;e
an odoriferous ether; perhaps a third or

soniferous ether, but this is less distinctly specified by
Aristotle

jf

Sound, according to Aristotle, arises from the shock

of two or more solid bodies communicated to the air.

It implies local movement in one at least of those

bodies. Many soft bodies are incapable of making
sound; those best suited for it are such as metals, hard

in structure, smooth in surface, hollow in shape. The
blow must be smart and quick, otherwise the air slips

away and dissipates itself before the sound can be com
municated to it.

1 Sound is communicated through the

*
Aritftot. Do Animft, II. vii.

|&amp;gt;. 419, had before him ;i fuller and letter

a. Jf&amp;gt;-, 5r&amp;gt;

; l)e Sensu ft Seiisili, v. p. text of Ari-totle than th:xt which we.

4 4_, b.
&amp;lt;&amp;gt;;

Tlirnii.stius u&amp;lt;l Aristot.
;

now JXDSSOSS, which seems corrupt. In

De Anima, II. vii., viii. p. 1 If), S|&amp;gt;en.;el.
our present text, the transparent as

Of the three names, TO
hi(H\&amp;gt;(ivts

TO well as the trans-olfacicnt ether .aru

^&quot;?X
V

&quot; r &quot; Motrpov, the two last are clearly indicated, the trans-sonant

not di*tinctly stated by Aristotle, but not clearly.

are said to linvo been first applied by
b

Aristot. I)e Anima, II. viii. p.

Theophrastus after him. See the notes 11! , b. 4
si-&amp;lt;|.

He calls air ^n&vpus,
of Trendelcuburg and Toretrick ;

the tvQ^virrttf (p. -I JO, a. 1-.^), &amp;lt;t

-

latter su pi loses rhetnistius to have. Attu/jcrov, tvuKiadm ( riieiui-.tius, pp.
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air to the organ of hearing ; the air is one continuum

(not composed of adjacent particles with interspaces),
and a wave is propagated from it to the internal

ear, which contains some air enclosed in the sinuous

ducts within the membrane of the tympanum, con-

genitally attached to the organ itself, and endued with

a certain animation. 11 This internal air within the ear,

excited by the motion propagated from the external

ear, causes hearing. The ear is enabled to appreciate

accurately the movements of the external air, because

it has itself little or no movement within. We cannot

hear with any other part of the body ;
because it is

only in the ear that nature has given us this stock of

internal air. If water gets into the ear, we cannot

hear at all ; because the wave generated in the air

without, cannot propagate itself within. Nor can we

hear, if the membrane of the ear be disordered
; any

more than we can see, when the membrane of the eye
is disordered.

1&quot;

Voice is a kind of sound peculiar to animated beings ;

yet not belonging to all of them, but only to those that

inspire the air. Nature employs respiration for two

llfi, 117, Sp.)
&quot;

quod facile diflluit&quot;

(Trendelenburg, Comm. p. 384). lie

says that for sonorous purposes air

ought to be ddpovv compact or

dense : sound reverberates best from

metals with smooth surface, p. 420,

(ifpa TO KLvrjcrofJievov p,epos xai fp.-

\lfv%ov. uiii Tas e\i&amp;lt;as (p. 420, a.

13).

The text of this passage is not

satisfactory. It has been much criti

cised as well as amended by Tor-

strick
;
see his Comment, p. 148 seq.

I cannot approve his alteration of*
Aristot. Do Anima, II. viii. p.

419, b. 34 seq. : OVTOS 8 (o &quot;^p)

farrlv n TTOIWV dxnvfiv, oTav Kivrjdfj
b

Aristot. DC Anima, II. viii. p.

o~vvf^i]s Kal fis \jfo(pr)TiKi)v p,fv ovv 420, a. i) I o 8 ev TOIS coaly

TO KivijTiKov tvos (Ifpos (rvvf^fio. Kooop-rfTai. Trpos TO a.Kivr)TOS emu, OTTOJ?

Ht^pis aKorjs. UKO?) of o~vp.(f)vris drjp- | dxpiftcos alo-6dvrjTai 7rdo-as TUS Sta

dia oe TO tv dfpi (ivai, Kivovpfvov ,

&amp;lt;pnpas TJJS Kivf]o~f(t)S. }). 420, a. 14.

TOU ^0) TO 61(70) KlVfl. OlOTTfp OV Olid (aKOUO/Lt6^) UV
Tj fl yVty^ KU/iT?,

7TU.VT1J TO (i)OV ilKOVfl, OV$ 7TUVT1J I

U&amp;gt;O~7Tfp
TO fTTl TTj KOp// 8cpp.a (JT(IV

6 dr]p- ov yap Trdvri) (X ( L
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purposes: the first, indispensable to animal life, that

of
cooling&quot;

and tempering the excessive heat of the

heart and its adjacent parts; the second, not indis

pensable to life, yet most valuable to the higher faculties

of man, significant speech. The organ of respiration

is the larynx ;
a man cannot speak either when inspir

ing or expiring, but only when retaining and using the

breath within. The soul in those parts, when guided

by some phantasm or thought, impels the air within

against the walls of the trachea, and this shock causes

vocal .sounds.*

Aristotle seems to have been tolerably satisfied with

the above explanation of sight and hearing ; for, in

approaching the sense of Smell with the olfacients, he

begins by saying that it is less definable and explicable.

Among the five senses, smell stand* intermed iate be

tween the two (taste and touch) that operate by direct

contact, and the other two (wight and hearing) that

operate through an external medium. Man is below

other animals in this sense ;
he discriminates little in

smells except the pleasurable and the painful.
b His

taste, though analogous in many points to smell, is far

more accurate and discriminating, because taste is a va

riety of touch ; and in respect to touch man is the most

discriminating of all animals. Hence his great superi

ority to them in practical wisdom. Indeed the marked

difference of intelligence between one man and another,

*
Aristot. DC Aliiliiii, II. viii.

Ji.
j

4L0, 1).
.-]&amp;gt;. 1-1, !l. . (t)CTTf

t]
i TIV

^&amp;lt;&amp;gt;(jlf
((TT\V

f) (f)&amp;lt;aV1]
Kill l TV

irXr/yr) rov dvanvfoptvov dtpos I Tro
]

i}inmvti&amp;gt;p.tvov
m

/&amp;gt;ov, uxnrtf) i) iJ ],

rijjr (V TOVTOtS Tolf popiois ^u^r]v irptif &amp;lt;iXXu Toi/ro&amp;gt; TVTTTU Tov &amp;lt;V Ti] u/m;/mi

rffv KaXovp.ivrjv apTTjpiav (fewr) iarnv.
np&amp;lt;&amp;gt;s (ivTrjv.

ov ynjt rtiis foiou \^d^&amp;gt;of &amp;lt;}HI)VT),
Kudu- !

b
Aristot. P(j Aniina, II. ix. p. -lL 1,

im&amp;gt; f&quot;nrop.(v (frrri y&amp;lt;if&amp;gt;

Kin T;J yXwrrr; a. 7. I &amp;gt;&amp;lt; Scli^U ct Scli&amp;gt;ili, V.
Ji. -I!&quot;),

Km coy ol (itfmivTf^ tiXXu 5&amp;lt;t ! a. fi
;

iv. p. 441, :i. 1. PC 1 artilms

v rt tlvdi TO TVTTTOV Kul /ifTu ! A nininl. 1 1 . xii.
i&amp;gt;

.lJ&quot;&amp;gt;f,
11. 3 1

; p.
&amp;lt; !

&quot;&quot;,

;i
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turns mainly upon the organ of touch : men of hard flesh

(or skin) are by nature dull in intelligence, men of soft

flesh are apt and clever.
a The classifying names of dif

ferent smells are borrowed from the names of the analo

gous tastes to which they are analogous sweet, bitter,

tart, dry, sharp, smooth, &c.
b Smells take effect through

air as well as through water
; by means of a peculiar

agency or accompaniment (mentioned above, called the

Trans- Olfacient) pervading both one and the other. It

is peculiar to man that he cannot smell except when in

haling air in the act of inspiration ; any one may settle

this for himself by making the trial. But fishes and

other aquatic animals, which never inhale air, can smell

in the water
;
and this proves that the trans-olfacient

agency is operative to transmit odours not less in water

than in air.
d

&quot;We know that the sense of smell in these

aquatic animals is the same as it is in man, because

the same strong odours that are destructive to man are

also destructive to them. Smell is the parallel, and in

a certain sense the antithesis of taste ; smell is of the

dry, taste is of the moist : the olfactory matter is a

juicy or sapid dryness, extracted or washed out from

both air and water by the trans-olfacient agency, and

acting on the sensory potentialities of the nostrils.
1 This

*
Aristot. De Aninia, II. ix. p. 421, -rrvflv p.f] alo-diivftrdm iSioi/ eVt ru&amp;gt;v

a. 21 : Kara 8e TTJV a(f)r)v TroXXw uvOpunvwv df/\ov 8e
7r(ipa&amp;gt;/JiV(Hs.

Ho
rcoi&amp;gt; aXXcoi/ &KOV ftiafptpovras dupi/Soi seems to think that this is not true

(o at/$pco7ro?). 6to /cal (ppnvip.c0TciTuv of any animal other than man.
f(m TO&amp;gt;I&amp;gt; fw ooi/.

(rrjp.(loi&amp;gt;
6e TO KOI

d
Aristot. Do Sensii et Sensili, v.

v T&amp;lt;U yevd TOJV
(iv6po)7ra&amp;gt;v Trapa TO p. 443, a. 3-31

; p. 444, 1). 0.

al&amp;lt;r6r]TT)piov
TOVTO tivai {vfyvds

c
Aristot. De Anirna, IF. ix. p.

Kcii ii(pvds, Trap aXXo 5c p.rjb(v 421, b. 23. He instances brimstone,
01 fieV yap CTK\Tjpo(T(ipKni a(pvds (i(T(pa\Tos, &C.

T!)I&amp;gt; fituvoiav, 01 &e p.a\aKu(rupKoi
r This is difficult to understand,

fv(f)ve&quot;is.
but it seems to be what Aristotle here

|J

II &amp;gt;id. a. 20. means. De Anima, II. ix. p. 422,

Ibid. 1). 11-10. TO livcv TOV ava- a. (! : tcm 5
fj ocr/z?) TOV
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olfactory inhalation is warm as well as dry. Hence it

is light, and rises easily to the brain, the moisture and

coldness of which it contributes to temper; tin s is a

very salutary process, for the brain is the wettest and

coldest part of the body, requiring warm and dry
influences as a corrective. It is with a view to this

correction that Nature has placed the olfactory origin

in such close proximity to the brain.&quot; There are two

kinds of olfactory impressions. One of them is akin to

the sense of taste odour and savour going together
an aflection (to a great degree) of the nutritive soul;

so that the same odour is agreeable when we are

hungry, disagreeable when our hunger is fully satisfied.

This first kind of impression is common to men with

other animals; but there is a second, peculiar to man,
and disconnected from the sense of taste, viz., the

scent of flowers, unguents, &c., which are agreeable
or disagreeable constantly and per .v.

b Nature has

assigned this second kind of odours as a privilegeO I f&quot;*

to man, because his brain, being so large and moist,

requires to be tempered by an additional stock of dry

ing and warming olfactory influence.

&amp;lt;(TTl

Tor rypov TO 6 o(T({)pnvriKov (v. p. 443, a. 21, seq.) where he cites

tliat same doctrine as tin- opinion of

others, Imt distinctly refutes it.

Aristot. De Sensu et Sensili, v.

p. 441, a. 10, JL
,

21 :
// yap TJ/t

aicr0TjTT)piov Simi/ifi TOIOVTOV. ! &amp;lt;

Seii.su et Si-iisili, v. p. 443, a. 1-0 :

&amp;lt;lXX
17

TT\VVTLKOV
1] pVTTTtKOV ty\Vp.OV

(TTtl&amp;gt;.

I bill. p. -113, k 17; p. Ill, a.
&amp;lt;!,

qrjpoTijTof jj
tv vypti) TOV tyj^VftOV

*)1&amp;gt;OV (f}VO~lt O&amp;lt;Tp.Tj,
Kill

O(T&amp;lt;pp(llTOV
TO

TOIOVTOV OTI 8&quot; utrav \vp.ov carl TO
1.&quot;,

28 : i&tov fit Ttjf TOV ni Opdtnov

TTCJ^Of, f)rj\OV (K TO)I/ t^OlTO)!/ K(l\ fllf
I

&amp;lt;f)V(Tj)f
(O~Tl TO T1)S O&amp;lt;T^ljy T&amp;gt;]S TttUtlTTJV

fvovr&amp;lt;itv oo~ui
)i&amp;gt; t

Arc. Also p. -143, It. ytints fjiii TO TrXfitTToi/ yt0&amp;lt;iXo/
Kdi

3-7. Vyt)OT&amp;lt;lTOV
t VtlV TO)V &amp;gt; ni)V i&amp;gt;4&quot; KtlTO:

In the treatise De Sensu et Sensili, p.iy(6o*.

there i one passage (ii. p. 43H, k li-1), 1 lato also reckons the ple.-usures
of

wherein Aristotle affirms that smell smell among the pure and adnii&amp;gt;sille

is Knirv(iorjf (IvudiipituTis, fK nvpof ; pleaureH (l hilel&amp;gt;us, p. fl, E. ;
1 im-

l)iit we also find a subsequent jKissage uuis, p. &amp;lt;5&quot;j, A., p. 17, A.).
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Taste is a variety of touch, and belongs to the lower

or nutritive soul, as a guide to the animal in seeking or

avoiding different sorts of food. The_ ol)Ject of taste

is essentially liquid, often strained and extracted from

dry food by warmth and moisture. The primary mani

festation of this sensory phenomenon is the contrast of

drinkable and undrinkable.
a The organ of taste, the

tongue, is a mean between dryness and moisture
;
when

either of these is in excess, the organ is disordered.

Among the varieties of taste, there are two fundamental

contraries (as in colour, sound, and the objects of the

other senses except touch) from which the other con

trasts are derived. These fundamentals in taste are

sweet and bitter; corresponding to white and black,

acute and grave, in colours and sounds. The sense of

taste is potentially sweet or bitter
;
the gustable object

is what makes it sweet or bitter in actuality.
b

The sense of Touch, in which man surpasses all other

animals, differs from the other senses by not having

any two fundamental contraries giving origin to the

rest, but by having various contraries alike fundamental.

It is thus hardly one sense, but an aggregate of several

senses. It appreciates the elementary differences of

body qua body hot, cold, dry, moist, hard, soft, &c.

It is a mean between each of these two extremes ;

being potentially either one of them, and capable
of being made to assimilate itself actually to either.

In this sense, the tangible object operates when in

m
Aristot. De Anima, II. x. p. 422, b. 24 : ov navrbs frpov dXXa TOV

a. 30-33. De Sensu et Sensili, i. p.

436, b. 15; iv. p. 441, b. 17: 8ia

ToC ripov Kcil yewdovs 8ir)dovo-(i (17

cai Kivovaa TOJ
6pp.a&amp;gt;

TTOIOV TI

b
Aristot. De Anima, II. x. p. 422,

b. 5-1G
;

II. xi. p. 422, b. 23 : iratra

re yap (uo-Qr)0~is fJiicis

TO iiypov Trap(i(TK(vdei. Kal ecrrt TOVTO dvai doKfl, &c.

%vp.os TO yiyvop-fvov VTTO TOV dpi]-
e

Ibid. xi. p. 422, b. 17 seq.

. Ib.



CHAP. XII. TOUCH. 207

contact with the skin
; and, as has been already said,

much of the superiority of man depends upon his

superior fineness and delicacy of skin.&quot; Still .Aristotle

remarks that the true organ of touch is not the skin

or flesh, hut something- interior to the flesh. This last

serves only an a
]&amp;gt;eeuliar

medium. The fact that the

sensation arises when, tho object touches our skin,

does not prove that the skin, is the trne organ ; for,

if there existed a thin exterior membrane surrounding
our bodies, we should still feel the same sensation.

Moreover, the body is not in real contact with our skin,

though it appears to be so: there is a thin film of ail-

between the two, though we do not perceive it
; just as,

when we touch an object under water, there is a film

of water interposed between, as is seen by the wetness

of the finger.
11 The skin is, therefore, not the true

organ of touch, but a medium between the object and

the organ ; and this sense does in reality agree with the

other senses in having a certain medium interposed
between object and organ. But there is this difference :

in touch the medium is close to and a part of ourselves ;

in sight and hearing it is exterior to ourselves, and

may extend to some distance. In sight and hearing
the object does not affect us directly ;

it affects the

external medium, which again affects us. But in touch

the object affects, at the same time and by the same

influence, both the medium and the interior organ ;
like

a spear that, with the same thrust, pierces the warrior s

shield and wounds the warrior himself. Apparently,

Aristot. Ilistor. Animal. I. xv. p. (j&amp;gt;. 000, a. 20)a.s well as for articulate

494, I). 17. Man is A&amp;lt;7rrofif/j/ioTaTOf sjK. erh.

TO&amp;gt;I&amp;gt;

fa&amp;gt;

a&amp;gt;/ (Aristot. I)e Partib. Animal. b
Aristot. De Aiiim:!, II. xi. p. 4 J. ?,

ii. p.
i

&amp;gt;r&amp;gt;7,
1). 2), and has the tongue a. 2f&amp;gt;-32.

also looser and softer than any of i

c
Iliid. p. 423, b. 12-17:

fiaif/&amp;gt; /&amp;gt;*t

them, most fit for variety of touch TO ilnroi/ TO&amp;gt;I&amp;gt;

O/&amp;gt;TOI/
KHI TO/
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therefore, the true organ of touch is something-, interior,

and skin and flesh is an interposed rnedium.
a But what

this interior organ is, Aristotle does not more particu

larly declare. He merely states it to be in close and

intimate communication with the great-central focus

and principle of all sensation the heart
;

b more closely

connected with the heart (he appears to think) than

any of the other organs of sense, though all of them

are so connected more or less closely.

Having gone through the five senses seriatim, Ari

stotle offers various reasons to prove that there neither

are, nor can be, more than five
;
and then discusses

some complicated phenomena of sense. We perceive
that we see or hear : do we perceive this by sight or

by hearing ? and if not, by what other faculty ?
d Ari

stotle replies by saying that the act of sense is one and

the same, but that it may be looked at in two different

points of view. We see a coloured object ;
we hear a

sound : in each case the act of sense is one ; the energy
or actuality of the visum and videns, of the soriuns

and audiens, is implicated and indivisible. But the

TO p.eT(lv TTOlflv TL
f)fJ.OS,

TO)V llTT

ovx VTTO TOV
p.fT&amp;lt;iv

oXX a/j.a ra&amp;gt;

TCI^V, o&amp;gt;&amp;lt;T7rep

6 $i dcnrioos

ov yap TI
d(nrls TrX^-yficru

dXX a/z ap.(f)(3 crvvefiTi TrX^yryi/ai.

This analogy of the warrior pierced

at the same time with his shield

illustrates Aristotle s view of the

eighth Category llabere : of which

he gives eoTrXtorai as the example.
He considers a man s clothes and

defensive weapons as standing in a

peculiar relation to him like- a per

sonal appurtenance and almost as a

part of himself. It is under this point

of view that he erects Ifabcre into a

distinct Category.

a
Aristot. DC Anima, II. xi. p. 423,

b. 22-26 :
ji Kal dfj\ov on evros TO

TOV CITTTOV (llO-flrjTlKOV. TO p,Ttt^V TOV

aiTTiKov
f) crdp.

&quot;

Aristot. De Tartibus Animal. II.

x. p. 65G, a. 30
;
De Vita et Morte,

iii. p. 409, a. 12
;
De Somno ct Vigil,

ii. p. 455, a. 23
;
De Sensu et Scnsili,

ii. p. 439, a. 2.

c in modern psychology the lan

guage \vould be &quot; We are conscious

that we see or hear.&quot; But Sir Wil
liam Hamilton has remarked that the

word Consciousness has no equivalent

usually or familiarly employed in the

Greek psychology.
d

Aristot. De Anima, III. ii. p. 425,
b. 14.
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potentiality of the one is quite distinct from the poten

tiality of the other, and may be considered as well as

named
apart.&quot;

When we say : I perceive t/iat I see

we look at the same act of vision from the side of the

vult iis ; the vixum being put out of sight as the un

noticed correlate. This is a mental fact distinct from,

though following upon, the act of vision itself. Ari

stotle refers it rather to that general sentient soul or

faculty, of which the five senses are partial and separate

manifestations, than to the sense of vision itself.
b He

thus considers what would now be termed consciousness

of a sensation, as being merely the subjective view of

the sensation, distinguished by abstraction from the

objective.

It is the same general sentient faculty, though diver

sified and logically distinguishable in its manifestations,

that enables us to conceive many sensations as combined

into one; and to compare or discriminate sensations be

long) vg to different senses.

A\ nite and sweet are perceived by two distinct senses,

and ut two distinct moments of time ; but they must

Ixi compared and discriminated by one and the same

sentient or cogitant act, and at one moment of time.
d

This mental act, though in itself indivisible, has yet
two aspects, and is thus in a certain sense divisible

;

just as a point taken in the middle of a line, while

*
Arist-.t. DC Anima, III. ii. p. 42f&amp;gt;,

e
Aristot. DC: Sensu ct Scnsili, vii.

b. 2 ,
; p. 420, a. HMD. p. M!&amp;gt;, a. S-LO.

b
Aristot, I)e Somno et Vi^il. ii. Aristot. DC Anima, III. ii. p. 42 J,

jx 455, a 12-17; DC Anima, 1&amp;gt;. 17- _!: oiV&amp;lt; (V) xr^oi/jtrr/zcVoir

III. ii. with Toretrick s noto, p. 10
5, cVdc^rrai icpivtiv UTI trtpov TO y\vnv

ami the
X|&amp;gt;.sitiim

of Alexander of
}

TOV Xtvicov, XXa &d ivi nvi

Aphnxiimaa therein ciu-d. These &f;Xu dvm. 5ti 81 TU iv \iyav
two jisuwa^i-s of Aristotle are to a fre/joi/- trtpov yap TO yXvxv TOV \tv-

KOV.
a\&amp;lt;J^n(m&amp;gt;v

KU\ ivccrtain -xt&amp;lt;-nt different, yet not con-

tnwlicU.ry, thMti^li Torstrick supposes xpovu. III. vii. p. 431, a. 20.

them to IK- *.

VOL. II. i
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indivisible in itself, may be looked upon as the closing

terminus of one-half of the line, and as the commencing
terminus of the other half. The comparison of two

different sensations or thoughts is thus one and the

same mental fact, with two distinguishable aspects.*

Aristotle devotes a chapter to the enquiry : whether

we can perceive two distinct sensations at once (i.e. in

one and the same moment of time). He decides that

we cannot ;
that the sentient soul or faculty is one and

indivisible, and can only have a single energy or

actuality at once.
b If two causes of sensation are

operative together, and one of them be much superior
in force, it will render us insensible to the other. He
remarks that, when we are pre-occupied with loud noise,

or with deep reflection, or with intense fright, visual

objects will often pass by us unseen and unnoticed.

Often the two simultaneous sensations will combine or

blend into one compound, so that we shall feel neither

of them purely or separately.
11 One single act of sen

sational energy may however have a double aspect ;
as

the same individual object may be at once white and

sweet, though its whiteness and its sweetness are

logically separable.

To the sentient soul, even in its lowest manifestations,

belong the feelings of pleasure and pain, appetite and

aversion/ The movements connected with these feel

ings, as with all sensation, begin and close with the

*
Aristot. DC Anima, III. ii. p. 427, applies it both to uiadrjai? and to

a. 10-14 : cofTTrep r/v KaXova-i TIIXS vorjais, p. 426, b. 22-31
; p. 427, a. 9.

0-Tiyp.Tjv, jj P.UI Km
f] 8vo, TavTrj Ka\ Aristot. De Sonsu et Sensili, vii.

Kill duuptTT)- y p.fv ovv p. 447, a. 12.

ei/ TO
&amp;lt;plv6v

tan Kal apa,
r

Ibid. a. 15.

vTrdp\(i, ov\ *v $lf
a

Ibid. b. 12-20.

yap TO) auTtp xP*)T(li O&quot;^M
6 V op.a.

&quot;

Ibid. p. 449, a. 14.

Jt is to bo remarked that, in ex-
{
Aristot. De Anima, II. iii. p. 414,

plaining this mental process of com- b. 3-16; III. vii. p. 431, a. 9; De

parison, Aristotle three several times Somno et Vigil, i. p. 4f&amp;gt;4,
b. 29.
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central organ the heart.* Upon these are consequent
the various passions and emotions ; yet not without

certain faculties of memory and phantasy accompanying
or following the facts of sense.

Aristotle proceeds by gradual steps upward from the

Sentient soul to the Noetic (Cogitant or Intelligent)

soul, called in its highest perfection Nous. While

refuting the doctrine of Empedokles, Demokritus, and

other philosophers, who considered cogitation or intel

ligence to be the same as sensible perception, and while

insisting upon the distinctness of the two as mental

phenomena, he recognizes the important point of

analogy between them, that both of them include judg
ment and comparison ;

h and he describes an intermediate

stage called Phantasy or Imagination, forming the

transition from the lower of the two to the higher.
We have already otaerved that, in the Aristotelian

psychology, the higher functions of the soul presup

pose and are built upon the lower as their foundation,

though the lower do riot necessarily involve the higher.
Without nutrition, there is no nense; without sense,

there is no phantasy; without phantasy, there is no

cogitutiuu or intelligence. The higher psychical phe
nomena are not identical with the lower, yet neither

are they independent thereof; they presuppose the

lower as a part of their conditions. Here, and indeed

very generally elsewhere, Aristotle has l&amp;gt;een careful to

avoid the fallacy of confounding or identifying the con

ditions of a phenomenon with the phenomenon itself.
1

Aristot. DC PartibuR Animalium, j. -l. Jl, :i. HI: ovfo irore voti iivtv

III. iv.
j&amp;gt;.

(I
ll), ;i. 11 .

&amp;lt;uiT&amp;lt;]07*aTOf 17 ^fv\i]. DC Mcniori.1
b

Ari.st&quot;t. DC Aninui, III. iii. p. I et Reminiscent, i. p. 449, b. 31 : vntlv

127, :i. JO. I OVK ((TTiv iivtv
(fatmi(TfuiT(&amp;gt;s.

I bitl. b. 11 :
(f&amp;gt;airra(T

in yap (Tfpnv \

d
Mill s Systorn of Lopic, I5ook V.

K&amp;lt;U madrjvtw Ka\ bulimias. II). vii. ch. t
i, s. H.

* &amp;gt;



212 DE ANIMA, ETC. CHAP. XII-

He proceeds to explain Phantasy or the Phantastic

department of the soul, with the phantasms that belong to

it. It is not sensible perception, nor belief, nor opinion,

nor knowledge, nor cogitation. Our dreams, though
affections of the sentient soul, are really phantasms in

our sleep, when there is no visual sensation
;
even

when awake, we have a phantasm of the sun, as of a

disk one foot in diameter, though we believe the sun

to be larger than the earth.
a

Many of the lower

animals have sensible perception without any phantasy :

even those among them that have phantasy have no

opinion ;
for opinion implies faith, persuasion, and

some rational explanation of that persuasion, to none

of which does any animal attain.
b

Phantasy is an

internal movement of the animated being (body and

soul in one) ; belonging to the sentient soul, not to the

cogitant or intelligent ;
not identical with the move

ment of sense, but continued from or produced by that,

and by that alone ; accordingly, similar to the move
ment of sense and relating to the same matters. Since

our sensible perceptions may be either true or false, so

also may be our phantasms. And, since these phan
tasms are not only like our sensations, but remain

standing in the soul long after the objects of sense have

passed away, they are to a great degree the determining
causes both of action and emotion. They are such

habitually to animals, who are destitute of Nous; and

often even to intelligent men, if the Nous be over

clouded by disease or drunkenness/1

Aristot. De Anima, III. iii. p. p. 454, b. 10.

428, a. 5, b. 3; DC Sonino ct Vig. ii.
h

Aristot. Do Anima, III. iii. p.

]&amp;gt;.
4f&amp;gt;G,

a. 24 : KLVOVVTCU 8 ei/toi 428, a. 10, 22, 25.

Kcil TToiovai TroXAu (yprj-
c

Ibid. b. 10-15
;
De Somniis, i. p.

,
nv

p.ti&amp;gt;Toi
nvfv ^UVTIKTIMTOS 459, a. 1;).

/cat al(r0T](r(u&amp;gt;s
TIVOS- TO yap (VVTTVIUI&amp;gt;

d
Aristot. DC Anima, III. iii. p.

fCTTlV (U(rdr)p.(l TpUTTOV TiVi l. Ibid. J. 428, 1). Id . K(l\ 7TII\\ll K(IT (U TljV



CHAP. XII. PHANTASY. MKMOKY. 213

In the chapter now before ns, Aristotle is careful to

discriminate phantasy from several other psychological

phenomena wherewith it is liable to be confounded.

But we remark with some surprise, that neither here,

nor in any other part of his general Psychology, does

lie offer any exposition of Memory, the phenomenon
more nearly approaching than any other to phantasy,

lie supplied the deficiency afterwards by the short but

valuable tract on Memory and Reminiscence ; wherein

he recognizes, and refers to, the more general work on

Psychology. Memory bears on the past, as distinguished

both from the present and future. Memory and phan

tasy are in some cases so alike, that we cannot dis

tinguish clearly whether what is in our minds is ;i

remembrance or a phantasm.* Both of them belong
to the same psychological department to the central

sentient principle, and not to the cogitant or intelligent

Nous. Memory as well as phantasy are continuations,

remnants, or secondary consequences, of the primary
movements of sense

;
what in itself is a phantasm, may

become an object of remembrance directly and JUT &amp;gt;r ;

matters of cogitation, being included or implicated in

phantasms, may also become objects of remembrance,

indirectly and by way of accompaniment^ We can

remember our prior acts of cogitation and demon

stration; we can remember that, a month ago, we

demonstrated the three angle s of a triangle to be equal

to two right angles; but, as the original demonstration

could not be carried on without our having before our

(!.. KIITII
Ti)i&amp;gt; fyavraaiav) mi\ rentdv

*

Iliiil.
]&amp;gt;.

!&quot;i&quot;, ;i. -- :
-

1 .
&amp;lt;&amp;gt;\

/i&amp;lt;

Kill ITtttT^HV 7

a. ! : KH\ flui

tlvnt (TIIV f/mir

TroAAii

An.st&amp;lt;.t. 1

it tftfuvtiif Km 6fioitu &amp;lt;f&amp;gt;eunpbv
OTI ovntp KUI

tj (ftavTiuriu

uruiv) rait m&amp;lt;T0r/frfcri, *r&amp;lt;it ttrrt fjLVT}powvTa naff avrn pit/ uau

Til CCiKI. &amp;lt;XC. KTTl

Mciuor. &amp;lt;-t Uciniu. MTU p.i) &quot;ivfv
(f&amp;gt;uvTtnrias.
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mental vision the phantasm of some particular triangle,

so neither can the remembrance of the demonstration

be made present to us without a similar phantasm.
a In

acts of remembrance we have a conception of past

time, and we recognize what is now present to our

minds as a copy of what has been formerly present to

us, either as perception of sense or as actual cognition ;

b

while in phantasms there is no conception of past time,

nor any similar recognition, nor any necessary reference

to our own past mental states
;
the phantasm is looked

at by itself, and not as a copy. This is the main point
of distinction between phantasm and remembrance :

c

what is remembered is a present phantasm assimilated

to an impression of the past. Some of the superior
animals possess both memory and phantasy. But other

animals have neither
;
their sensations disappear, they

have no endurance
;
while endurance is the basis both

of phantasy and memory .

d

But though some animals have memory, no animal

except man has Reminiscence. Herein man surpasses

them all.
6

Aristotle draws a marked distinction be

tween the two
;
between the (memorial) retentive and

reviving functions, when working unconsciously and

instinctively, arid the same two functions, when stimu

lated and guided by a deliberate purpose of our own

Aristot. De Memor. et Eem. i. p. ! be remarked that in the Topica Ari-

449, b. 18. I stotle urges a dialectical objection
b

Ibid. b. 22 : oYt yap OTCIV fvepyrj \ against this or a similar doctrine

Kara TO p,vrjp.ov(vfiv, OVTU&amp;gt;S ev TIJ ty vxfl (Topic. IV. iv. V. p. 125, b. 6-19), and

Xfyti, on TrpoTfpov TOIITO fJKovfftv T) against his own definition cited in

jjo-6(To fj (voTjo-fv. Ibid. p. 452, b. 28. the preceding note, where he calls

c
Ibid. p. 450, a. 30; p. 451, a. 15: \wr\\n] an c|ir. Compare the first

TO p.vT)fjiov(viv, cor fiKovos ov (pdv- chapter of the Metapliysica.

TaG-pa, (is. Themistius ad Aristot.
e

Aristot. De Memor. et Item. ii.

De Mernoria, i&amp;gt;.
240, ed. Spengel. p. 453, a. 8. He draws the same

d
Aristot. Analyt. Poster, ii. p. 99, distinction in Hist. Animal. I. i. p.

b. 36 : JJ.OVT) TOV atcr^fiarof. It may 488, b. 26.
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r
)

which he calls reminiscence. This last is like a syl

logism or course of ratiocinative inference, performable

only by minds capable of taking counsel and calculating.

He considers memory as a movement proceeding from

the centre and organs of sense to the soul, and stamp

ing an impression thereupon ;
while reminiscence is a

counter-movement proceeding from the soul to the

organs of sense.* In the process of reminiscence,

movements of the soul and movements of the body are

conjoined,
1 more or less perturbing and durable accord

ing to the temperament of the individual. The process

is intentional and deliberate, instigated by the desire to

search for and recover some lost phantasm or cognition ;

its success depends upon the fact that there exists by
nature a regular observable order of sequence among
the movements of the system, physical as we ll as

psychical. The consequents follow their antecedents

either universally, or at least according to customary

rules, in the majority of cases.

The consequent is either (1) like its antecedent,

wholly or partially; or (2) contrary to it; or
( )) has

been actually felt in juxtaposition with it. In reminis

cence, we endeavour to regain the forgotten consequent

by hunting out some antecedent whereupon it is likely

to follow
; taking our start either from the present,

moment or from some other known point.
1 We run

over many phantasms until we hit upon the true antr-

4
Aristnt. !) Aniliul, I. iv.

j&amp;gt;.
-}OS, Kivr]cns ^f ytvitrdui p.fra rtji bt.

]&amp;gt;. 17. !&amp;gt;&amp;lt; Mnuor. &amp;lt;-t iN-iiiin. i. p. IM&amp;lt;1. I. IS; t( j Kn\ T&amp;gt;&amp;gt;

&amp;lt;/j*jjv

4f&amp;gt;&amp;lt;),
a. 30

;
ii.

|&amp;gt;.

45 i, a. 10 : TO ava-
0rjf)({i&amp;lt;ip.fv vof)&amp;lt;ravTts

TTO TUL/ vvv
*;

T0Hl tOTIV OlttV (TV\\(ii&amp;lt;TMOf (TAX fit TlVl lf, K(l\ llf) Il^LUKlV

TV.
r;
T

h
Ari.stot. !) Mcinor. et Keni. ii. Aln.nt tin- assn;itivr

|&amp;gt;p&amp;gt;|K-rty
of

\&amp;gt;.

1&quot;&amp;gt;. 5, ;i. 1 l- J. ?. Coiilrarifs *&amp;lt;&amp;lt; :ilso !) Soiunoct Vi^il.

ll.i.l.
|.

!. !, I.. 10; avufaiimvm \.
)

. -1 &quot;&amp;gt;,

{, k J7.

A* n t
ic/ii/r;&amp;lt;rtr, m6r/ ntffrl Kfl

r)
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cedent; the possibility of reminiscence depends upon
our having this within our mental reach, among our

accessible stock of ideas : if such be not the case,

reminiscence is impracticable, and we must learn over

again.
a We are most likely to succeed, if we get upon

the track or order wherein events actually occurred ;

thus, if we are trying to recollect a forgotten verse or

sentence, we begin to repeat it from the first word
;
the

same antecedent may indeed call up different conse

quents at difterents times, but it will generally call up
what has habitually followed it before.

b

The movements of Memory and of Reminiscence are

partly corporeal and partly psychical, just as those of

Sensation and Phantasy are. We compare in our

remembrance greater and less (either in time or in

external magnitudes) through similar internal move
ments differing from each other in the same proportion,
but all on a miniature scale. These internal move
ments often lead to great discomfort, when a person
makes fruitless efforts to recover the forgotten phantasm
that he desires ; especially with excitable men, who are

much disturbed by their own phantasms. They cannot

stop the movement once begun ; and, when their sen

sitive system is soft and flexible, they find that they
have unwittingly provoked the bodily movements be

longing to anger or fear, or some other painful emotion.*
1

These movements, when once provoked, continue in

1
Aristot. De Memor. et Rem. ii.

p. 4.V_&amp;gt;,
a. 7 : -o\\dKis & 1789 pev

b
Ibid. ii. p. 452, a. 2.

dovvard dvap.VTjo~&f]vai, ^rfrdv of ovVa- e
Ibid. b. 12 : ecrri yap tv 01177 Ta

rat &amp;lt;cal dpicrxfi. TOITO of yiverai op.oia o~\rjpaTa KOI Kivrja-fif. rravra

Kivoivri roAXd, fo)j av Totavrrfv KIVTJO-T] yap ra (vros eXaTTOJ, ucnrfp dvaXayov

Ktvr](Tiv, fi OKoXov^crft TO TTpay^a. /cat ra (KTOS.

TO yap p.(fi.vrj&amp;lt;r&(ii
(tm. TO tvf ivai dvvd- d

Ibid. p. 453, a. 22: 6
dvafup.inj&amp;lt;r-

pfl TTJV KLVOKTOV TOITO Of, OJOT t KOpfVOS KO.\ &T)pV*)V O~&amp;lt;JL&amp;gt;fJUITtK.UV
T

KO.I L)V (\(l KtVr
i
O~i)V KHrr]6fjVaty Kllf l. fV &amp;lt;L TO TtdG&S.
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spite of the opposition of the person that experiences

them. He brings upon himself the reality of the pain
ful emotion ; just as we find that, after we have very

frequently pronounced a sentence or sung a song, the

internal movements left in our memories are sometimes

so strong and so persistent, that they act on our vocal

organs even without any volition on our parts, and

determine us to sing the song or pronounce the sen

tence over again in reality.* Slow men are usually

good in memory, quick men and apt learners are

good in reminiscence : the two are seldom found to

gether.
11

In this account of Memory and Reminiscence, Ari

stotle displays an acute and penetrating intelligence of

the great principles of the Association of Ideas. But

these principles are operative not less in memory than

in reminiscence
;
and the exaggerated prominence that

he has given to the distinction between the two (deter

mined apparently by a wish to keep the procedure of

man apart from that of animals) tends to perplex his

description of the associative process. At the same

time, his manner of characterizing phantasy, memory,
and reminiscence, as being all of them at once corporeal
and psychical involving, like sensation, internal move
ments of the body as well as phases of the consciousness,

sometimes even passing into external movements

of the bodily organs without our volition all this is a

striking example of psychological observation, as well

as of consistency in following out the doctrine laid

down at the commencement of his i-hief treatise:

Soul as the Form implicated with Body as the

Aristot. De Mernor. ct Hern. ii.
7rav&amp;lt;r&amp;lt;i/icVotr yap KU\ nv

]).
4f&amp;gt;.l, a. 2* : toiKt TO rrddnt rolt (irip^trdi TniAii/ tiftfiv

f)
X

oi-o^uifri HOI
p.iXf&amp;lt;ri

xal Af/yoic, urav b
U&amp;gt;icl. i.

|t.
44 J, b. 7.

yimjrtii TI avruv
a(jx&amp;gt;&pa-
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Matter, the two being an integral concrete separable

only by abstraction.

We come now to the highest and (in Aristotle s

opinion) most honourable portion of the soul the

Nous or noetic faculty, whereby we cogitate, understand,

reason, and believe or opine under the influence of

reason/ According to the uniform scheme of Aristotle,

this highest portion of the soul, though distinct from all

the lower, presupposes them all. As the sentient soul

presupposes the nutrient, so also the cogitant soul pre

supposes the nutrient, the sentient, the phantastic, the

memorial, arid the reminiscent. Aristotle carefully

distinguishes the sentient department of the soul from

the cogitant, and refutes more than once the doctrine

of those philosophers that identified the two. But he

is equally careful to maintain the correlation between

them, and to exhibit the sentient faculty not only as

involving in itself a certain measure of intellectual

discrimination, but also as an essential and fundamental

condition to the agency of the cogitant, as a portion of

the human soul. We have already gone through the

three successive stages phantastic, memorial, reminis

cent whereby the interval between sensation and

cogitation is bridged over. Each of the three is directly

dependent on past sensation, either as reproduction or

as corollary ;
each of them is an indispensable condition of

man s cogitation ; moreover, in the highest of the three,

Aristot. DC Animii, III. iv. p.

4 JJ), a. 10 : IT(pi &t TOV fjiopiov TOV

TTJS ~^VX*) S V y&amp;lt;-VU&amp;gt;(TKft
Tf

T) ^fV^TJ Kill

(frpovd. He himself defines what he

means
l&amp;gt;y

j/oC? a few lines lower;

and he is careful to specify it as o rr)s

^svxrjs vovs o upa Ku\ovp.(vos TIJS

ovs (Aeyco St vtwv, w ouzPOir&amp;lt;H

l uTToAa/i/Suvft r;

In the preceding chapter he ex

pressly discriminates vorjo-is from

v7ro\Tj\lfif. This last word vTro^rj^is
is the most general term for believing
or opining upon reasons good or bad

;

the varieties under it are eVio-n/fi?;,

fio&amp;lt;i, (ppovrjcrts KOI Tavavria TOVTW

(l&amp;gt;.

4 J7, b. IG-L 7).

a. -_.
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we have actually slid unperceived into the cogitant phase
of the human soul ;

for Aristotle declares the reminiscent

process to be of the nature of a syllogism.* That the

soul cannot cogitate or reason without phantasms that

phantasms are required for the actual working of the

human Nous he affirms in the most explicit manner.b

The doctrine of Aristotle respecting Nous has been a

puzzle, even from the time of his first commentators.

Partly from the obscurity inherent in the subject, partly

from the defective condition of his text as it now stands,

his meaning cannot be always clearly comprehended,
nor does it seem that the different passages can be

completely reconciled.

Anaxagoras, Demokritus, and other philosophers,

appear to have spoken of Nous or Intellect in a large

and vague sense, as equivalent to Soul generally.

Plato seems to have been the first to narrow and

specialize the meaning ; distinguishing pointedly (as

we have stated above) the rational or encephalic soul,

in the cranium, with its circular rotations, from the

two lower souls, thoracic and abdominal. Aristotle

agreed with him in this distinction (either of separate
souls or of separate functions in the same soul) ; but he

attenuated and divested it of all connexion with separate

corporeal lodgment, or with peculiar movements of any
kind. In his psychology, the brain no longer appears
as the seat of intelligence, but simply as a cold, moist,

and senseless organ, destined to countervail the excessive

beat of the heart
;
which last is the great centre of

animal heat, of life, and of the sentient soul. Aristotle

declares Nous not to be connected with, or dependent

Aristot. Do Mcmor. et Rcm. ii.

p. 453, a. 10.
&quot;

ll.i.l. p. 4 ! ., 1). :H-p. 450, a. 12:

VUHV OlIK f&amp;lt;TTll&amp;gt; fll/CU
&amp;lt;^&amp;gt;UVTU(T^lTOf f]

17
TU&amp;gt;V vorjTutv OVK avtli

to-riv. DC Aniiuu, 111.

vii. p. 431, a. 10.
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on, any given bodily organs or movements appropriated
to itself: this is one main circumstance distinguishing

it from the nutrient soul as well as from the sentient

soul, each of which rests indispensably upon corporeal

organs and agencies of its own.

It will be remembered that we stated the relation of

Soul to Body (in Aristotle s view) as that of Form to

Matter ;
the two together constituting a concrete indi

vidual, numerically one ;
also that Form and Matter,

each being essentially relative to the other, admitted of

gradations, higher and lower; e.g. a massive cube of

marble is already materia formata, but it is still purely

materia, relative to the statue that may be obtained

from it. Now, the grand region of Form is the

Celestial Body the vast, deep, perceivable, circular

mass circumscribing the Kosmos, and enclosing, in and

around its centre, Earth with the other three elements,

tenanted by substances generated and perishable. This

Celestial Body is the abode of divinity, including many
divine beings who take part in its eternal rotations,

viz. the Sun, Moon, Stars, &c., and other Gods. Now,
every soul, or every form that animates the matter of

a living being, derives its vitalizing influence from this

celestial region. All seeds of life include within them
a spiritual or gaseous heat, more divine than the four

elements, proceeding from the sun, and in nature akin

to the element of the stars. Such solar or celestial heat

differs generically from the heat of fire. It is the only
source from whence the principle of life, with the animal

heat that accompanies it, can be obtained. Soul, in all

its varieties, proceeds from hence.
a

*
Aristot. Do (Icm-nit. Animal. II.

|

\ovp.fi&amp;gt;w (rroixdw &&amp;gt;r 5e dicxptpovcri

iii.
]&amp;gt;.

7. } !, b. -it: TTU(TT]S p.(v ovv
|

Tip.u&amp;gt;TrjTi nl-^v^al KIU drip.ia uXX^Xooi/,

\l/v\i)s fivvap.is ertpov (T&IUITUS f oiKf OVTUJ KUI r
j rouwrrj buxpfpfi (pixris

KtKUll&amp;gt;(t)VriKtV(U
Kill QdOTfpOV TtOV Kit-

, TTUVTUV p.tV yap (V TW (TTTtpfJiaTl VV~



CHAP. XII. ORIGIN OF THE DIFFERENT SOULS. 221

But though all varieties of Soul emanate from the

same celestial source, they possess the divine element in

very different degrees, and are very unequal in com

parative worth and dignity. The lowest variety, or

nutritive soul the only one possessed by plants, among
which there is no separation of sex

a
is contained

potentially in the seed, and is thus transmitted when
that seed is matured into a new individual. In animals,

which possess it along with the sensitive soul and

among which the sexes are separated, it is also con

tained potentially in the generative system of the female

separately ; and the first commencement of life in the

future animal is thus a purely vegetable life.
b The sensi

tive soul, the characteristic of the complete animal, cannot

be superadded except by copulation and the male semen.

The female, being comparatively impotent and having
less animal heat, furnishes only the matter of the future

offspring; form, or the moving, fecundating, cause, is

supplied by the male. Through the two together the new
individual animal is completed, having not merely the

nutritive soul, but also the sentient soul along with it.
c

Both the nutritive and the sentient souls have, each

of them respectively, a special bodily agency and move
ment talonging to them. But the Nous, or the noetic

soul, has no partnership with any similar bodily agency.

There is no special corporeal potentiality (to speak in

Aristotelian language) which it is destined to actualize.

It enters from without, and emanates from a still more

exalted influence of that divine celestial substance from

which all psychical or vitalizing heat proceeds.
11

It is

niift^fi, &amp;lt;&quot;fjrfi&amp;gt;

rrnui
y&amp;lt; &amp;gt;vip.d

(iixn rii
e

Il&amp;gt;i&amp;lt;l. I. ii- p. 7l&amp;lt;&amp;gt;,
a. -1-17

;
xix.

J&amp;gt;.

mrcp/iora, TO KaXovptvov dt^piiv. 720, b. 33; xx.
j&amp;gt;.

i2H, :i. 17
;

xxi.
j&amp;gt;.

Aristot. do (icnenit. Animal. I. 7 J ., K 0-27.

xxiii. |. 7:51, a. 27. Ibid. II. iii.
|&amp;gt;.

7M, 1. 27: \ti-

b
ll)icl. II. iii.

|
&amp;gt;. 7.

r
)f i

)
)i. 1 _ . irfTdi fi&amp;lt; rnv vovv piivnv flvpadtv firttff-
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superinduced upon the nutritive and sentient souls, and

introduces itself at an age of the individual later than

both of them. Having no part of the bodily organism

specially appropriated to it, this variety of soul what

is called the Nous stands distinguished from the other

two in being perfectly separable from the body;
a
that

is, separable from the organized body which it is the

essential function of the two lower souls to actualize, and

with which both of them are bound up. The Nous is

not separable from the body altogether ;
it belongs essen

tially to the divine celestial body, and to those luminaries

and other divine beings by whom portions of it are

tenanted. Theorizing contemplation the perfect, un

clouded, unembarrassed, exercise of the theoretical Nous

is the single mental activity of these divinities ;

contemplation of the formal regularity of the Kosmos,
with its eternal and faultless rotations, and with their

own perfection as participating therein. The celestial

body is the body whereto Nous, or the noetic soul,

properly belongs ;

b

quite apart from the two other

souls, sentient and nutritive, upon which it is grafted

in the animal body ; and apart also from all the neces

sities of human action, preceded by balanced motives

and deliberate choice.

le i/ai, Kdl 6(lov tlvai p.6vov ovdev De Anima, II. ii. p. 413, b. 25
;

iii.

yap avTov TTJ cvepyeiq KOtvwtl o~u&amp;gt;- p. 415, a. 11.

fvfpyaa. The words Oelov
\

b

Respecting TO iiva&amp;gt;
o-oj/ict,

see the

copious citations in Trendelenburg s

note ad Aristot. De Anima, II. vii. ;

povov must not be construed

strictly, for in the next following

Comm. p. 373.
c
Aristot. Ethic. Nikom. X. viii. p.

passage he proceeds to declare that

(ill ^v^rjy ^v^iKrf dvvafj.is or p^7^,

jartakes of the divine element, and 1178, b. 20: TO&amp;gt; 617 (vvri TOV -nptiT-

that in this respect there is only a Ten/ d^rjp^^vw^ en 8e paXXov TOV

difference of degree between one Troielv, TI XetVeTai TT\T]V ^ecop/as; toore

^v^T) and another.
fj

TOV 6(ov eVepyeta, fJutKapioTrjTi 8ia-
*

Aristot. De General. Animal. II. (pipovaa, dfaipyTiKT) av etr;.
See also

iii. p. 737, a. 10: o KaAm ^efo? vov$. Meta])hysic. A. v. p. 1074, b. 26-35.
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From this celestial body, a certain influence of Nous
is transferred to some of the mortal inhabitants of earth,

water, and air. Thus a third or noetic soul or rather

a third noetic function is added to the two existing

functions, sensitive and nutrient, of the animal soul,

which acquires thereby an improved aptitude for, and

correlation with, the Formal and Universal. We have

already stated that the sensitive soul possesses this

aptitude to a certain extent
;

it receives the impression
of sensible forms, without being

1

impressed by the

matter accompanying them. The noetic function

strengthens and sharpens the aptitude ;
the soul comes

into correlation with those cogitable or intellective

forms which are involved in the sensible forms;* it

rises from the lower generalities of the Second Philo

sophy, to the higher generalities of the First Phi

losophy.
As the sentient or percipient soul is the form or

correlate of all perceivables, and thus identified with

them in nature, all of them having existence only in

relation to it, so the cogitant or intellective soul is the

form or correlate of all cogitables, all of which exist

relatively to it, and only relatively.
5

It is in fact the

highest of all forms the Form of Forms; the mental

or subjective aspect of all formal reality.

Such at least is the tendency and purpose of that

noetic influence which the celestial substance imparts to

the human soul
;
but it is realized only to a very small

degree. In its characteristic theorizing efficacy, the

godlike Nous counts for a small fraction of the whole

soul, though superexcellent in quality. There are but

Ari&amp;gt;t.t. DC Aniiiiii, III. viii. p. Aristot. Ethic. Nikoui. X. vii.
\&amp;gt;.

4. }-, a. 1: iv Tolt iS7i TO IS ai(rdrj- 1177, 1). . ! : flyap xa\ TO&amp;gt; oyjcw IMIKI &amp;gt;I&amp;gt;

THlf Ttl VtiTfTll trmv. ((TTl
y
Ori ti^ld Ktl\ Tl^UOTfJTt TToA V /JClA-

Ibid. p. ! {-, 1. - : o vnut d&os Xov^rovrwv i/7r*/\&amp;lt;t.

tt?&amp;gt;ii)i&amp;gt; Kdi i) nitrvntrts fioos niiTOrjTw.
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few men in whom it is tolerably developed, and even in

those few it is countervailed by many other agencies.*

The noetic function in men and animals exists only in

companionship with the two other psychical functions.

It is subservient to the limits and conditions that they

impose, as well as to the necessities of individual and

social action ;
to all that is required for &quot;

acting like

a man,&quot; according to the Aristotelian phrase. Man s

nature is complex, and not self-sufficing for a life of

theorizing contemplation, such as that wherein the

celestial inmates pass their immortality of happiness.
b

We have thus to study the noetic function according
to the manifestations of it that we find in man, and to

a certain extent in some other privileged animals.

Bees, for example, partake in the divine gift to a

certain extent
; being distinguished in this respect from

their analogues wasps and hornets.

In these and other animals, and in man to a still

greater degree, the theorizing activity exists
;
but it is

either starved, or at least has to deal with materials

obscure, puzzling, conflicting ; while, on the other

*
Aristot. DC Memor. et Remin. i.

p. 4f&amp;gt;0,
a. 18.

b Aristot. Ethic. Kikom. X. vii.

p. 1177, b. 26 : 6 8e TOIOVTOS av f
irj

fiios KpftTTOV 77
Acar avdpvTrov. viii.

p. 1178, b. 6 : 8fT](TTai ovv TOIOVTCW

Trpos TO
&amp;lt;lv6p(i)Trfv(o-6ai.

ix. p. 1178,

b. 33 : OVK avTtipKrjs 17 (frvo-is Trpbs

TO Qevptiv. Compare similar senti

ments in Aristot. Metaphys. A. ii.

p. 983, a. 1.

c
Aristot. De Gen. Animal. III. x.

p. 760, a. 4: ovrns 8e TrepiTToC TOV

ytvovs K.a\ Iviov TOV TOOI&amp;gt;
p.t\iTT&amp;lt;ov.

p. 761, a. 4 : ov yap tx V(Tiv (wasps
and hornets) ovofv 6dov, aio-Trtp TO

ytvos T&amp;lt;av p.(\iTTuv. It is remarkable

that TTfpiTTor, the epithet here applied

by Aristotle to bees, is the epithet

that he also applies to men of theo

retical and speculative activity, as

contrasted with men prudent and

judicious in action (see Metaphys.
A. ii. p. 983, a. 2

;
also Ethic. JS ikom.

VI. vii. p. 114-1, b. 6). Elsewhere

he calls bees (pp6vip.a (Metaphys. A. i.

p. 980, b. 22). See a good note of

Torstrick (on Aristot. De Anima, III.

p. 428, a. 10), p. 172 of his Com

mentary. Aristotle may possibly

have been one among the philoso

phers that Virgil had in his mind,
in Georgics, iv. 219 :

&quot; His quidam signis, atque baec cxempla socuti,

Esse apibus partcm divina1 mentis, et haustus

./Ethereos dixere : I)cum namque ire per omnes

Terrasque, tractusque maris, ccelunuiue pro-

funduiu.&quot; kc.
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hand, the practical intellect becomes largely developed,

through the pressure of wants and desires, combined

with the teaching of experience. In Aristotle s view,

sensible perception is a separate source of knowledge,

accompanied with judgment and discrimination, inde

pendent of the noetic function. Occasionally, he refers

the intellectual superiority of man to the properly

attempered combination and antagonism of heat in the

heart with cold in the brain, each strong and pure;
a

all the highly endowed animals (he says) have greater
animal heat, wThich is the essential condition of a better

soul ;

b he reckons the finer sense of touch possessed by
man as an essential condition of the same intellectual

result. Sensible perception in its five diverse mani

festations, together with its secondary psychical effects

phantasy and memory, accumulates in the human
rnind (and in some animals) a greater or less experience
of particular facts ;

from some of which inferences are

drawn as to others unknown, directing conduct as well

as enlarging knowledge.*
1

All this process a perpetual movement of sense and

memory begins from infancy, and goes on indepen

dently of Nous or the noetic function properly so called ;

which grows up gradually at a later age, aided by the

acquisition of language and by instruction conveyed

Aristot. De Gcncrat.Animal.il. p. 469, b. 16). Virgil, in the beautiful

vi. p. 744, a. 11-31: 77X0! 6 TTJV lines of his Second Georgic (4H3),
t vKparriav f)

Auiyour
(f)pnvip.a&amp;gt;T(iTov yap

(

laments that he is disqualified lor

tern Ttov o&amp;gt;a&amp;gt;i&amp;gt; nv0p(trot. We may [ deep philosophical studies by the

remark that Aristotle considers cold
( want of heat round his heart :

as in some Cases a positive property, -
Sin. has nc jx^sim nature- nccodcn&amp;gt; partns,

not simply as the absence or priva-
j

Frlgidua obetiUrit circum pnrcurdia wuiguin,&quot;

tion of heat (De Partibus Animal.
&c-

II. ii. p. 649, a. 18). The heart is the :

b
Aristot. De Kespirat. xiii. p. 477,

part wherein the psychical fire (as it a. 16.

were) is kept burning: rfjf V^x^ c
|

*
Aristot. De AnimA, II. ix. p. 421,

utrrrfp (p7rirvp(vp.(VT]s iv rolt p.npiois a. 21.

Tovrtns (Aristot. De Vita et Morto, iv.
-

Aristot. Mdaphys. A. i. pp. 980-1.

VOL. II. Q
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through language. The supervening Noiis presupposes
and depends upon what has been thus treasured up by

experience. Though, in the celestial body, Nous exists

separately from human beings, and though it there

operates proprio motu apart from sense, such is not

the case with the human Nous ;
which depends upon the

co-operation, and is subject to the restrictions, of the

complicated soul and body wherewith it is domiciled

restrictions differing in each individual case. Though
the noetic process is distinct from sense, yet without

sense it cannot take place in man. Aristotle expressly

says :

u You cannot cogitate without a phantasm or

without a continuous
image.&quot;

Now the phantasm has

been already explained as a relic of movements of sense

or as those movements themselves, looked at in

another point of view.
a

&quot;When we
cogitate&quot; (he says),

&quot; our mental affection is the same as when we draw a

triangle for geometrical study; for there, though we
do not make use of the fact that the triangle is deter

minate in its magnitude, we still draw it of a determinate

magnitude. So in cogitation, even when we are not

cogitating a determinate quantum, we nevertheless set

before our eyes a determinate quantum, but we do not

cogitate it quatenus determinate.&quot;
b We cannot even

*
Aristot. De Somniis, i. p. 459, a.

15
;
De Anima, III. vii. p. 431, a. 17

;

iii. p. 428, b. 12.
6

Aristot. De Mcmor. et Remin, i.

p. 441), b. 30 : eVf t 8c ntpl (pavTao-ias

flpT/Tdl TTpUTfpOV (V TOtf TTt[)\ TJSVYTJS,

Kdl Vodv OVK fOTlV UVfV (pdVTdO-p.aTOf

(rv^i/3cui&amp;gt;ft yiip TO dVTo nddos fv TO) vodv

onfp Kdl (i&amp;gt; TO) ouiypu(peiv (Kfl T( yap
ovBev

rrpoo-xp&amp;lt;ap.fvoi
TGJ TO TTOCTOI/ &pio--

p.tvov aval TO Tpiycofov, op.a&amp;gt;s ypd-

(f)Op.(V U&amp;gt;plO~p.(VOV
KUTll TO 7TOO~OV

Kal o vofav oxravrcoy, KUV
p.rj TTOO~OV

V07J, TlOfTdl irpo Op.p.(lT(t)V TTOCTOV, VOfl

8 oii% fj Trorrdz/.

Tliis passage appears to be as clear

a statement of the main doctrine of

Nominalism as can be found in Hobbes
or Berkeley. In the sixteenth sec

tion of the Introduction to the Prin

ciples of Human Knowledge, Berkeley

says :

&quot; And here it must be ac

knowledged that a man may consider

a figure merely as triangular, without

attending to the particular qualities
of the angles or relations of the sides.
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(he goes on to say) remember the cogitabilia without
&quot; a phantasm or sensible image ;

so that our memory
of them is only by way of concomitance

&quot;

(indirect

and secondary ).

a

Phantasy is thus absolutely indis

pensable to cogitation : first to carrying on the pro
cess at all

; next to remembering it after it is past.

Without either the visible phantasm of objects seen

and touched, or the audible phantasm of words heard

and remembered, the Nous in human beings would be

a nullity .

b

We see that, though Aristotle recognizes a general
distinction between phantasy and cogitation, and alludes

to many animals as having the former without attain

ing to the latter, yet he also declares that in man,
who possesses both, not only is cogitation dependent

upon phantasy, but phantasy passes into cogitation by

gradations almost imperceptible. In regard to the prac
tical application of Nous

(i.e.
to animal movements

determined either by appetite or by reason), he finds

a great difficulty in keeping the distinction clearly

marked. Substantially, indeed, he lets it drop. When
he speaks of phantasy as being either calculating or

perceptive, we are unable to see in what respect calcti-

latiiiy jihantdvy (which he states not to belong to other

animals) differs from an effort of cogitation. Indeed,

he speaks with some diffidence respecting any distri-

In like manner we may consider
j

b About sense ami hearing, as the

Peter so far forth as man, or so far funaamcntn of intellect, see Aristut.

forth as animal, without framing the DC Sensu et Seiisili, i. p. -I,]?, a.

forementioned idea, either of man or 1-17.

animal, inasmuch as all that is per-
*

Aristot. De Animli, III. x. p. 433,
ctivnl is not considered&quot; Berkeley a. U-b. 30: tt TIS TIJV ^airratrlav
has nut improved upon the statement ndtirj we v^aiv Tivnf^avratria Ri

of Aristotle. niKTii
tj XoyuTTiKi) i] mV$//rc//- rniVr/v

Aristot. De Mcnior. et Retain, i. piv iwv *cm TU &amp;lt;7AXu um ^.(ri^t.

p. 45O, a. 13. Also vii. p. 4.&quot;,1,
b. 7.
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bution of parts in the same soul, suspecting that such

distribution is not real but logical : you may subdivide

as much as you choose.
8

It thus appears clear that Aristotle restricts the Nous

or noetic function in man to the matters of sense and

experience, physical or mental, and that he considers

the phantasm to be an essential accompaniment of the

cogitative act. Yet this does not at all detract from

his view of the grandeur, importance, and wide range
of survey, belonging to the noetic function. It is the

portion of man s nature that correlates with the abstract

and universal ; but it is only a portion of his nature,

and must work in conjunction and harmony with the

rest. The abstract cannot be really separated from

the concrete, nor the universal from one or other of its

particulars, nor the essence from that whereof it is the

essence, nor the attribute from that of which it is

the attribute, nor the genus and species from the indi

viduals comprehended therein
; nor, to speak in purely

Aristotelian language, the Form from some Matter, or

the Matter from some Form. In all these cases there

is a notional or logical distinction, impressing the mind
as the result of various comparisons, noted by an appro

priate term, and remembered afterwards by means of

that term (that is, by means of an audible or visible

phantasm) ;
but real separation there neither is nor can

be. This is the cardinal principle of Aristotle, repeated
in almost all his works his marked antithesis against
Plato. Such logical distinctions as those here noticed

(they might be multiplied without number) it belongs
to Nous or the noetic function to cognize. But the real

objects, in reference to which alone the distinctions

have a meaning, are concrete and individual ;
and the

Aristot. De Anima, III. ix. p. 432, a. 23.
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cognizing subject is really the entire man, employing
indeed the noetic function, but employing it with the aid

of other mental forces, phantasms and remembrances,
real and verbal.

The noetic soul is called by Aristotle &quot; the place of

Forms,&quot;
&quot; the potentiality of Forms,&quot;

&quot; the correlate

of things apart from Matter.&quot;
a

It cogitates these Forms
in or along with the phantasms : the cogitable Forms are

contained in the sensible Forms ; for there is nothing

really existent beyond or apart from visible or tangible

magnitudes, with their properties and affections, and

with the so-called abstractions considered by the geo
meter. Hence, without sensible perception, a man can

neither learn nor understand anything ;
in all his theo

retical contemplations, he requires some phantasm to

contemplate along with them.b

Herein lies one of the main distinctions between the

noetic and the sentient souls. The sentient deals witli

particulars, and correlates with external bodies
;
the

noetic apprehends universals, which in a certain sense

are within the soul : hence a man can cogitate when

ever or whatever he chooses, but he can see or touch

only what is present. Another distinction is, that the

sentient soul is embodied in special organs, each with

determinate capacities, and correlating with external

objects, themselves alike determinate, acting only under

certain conditions of locality. The possibilities of sen

sation are thus from the beginning limited
; moreover,

a certain relative proportion must be maintained be-

Aristot. DC Allim/i, III. iv.
\&amp;gt;.

tlbfcri. ro if alcrdrjTois ra vnrjrd fVrt, ni

42 J, a. 27, b. 22. rt iv
dtf&amp;gt;aip&amp;lt;rii \,tyAfitva,

xul turd raw
b

Ibid. vii. ]. 431
,

1). 2. : TII p.tv ovv altrB^Tiav t^fir xa\ Trndrj- Kin flui TUVTO

ttfirj TO
V(&amp;gt;T)TiK&amp;lt;tv

tv ro if
(pavTti&amp;lt;rp.&amp;lt;i&amp;lt;Tt

ovrf
p.fj aitrdavdfUVOS p.t]6tv ovQtv fiv

vot i. viii.
J).

4.J2, a. . i : V&amp;lt;! 8&amp;lt; oi/8c
%

/xudot oi&amp;gt;8( fcvvdrj- ortiv fit $o)/)//,

&(v t(TTt irapa rt\ p.fyidrj, u&amp;gt;s din
iyKJ] np.ti &amp;lt;\tainii(T^.(

i TI flfvpfiv.

1, TU (litfOl)TU Kf\0)l&amp;gt;l(TH(l&amp;gt;OV,
tV TOif 11)1(1. II. V. J). 417, b. 22.
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tween the percipient and the perceivable ;
for extreme

or violent sounds, colours, &c., produce no sensation ;

on the contrary, they deaden the sentient organ.* But
the noetic soul (what is called the &quot;Nous of the soul,&quot;

to use Aristotle s language)
b

is nothing at all in actu

ality before its noetic function commences, though it is

everything in potentiality. It is not embodied in any
corporeal organ of its own, nor mingled as a new ele

mentary ingredient with the body ;
it does not cor

relate with any external objects ;
it is not so specially

attached to some particulars as to make it antipathetic
to others. Accordingly its possibilities of cogitation are

unlimited
;

it apprehends with equal facility what is

most cogitable and what is least cogitable. It is tho

roughly indeterminate in its nature, and is in fact at

first a mere unlimited cogitative potentiality ;

c
like a

tablet, upon which no letters have as yet been written,
but upon which all or any letters may be written.

d

We have already said that the Nous of the human
soul emanates from a peculiar influence of the celestial

body, which is the special region of Form in the

Kosmos. Through it we acquire an enlarged power
of apprehending the abstract and universal

; we can

ascend above sensible forms to the cogitable forms con

tained therein
;
we can consider all forms in themselves,

without paying attention to the matter wherein they
are embodied. Instead of considering the concrete solid

or liquid before us, we can mentally analyse them,
and thus study solidity in the abstract, fluidity in the

abstract. While our senses judge of water as hot and

*
Aristot. De Anima, III. iv. p. I ecmv fVepyeia TO&amp;gt;I/ 6Wa&amp;gt;i&amp;gt; rrplv voclv.

429, a. 31. Ibid. a. 21 : wore /z;8 avrov to/at

1 uXX
j; Tavrr/v, OTIpa

vovs (Xe o) 8( vovv &amp;lt;u OVVllTOV.

j/of ITUI KCU wroXa/i/3uvft 17 ^v\rj) ovdf v
\

a
Ibid. p. 430, a. 1
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cold, our noetic function enables us to appreciate water

in the abstract to determine its essence, and to furnish

a definition of it.
a In all these objects, as combinations

of Form with Matter, the cogitable form exists poten

tially ;
and is abstracted or considered abstractedly, by

the cogitant Nous. b Yet this last (as we have already

seen) cannot operate except along with and by aid

of phantasms of impressions revived or remaining
from sense. It is thus immersed in the materials of

sense, and has no others. But it handles them in a way
of its own, and under new points of view ; comparing
and analysing ; recognizing the abstract in the con

crete, and the universal in the particular ;
discriminat

ing mentally and logically the one from the other; and

noting the distinction by appropriate terms. Such dis

tinctions are the iwiimena, generated in the process of

cogitation by Noiis itself. The Nous, as it exists in

any individual, gradually loses its original character

of naked potentiality, and becomes an actual working

force, by means of its own acquired materials. It is

an aggregate of noiimena, all of them in nature iden

tical with itself; and, while cogitating them, the Nous
at the same time cogitates itself. Considered abstract

edly, apart from matter, they exist only in the mind

itself; in theoretical speculation, the cognoxccm and the

cognituni are identical. But they are not really separ
able from matter, and have no reality apart from it.

The distinction, yet at the same time correlation, be

tween Form and Matter pervades all nature (Aristotle

aflinns), and will be found in the Nous as elsewhere.

We must recognize an fntellectus At/ens or constructive,

Aristot. Do Aniin:!, III. iv. p. 429, Ibid. II. v. p. 417, b. L . J. Ibid,

b. 10. III. iv. p. -IL H, b. 7: Crav

Ibid.
j&amp;gt;. -lliO, n. L - J. ivtpydv dt avrov.
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and an Intellectus Patieiis or receptive.
8 The Agens is

the great intellectual energy pervading the celestial

body, and acting upon all the animals susceptible of its

operation ; analogous to light, which illuminates the

diaphanous medium, and elevates what was mere poten
tial colour into colour actual and visible.

b The Paliens

is the intellectual receptivity acted upon in each indi

vidual, and capable of being made to cogitate every

thing ; anterior to the Agens, in time, so far as regards
the individual, yet as a general fact (when we are

talking of man as a species) not anterior even in time,

but correlative. Of the two, the Intellectus Agens is the

more venerable ; it is pure intellectual energy, unmixed,

unimpressible from without, and separable from all

animal body. It is this, and nothing more, when con

sidered apart from animal body ;
but it is then eternal

and immortal, while the Intellectus Patiens perishes
with the remaining soul and with the body. Yet though
the Intellectus Agens is thus eternal, and though we have

part in it, we cannot remember any of its operations
anterior to our own maturity ;

for the concurrence of

the Intellectus Patiens, which begins and ends with us,

is indispensable both to remembrance and to thought.

Aristot. DC Anima, III. v. p. 430,
a. 10.

Ibi&amp;lt;l. a. 14 : p.tv roiov-

TOS vovs TW TTavra yiveo-dai, o o ra&amp;gt;

TTllVTa TTOlflV, a)? flS TIS, OWV TO d)0i&quot;

TpOTTOV yap Tiva KUI TO
0a&amp;gt;y

TTOiet ra

&vvdp.(i ovra xp&fiaTa tvtpyda xpu&amp;gt;-

p.(ira. Aristotle here illustrates vovs

s by &amp;lt;pa&amp;gt;s

and ei? ;
and we

know what view he takes of
&amp;lt;pvs (Do

Anima, II. vii. p. 418, b. D) as the

evepyaa or Zis TOU Suxpavovs which

(lia/i/Kinons he explains to be a (pvo-is

TIS fvvnap\f&amp;gt;v(ra tv atpi KOI dSart KIU

tv rco uiifiia) TO) &quot;ivu&amp;gt;
(fa&amp;gt;fjuiTi. Judging

by this illustration, it seems proper to

couple the vovs TTOIT/TIKOJ here with

his declaration in De Generat. Ani

mal. II. p. 736, b. 28 : TOV vovv p.6-

vov 6voa6fv 7Tio-itvaL Kal Beiov dvai

P.OVOV : he cannot consider the vovs

TTOLTJTIKOS, which is of the nature of

Fonn, as belonging to each individual

man like the vovs TraBrjTiKos.
c

Aristot. De Anima, III. v. p.

430, a. 17 : KOL OVTOS 6 vovs (*. c.

^coptcrrof KOI airadrjs K(ii

ap,iyr]s, T// ovo~ia &v evfpyfia ad yap

Tiftimrtpov TO TTOLOVV TOV 7rao&quot;^oj/rof,

Kat
17 upx*) &quot;rfjs V\T)S. Ibid. a. 22 :
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We see here the full extent of Aristotle s difference

from the Platonic doctrine, in respect to the immor

tality of the soul. He had defined soul as the first

actualization of a body having potentiality of life with

a determinate organism. This of course implied, and

he expressly declares it, that soul and body in each indi

vidual case were one and indivisible, so that the soul of

Sokrates perished of necessity with the body of Sokrates.*

But he accompanied that declaration with a reserve in

favour of Nous, and especially of the theorizing Nous
;

which he recognized as a different sort of soul, not de

pendent on a determinate bodily organism, but capable
of being separated from it, as the eternal is from the

perishablc.
b The present chapter informs us how far

such reserve is intended to go. That the theorizing
Nous is not limited, like the sentient soul, to a deter

minate bodily organism, but exists apart from that

organism and eternally is maintained as incontestable :

it is the characteristic intellectual activity of the eternal

celestial body and the divine inmates thereof. But the

distinction of Form and Matter is here pointed out, as

prevailing in Nous and in Soul generally, not less than

throughout all other Nature. The theorizing Nous, as

it exists in Sokrates, Plato, Deinokritus, Anaxagoras,

Empedokles, Xenokrates, &c., is individualized in each,
and individualized differently in each. It represents the

result of the InteUectus Agens or Formal Nous, universal

5 cVri p-ovov rovff onrp wonls seem to admit.

rtrri, teat TO{/TO pit/op d$ui/Tov *m *
Aristot. De Anima, II. i. p. 413,

Hiotov ou
^iin]fj.&amp;lt;)Vfvii^Lfv 8(, on TOI/TO S. 3.

fuv tlnudf s, o ^t jra&Tjrut&s vovs
&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;dnp-

b
Ibid. ii. p. 413, b. 24 : n-f/n

TOC, *cai (ivtv TOVTOV ov&iv vof i. In if TOU voO KUI rr/c flfw/jrjTtKr/f ifi/a-

this obscure and difficult chapter fifwc ot/^tV TTCD
$i/f/&amp;gt;oi/,

dXX &amp;lt;ott

(difficult even to Theophrastua the ^vx^f ytvos tTtpnv dvm, *ai TOITH

friend and pupil of the author), we I

/io&amp;gt;oi/ &amp;lt;i/i&amp;lt;\*T&amp;lt;u x a)
/
nCf ^(

&quot;)

have given the best meaning that the TO dt8io/ ru (frdaprov.
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and permanent, upon the Intellectus Patiens or noetic

receptivity peculiar to each individual
;
the co-operation

of the two is indispensable to sustain the theorizing

intellect of any individual man. But the Intellectus

Patiens, or Receptivus, perishes along with the indi

vidual. Accordingly, the intellectual life of Sokrates

cannot be continued farther. It cannot be prolonged
after his sensitive and nutritive life has ceased

;
the

noetic function, as it exists in him, is subject to the same

limits of duration as the other functions of the soul.

The intellectual man is no more immortal than the

sentient man.

Such is the opinion here delivered by Aristotle.

And it follows indeed as a distinct corollary from his

doctrine respecting animal and vegetable procreation in

general. Individuality (the being uniini numero in a

species) and immortality are in his view incompatible
facts ; the one excludes the other. In assigning (as he

so often does) a final cause or purpose to the wide

spread fact of procreation of species by animals and

vegetables, he tells us that every individual living

organism, having once attained the advantage of exist

ence, yearns and aspires to prolong this for ever, and

to become immortal. But this aspiration cannot be

realized
;
Nature has forbidden it, or is inadequate to

it
;
no individual can be immortal. Being precluded

from separate immortality, the individual approaches as

near to it as is possible, by generating a new individual

like itself, and thus perpetuating the species. Such is

the explanation given by Aristotle of the great fact

pervading the sublunary, organized world a immortal

species of plants, animals, and men, through a succes-

*
Aristot. I)e Gi iicrat. Animal. II. i. p. 731, !&amp;gt;. JO, soq. ;

Do Anima,
II. iv. p. 415, ;i. 2(5, scq. ; (Eccmomica, I. iii. p. 13-13, b. 23.
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sion of individuals each essentially perishable. The

general doctrine applies to Nous as well as to the other

Functions of the soul. Nous is immortal ;
but the in

dividual Sokrates, considered as noetic or intellectual,

can no more be immortal than the same individual con

sidered as sentient or reminiscent.

We have already stated that Nous Intellect the

noetic function is that faculty of the soul that cor

relates with the abstract and universal
;
with Form

apart from Matter. Its process is at once analytical,

synthetical, and retentive. Nature presents to us

only concretes and particulars, in a perpetual course

of change and reciprocal action; in these the abstract

and universal are immersed, and out of these they have

to be disengaged by logical analysis. That the abstract

is a derivative from the concrete, and the universal

from particulars is the doctrine of Aristotle. Ascend

ing from particulars, the analysis is carried so far that

at length it can go no farther. It continues to divide

until it comes to indivisibles, or simple notions, the

highest abstractions, and the largest universals. These

are the elements out of which universal propositions
are formed, the first premisses or principia of demon
stration. Unphilosophical minds do not reach these

indivisibles at all : but it is the function of the theorizing
Nous to fasten on them, and combine them into true

propositions. In so far as regards the indivisibles

themselves, falsehood is out of the question, and truth

also, since they afhrm nothing. The mind either appre
hends them, or it does not apprehend them : there is

no other alternative/ But, when combined into aflinna-

Ari.stot. Do Anima, III. vi. p. (iXq& r, a-vvdtiris ns
r&quot;/^rj i/or/pjTcoj/

430, a. 20 :
fj p,(v ovv TO&amp;gt;I&amp;gt; a&uupiTiav axnrfp iv otTwi/. Mt/tapliysica, (). x.

(V TOVTOIS
TTff&amp;gt;\

ii OVK ttrn TO
]&amp;gt;.

lOf&amp;gt;l, b. I l : nfin Tdvrti OI/K idTtv
- tv ou fi( K(it TO ^fetfiot Kill T&amp;lt;&amp;gt; nnuTrjOfjvui, dXA

r;
vittlv

*) fiij.
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tive propositions, they then are true or false, as the case

may be. The formal essence of each object is among
these indivisibles, and is apprehended as such by the

intellect
; which, while confining itself to such essence,

is unerring, as each sense is in regard to its own

appropriate perceivables.
a

But, when the intellect goes

farther, and proceeds to predicate any attribute respect

ing the essence, then it becomes liable to error, as sense

is when drawing inferences.

One of the chief functions that Aristotle assigns to

Nous, or the noetic function, is that the principia of

demonstration and knowledge belong to it
;
and not

merely the principia, but also, in cases of action pre
ceded by deliberation and balance of motives, the ulti

mate application of principia to action. So that he

styles Nous both beginning and end ; also the beginning
of the beginning ; and, moreover, he declares it to be

always right and unerring equal to Science and even

more than Science.
b These are high praises, conveying

little information, and not reconcilable with other pas

sages wherein he speaks of the exercise of the noetic

function (TO voeiv) as sometimes right, sometimes wrong.

But, for the question of psychology, the point to be

determined is, in what sense he meant that principia

belonged to Nous. He certainly did not mean that the

first principles of reasoning were novelties originated,

suggested, or introduced into the soul by noetic influ

ence. Not only he does not say this, but he takes pains
to impress the exact contrary. In passages cited a few

*
Aristot. DC Anima, III. vi. p. &quot;px

7
? *&amp;lt;&quot; reXo? vovs. Analyt. Post.

430, b. 29. This portion of the trea- II. xviii. p. 100, b. 5.

tisc is peculiarly confused and difficult
c
Aristot. DC Anima, III. iii. p.

to understand. 427, b. 8 : aXX ovbe TO vodv, iv a&amp;gt;

b
Aristot. Ethic. Nikomach. VI. to-ri TO op8w KM

fir} opdasdta-
xii. p. 1143, a. 25, b. 10: 810 nai vodo-dui &
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pages back, he declares that Nous in entering the soul

brings nothing whatever with it; that it is an universal

potentiality a capacity in regard to truth, but nothing
more

;

a that it is in fact a capacity not merely for com

paring and judging (to both of which he recognizes
even the sentient soul as competent), but also for com

bining many into one, and resolving the apparent one

into several ; for abstracting, generalizing, and selecting

among the phantasms present, which of them should be

attended to, and which should be left out of attention .

b

Such is his opinion about the noetic function
;
and he

states explicitly that the abstract and universal not only
arise from the concrete and particular, but are insepar
able from the same really separable only logically.

He describes, at the end of the Analytica Posteriora

and elsewhere, the steps whereby the mind ascends

gradually from sense, memory, and experience, to

general principles. And he indicates a curious contrast

between these and the noetic functions. Sense, memory,
phantasy, reminiscence, are movements of the body as

well avS of the soul
;
our thoughts and feelings come

and go, none of them remaining long. But the noetic

process is the reverse of this ; it is an arrest of all this

mental movement, a detention of the fugitive thoughts,
a subsidence from perturbation so that the attention

dwells steadily and for some time on the same matters.

Analysis, selection, and concentration of attention, are

Arist. Do Anima, I. ii. p. 404,
c
Aristot. Physica, VII. iii.p. 247, b.

a. 30, where he censures Dcmokritus : 9 :
f)

6 i iipx*l s ^^V&quot;
f r

?
f

ou Si) x/jrjTat TU&amp;gt; ya&amp;gt; a&amp;gt;f Swapd nvl ytVKTtt OVK fcrnv TOJ
y&amp;lt;i/&amp;gt;

TTf/Jl TTJV U\T)dfUll&amp;gt;,
(l\\(l TCIVTO \fy(l K(l\ (TTT)Vai TTjV ftlaVOlllV faiO

tyv%i]v Kdl vovv. Compare ibid. III. i

$poi&amp;gt;el&amp;gt; Aryo/iei/. Also DC Aniin/l, I.

iv. p. 429, a. 21, b. 30. i iii. p. 407, b. 32, and the remarkable
b

Ibid. III. vi. p. 430, b. 5: TO 8 iv passage in the Analytica Poster. II.

iwiovv, TOVTO 6 vovs tucurrov. Ibid, xviii. p. 100, a. 3 b. 5.

xi. p. 434, a. 0.
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the real characteristics of the Aristotelian Nous. It is

not (as some philosophers have thought) a source of

new general truths, let into the soul by a separate door,

and independent of experience as well as transcending

experience.

Passing now to the Emotions, we find that these

are not systematically classified and analysed by Ari

stotle, as belonging to a scheme of Psychology ; though
he treats them incidentally, with great ability and

acuteness, both in his Ethics, where he regards them

as auxiliaries or impediments to a rational plan of life,

and in his Rhetoric, where he touches upon their opera
tion as it bears on oratorical effect. He introduces

however in his Psychology some answer to the question,

What is it that produces local movement in the animal

body ? He replies that movement is produced both

by Nous and by Appetite.

Speaking strictly, we ought to call Appetite alone the

direct producing cause, acted upon by the appetltum,

which is here the Primiim Movens Immobile. But this

appetltum cannot act without coming into the intel

lectual sphere, as something seen, imagined, cogitated.
8

In this case the Nous or Intellect is stimulated through

appetite, and operates in subordination thereto. Such

is the Intellect, considered as Practical, the principle or

determining cause of which is the appetltum or object of

desire ;
the Intellect manifesting itself only for the sake

of some end, to be attained or avoided. Herein it is dis

tinguished altogether from the Theoretical Nous or Intel

lect, which does not concern itself with any expetenda

or fuqienda, and does not meddle with conduct. The

appetltum is good, real or apparent, in so far as it can

*
Aristot. DC Aniiufi, III. x. p. 433, b. 11: TT/JCOTOV 8t TTIIVTW TO u

(TOUTO yap Kivf i ov Kivovpfvov rco vorjdrjvai ?) (fxivrtia dijvai).
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1)C achieved by our actions. Often we have contra

dictory appetites ; and, in such cases, the Intellect is

active generally as a force resisting the present and

caring for the future. But Appetite or Desire, being
an energy including both soul and body, is the real

and appropriate cause that determines us to local move

ment, often even against strong opposition from the

Intellect.*

Aristotle thus concludes his scheme of Psychology,

comprehending all plants as well as all animals
;

a

scheme differing in this respect, as well as in others,

from the schemes of those that had preceded him, and

founded upon the peculiar principles of his own First

Philosophy. Soul is to organized body as Form to

Matter, as Actualizer to the Potential; not similar or

homogeneous, but correlative
; the two being only separ

able as distinct logical points of view in regard to one

ami the same integer or individual. Aristotle reco-O O
nixes many different varieties of Soul, or rather many
distinct functions of the same soul, from the lowest or

most universal, to the highest or most peculiar and

privileged ;
but the higher functions presuppose or

depend upon the lower, as conditions
; while the same

principle of Relativity pervades them all. He brings
this principle prominently forward, when he is sum

ming up
b

in the third or last book of the treatise De
Animfi. :

&quot; The Soul is in a certain way all existent

things ;
for all of them are either Perceivables or Cogi-

tablus ; and the Cogitant Soul is in a certain way the

matters cogitated, while the Percipient Soul is in a

*
Aristut. DC Aliim:!, III. X.

]). ;

AmoHrai Tfr, (*iru&amp;gt;yL(v
TrtiXii/ OTI

17

433, :i.
!!&quot;&amp;gt;,

b. 1!) : #10 tv nils KOIVO IS ] TII ovra TTCOS OTI Tviivra.
T) ynp

(TUIftllTOS K(l\ ^t X^f (ftymf, iVC. 1

(ll(T0TJT(l Til fllTll
tj VorjTl t, t(TTl ftf

1)

b
Ibiil. viii. p. 431, b. 20, so&amp;lt;j.

: vvv firi(m]p.ij pii/ TII ono-r^ra TTWV, 17
#

TU \tOtVTU (TVyKj)U- ulffdljtnS Til llltrdrjTli.
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certain way the matters perceived.&quot;
The Percipient

and its Percepta the Cogitant and its Cogitata each

implies and correlates with the other : the Percipient is

the highest Form of all Percepta ; the Cogitant is the

Form of Forms, or the highest of all Forms, cogitable or

perceivable.*
1 The Percipient or Cogitant Subject is thus

conceived only in relation to the Objects perceived or

cogitated, while these Objects again are presented as

essentially correlative to the Subject. The realities of

Nature are particulars, exhibiting Form and Matter

in one
; though, for purposes of scientific study of

assimilation and distinction it is necessary to consider

each of the two abstractedly from the other.

*
Aristot. DC Anima, III. viii. p. 432, a. 2 : 6 vovs d8os eiSeoi/, KO.\

fj



APPENDIX.

VOL. II.





APPENDIX.

i.

THE DOCTRINE OF UNIVERSALS.

THE controversy respecting Universals first obtained its place

in philosophy from the colloquies of Sokrates, and the writings

and teachings of Plato. Wo need not hero touch upon their

predecessors, rarmenides and Herakleitus, who, in a confused

and unsystematic manner, approached this question from oppo
site sides, and whose speculations worked much upon the mind

of Plato in determining both his aggressive dialectic, and his

constructive theories. Parmcnides of Elea, improving upon the

ruder conceptions of Xenophanes, was the first to give emphatic

proclamation to the celebrated Eleatie doctrine. Absolute Ens

as opposed to Relative Fientia: i.e. the Cogitable, which Par-

menides conceived as the One and All of reality, tY /cat -ar, en

during and unchangeable, of which the negative was unmeaning,
and the Sensible or Perceivable, which was in perpetual change,
succession and multiplicity, without either unity, or reality, or

endurance. To the last of these two departments Herakleitus

assigned especial prominence. In place of the permanent under

lying Ens, which ho did not recognize, ho substituted a cogitable

process of change, or generalized concept of what was common
to all the successive phases of change a perpetual stream of

generation ffnd destruction, or implication of contraries, in which

everything appeared only that it might disappear, without endur

ance or uniformity. In this doctrine of Ilerakleitus, the world

of sense and particulars could not, be the object either of certain

knowledge or even of correct proluble opinion; in that of Par-

menides, it was recognized an an object of probable opinion,

though not of certain knowledge. P&amp;gt;ut in both doctrines, as

well as in the theories of Demokritus, it was degraded, and pre
sented as incapable of yielding satisfaction to the search of a

philosophizing mind, which could find neither truth nor reality

except in the world of Concepts and Cogitables.

II 2
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Besides the two theories above-mentioned, there were current

in the Hellenic world, before the maturity of Sokrates, several

other veins of speculation about the Kosmos, totally divergent
one from the other, and by that very divergence sometimes

stimulating curiosity, sometimes discouraging all study as though
the problems were hopeless. But Parmenides and llerakleitus,

together with the arithmetical and geometrical hypotheses of the

Pythagoreans, are expressly noticed by Aristotle as having specially

contributed to form the philosophy of Plato.

Neither Parmenides, nor llerakleitus, nor the Pythagoreans
were dialecticians. They gave out their o\vn thoughts in their

own way, with little or no regard to dissentients. They did

not cultivate the art of argumentative attack or defence, nor the

correct application and diversified confrontation of universal terms,

which are the great instruments of that art. It was /eno, the dis

ciple of Parmenides, that first employed dialectic in support of his

master s theory, or rather against the counter-theories of oppo
nents. He showed by arguments memorable for their subtlety,

that the hypothesis of an Absolute, composed of Entia Plura Dis-

continua, led to consequences even more absurd than those that

opponents deduced from the Parmenidean hypothesis of Ens Unum
Continuum. The dialectic, thus inaugurated by Zeno, reached still

higher perfection in the colloquies of Sokrates ;
who not only

employed a new method, but also introduced new topics of debate

ethical, political, and social matters instead of physical tilings

and the Kosmos.

The peculiar originality of Sokrates is well known : a man who
wrote nothing, but passed his life in indiscriminate colloquy with

every one
;
who professed to have no knowledge himself, but

interrogated others on matters that they talked about familiarly

and professed to know well ; whose colloquies generally ended by

puzzling the respondents, and by proving to themselves that they
neither knew nor could explain even matters that they had begun

by affirming confidently as too clear to need explanation. Aristotle

tells us a that Sokrates was the first that set himself expressly and

methodically to scrutinize the definitions of general or universal

terms, and to confront them, not merely with each other, but also,

by a sort of inductive process, with many particular cases that

were, or appeared to be, included under them. And both Xeno-

phon and Plato give us abundant examples of the terms to which

Sokrates applied his interrogatories: What is the Holy? What is

Mctaphysira, A.
j&amp;gt;. t87, li. _

;
M. p. 1078, K 18.



API-. I. TRKATMKXT OF UNIVKKSAI, TKIIMS I5Y SOKRATKS. 1-M5

the Fnholv? What is the Bountiful or Honourable? What is tho

Ugly &amp;lt;&amp;gt;r I&amp;gt;a^e ? What is Justice Injustice Temperance Mad
ness Courage Cowardice A City A man fit for civil lift*?

Wli.it is the Command of Men? What is tho character fit for

commanding men? Such are the specimens, furnished by a

hearer, of the universal terms whereon tho interrogatories of

Sok rates bore. All of them were terms spoken and heard familiarly

by citizens in the market-place, as if each understood them per

fectly ; but when iSokrates, professing his own ignorance, put

questions asking for solutions of difficulties that perplexed his own
mind, the answers showed that these difficulties were equally
insoluble by respondents, who had never thought of them before.

The confident persuasion of knowledge, with which the colloquy

began, stood exposed as a false persuasion without any basis of

reality. Such illusory semblance of knowledge was proclaimed

by SukratOH to bo tho chronic, though unconscious, intellectual

condition of his contemporaries. How he undertook, as the mission

of a long life, to expose it, is impressively set forth in tho Platonic

Apology.
It was thus by Sokrates that tho meaning of universal terms

and universal propositions, and the relation of each respectively to

particular terms and particular propositions were first made a

subject of express enquiry and analytical interrogation. His

influence was powerful in imparting the same dialectical impulse
tj several companions ;

but most of all to Plato, who not only

enlarged and amplified the range of Sokratic enquiry, but al&amp;gt;o

brought the meaning of universal terms into something like

system and theory, as a portion of the conditions of trustworthy
science. Plato was tho first to affirm tho doctrine; afterwards

called Kealism, as tho fundamental postulate of all true and

proved cognition. He affirmed it boldly, and in its most extended

sense, though ho also produces (according to his frequent practice)

many powerful arguments and unsolved objections against it.

It was he (to u.^e tho striking phrase of Milton b

) that first imported
into tho schools the prtent of Realism. The doctrine has been

since opposed, confuted, curtailed, transformed, diversified in many
ways; but it has maintained its place in logical speculation, and

has remained, under one phraseology or another, the creed of

various philosophers, from that time down to tho present.

Xfiiupliiiu MiMiir.rab. I. i. 1 .; IV. vi. l-i:t.

Sw tin- Latin V.TM-.S Dc Uk-ii PlatonicA quenmcltTKxlum Ari*t&amp;lt;.t.-l i;s inti-l

A i in, |M fiiiii- rut-is Acnilenii il -vn*.
II in .ii-tr.i H! in prliiiiiH indiiMi -i hli.i.&quot; \ .
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Tho following account of the problems of Ixealism w;is handed

down to the speculations of the mediaeval philosophers by Porphyry

(between 270-300 A.D.), in his Introduction to the treatise of Ari

stotle on the Categories. After informing Chrysaoiius that he

will prepare for him a concise statement of the doctrines of the

old philosophers respecting Genus, Differentia, Species, Proprium,

Accidens, &quot;abstaining from the deeper enquiries, but giving
suitable development to the more simple,&quot; Porphyry thus proceeds :

&quot; For example, I shall decline discussing, in respect to Genera

and Species, (1) Whether they have a substantive existence, or

reside merely in naked mental conceptions; (2) Whether, assuming
them to have substantive existence, they are bodies or incorporeals ;

(3) Whether their substantive existence is in and along with the

objects of sense, or apart and separable. Upon this task I shall not

enter, since it is of the greatest depth, and requires another larger

investigation ;
but shall try at once to show you how the ancients

(especially the Peripatetics), with a view to logical discourse,

dealt with the topics now propounded.&quot;
11

Before Porphyry, all these three problems had been largely

debated, first by Plato, next by Aristotle against Plato, again by
the Stoics against both, and lastly by Plotinus and the Neo-

Platonists as conciliators of Plato with Aristotle. After Porphyry,

problems the same, or similar, continued to stand in the foreground
of speculation, until the authority of Aristotle became discredited

at all points by the influences of the sixteenth and seventeenth

centuries. But in order to find the beginning of them, as questions

provoking curiosity and opening dissentient points of view to

inventive dialecticians, we must go back to the ago and the

dialogues of Plato.

The real Sokrates (i.e. as he is described by Xenophon) incul

cated in his conversation steady reverence for the invisible, as

apart from and overriding the phenomena of sensible experience ;

but ho interpreted the term in a religious sense, as signifying the

agency of the personal gods, employed to produce effects beneficial

or injurious to mankind. b He also puts forth his dialectical acute-

ness to prepare consistent and tenable definitions of familiar

general terms (of which instances have already been given),
at least BO far as to make others feel, for the first time, that

they did not understand these terms, though they had been

always talking like persons that did understand. But the Platonic

Porphyry, Introd. in Categor. iuit. p. 1, a. 1, Schol. Br.

Xenophon, Mcmorah. I. iv. I&amp;gt;-17
;

IV. iii. 14.
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Sokrates (i.e.
as spokesman in the dialogues of Plato) enlarges

both these discussions materially. Plato recognixes, not simply
the invisible persons or gods, but also a separate world of in

visible, impersonal entities or objects ;
one of which he postulates

as the objective reality, though only a cogitable reality, correlating

with each general term. These Entia he considers to be not merely
distinct realities, but the only true and knowablo realities : they
are eternal and unchangeable, manifested by the fact that par
ticulars partake in them, and imparting a partial show of stability

to the indeterminate flux of particulars : unless such separate

Universal Entia bo supposed, there is nothing whereon cognition
can fasten, and consequently there can be no cognition at all.&quot;

These- are the substantive, self-existent Ideas, or Forms that Plato

first presented to the philosophical world
; sometimes with logical

acuteness, oftener still with rich poetical and imaginative colouring.

They constitute the main body and characteristic of the hypothesis
of Realism.

But, though the main hypothesis is the same, the accessories

and manner of presentation differ materially among its different

advocates. In these respects, indeed, Plato differs not only from

others, but also from himself. Systematic teaching or exposition
is not his purpose, nor does ho ever give opinions in his own
name. We have from him an aggregate of detached dialogues, in

many of which this same hypothesis is brought under discussion,

but in each dialogue, the spokesmen approach it from a different

side ;
while in others (distinguished by various critics as the

Sokratic dialogues) it does not come under discussion at all,

Plato being content to remain upon the Sokratic platform, and

to debate the meaning of general terms without postulating in

correlation with them an objective reality, apart from their respec
tive particulars.

At the close of the Platonic dialogue called Kratylus, Sokrates

is introduced as presenting the hypothesis of self-existent, eternal,

unchangeable Ideas (exactly in the way that Aristotle ascribes

to Plato) as the counter-proposition to the theory of universal

flux and change announced by Herakleitus. Particulars are ever

changing (it is here argued) and are thus out of the reach of

cognition; but, unless the Universal Ideas above them, such as

the Self-beautiful, the Self-good, &e., be admitted as unchangeable,

objective realities, there can be nothing either nameablo or kuow-

able : cognition becomes impossible.

Aristot. Metaphys. A. vi. p. 987, b. 5; M. iv. p. 1078, k !.&quot;.
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In the Timseus, Plato describes the construction of the Kosmos

by a Divine Architect, and the model followed by the latter in his

work. The distinction is here again brought out, and announced

as capital, between the permanent, unalterable Entia, and the

transient, ever-fluctuating Fientia, which come and go, but never

really are. Entia are apprehended by the cogitant or intelligent

soul of the Kosmos, Fientia by the sentient or percipient soul
;
the

cosmical soul as a whole, in order to suffice for both these tasks,

is made up of diverse component elements Idem, correlating with

the first of the two, Diversum, correlating with the second, and

Idem implicated with Diversum, corresponding to both in con

junction. The Divine Architect is described as constructing a

Kosmos, composed both of soul and body, upon the pattern of the

grand pre-existent Idea avro^ov or the Self- Animal ;
which

included in itself as a genus the four distinct species celestial

(gods, visible and invisible), terrestrial, aerial, and aquatic.

The main point that Plato here insists upon is the eternal

and unchangeable reality of the cogitable objects called Ideas,

prior both in time and in logical order to the transient objects of

sight and touch, and serving as an exemplar to which these latter

are made to approximate imperfectly, lie assumes such priority,

without proof, in the case of the Idea of Animal
; but, when he

touches upon the four elements Fire, Air, Water, Earth he

hesitates to make the same assumption, and thinks himself required
to give a reason for it. The reason that he assigns (announced

distinctly as his own) is as follows : If Intellection (Cogitation, Nous)
and true Opinion are two genera distinct from each other, there

must clearly exist Forms or Ideas imperceptible to our senses, and

apprehended only by cogitation or intellection ; but if, as some

persons think, true opinion is noway different from intellection,

then we must admit all the objects perceived by our senses as firm

realities. Now the fact is (he proceeds to say) that true opinion is

not identical with intellection, but quite distinct, separate, and

unlike to it. Intellection is communicated by teaching, through
true reasoning, and is unshakeable by persuasion ; true opinion is

communicated by persuasion and removed by counter-persuasion,
without true reasoning. True opinion may belong to any man ;

but intellection is the privilege only of gods and of a small section

of mankind. Accordingly, since the two are distinct, the objects

correlating with each of them must also be distinct from each other.

There must exist, first, primary, eternal, unchangeable Forms,

apprehended by intellect or cogitation, but imperceptible by sense ;

and, secondly, resemblances of these bearing the same name,
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generated and destroyed each in some place, and apprehended first

by sense, afterwards by opinion. Thirdly, there must be the place

wherein such resemblances are generated ; a place itself impercep
tible by sense, yet postulated, as a receptacle indispensable for them,

by a dreamy kind of computation.
We see hero that the proof given by Plato, in support of the

existence of Forms as the primary realities, is essentially psycho

logical : resting upon the fact that there is a distinct mental energy
or faculty called Intellection (apart from Sense and Opinion), which

must have its distinct objective correlate; and upon the farther

fact, that intellection is the high prerogative of the gods, shared

only by a few chosen men. This last point of the case is more

largely and emphatically brought out in the I lia-drus, where

Sokrates delivers a highly poetical eifusion respecting the partial

intercommunion of the human soul with these eternal intellectual

realities. To contemplate them is the constant privilege of the gods ;

to do so is also the aspiration of the immortal soul of man generally,

in the pre-existent state, prior to incorporation with the human

body; though only in a few cases is such aspiration realized. Even

those few human souls, that have succeeded in getting sight of tin:

intellectual Ideas (essences without colour, figure, or tactile pro-

j&amp;gt;ertiesj,
lose all recollection of them when first entering into

partnership with a human body; but arc enabled gradually to

recall them, by combining repeated impressions and experience
of their resemblances in the world of sense. The revival of these

divine elements is an inspiration of the nature of madness ; though
it is a variety of madness as much better than uninspired human

reason as other varieties are worse. The soul, becoming insensible

to ordinary pursuits, contracts a passionate devotion to these

Universal Ideas, and to that dialectical communion, especially

with some pregnant youthful mind, that brings them into clear

separate contemplation disengaged from the limits and confusion

of sense.

Hero philosophy is presented as the special inspiration of a

few, whose souls during the period of pre-existenco have sufficiently

caught sight of the I niversal Ideas or Essences; so that these

last, though overlaid and buried when the soul is first plunged
in a Ixxly, are yet revivablo afterwards under favourable circum

stances, through their imperfect copies in the world of sense ;

especially by the sight of personal beauty in an ingenuous and

aspiring youth, in which case tho visible copy makes nearest

approach tu.the perfection of the I niversal Idea or Type. At tin-

same time, IMato again presents to UK the Cogitable Cniversals us
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the only objects of tine cognition, the Sensible Particulars being

objects merely of opinion.

In the Pheedon, Sokrates advances the same doctrine, that the

perceptions of sense are full of error and confusion, and can at best

suggest nothing higher than opinion ;
that true cogitation can

never bo attained except \vhen the cogitant mind disengages
itself from the body and comes into direct contemplation of the

Universal Entia, objects eternal and always the same The Self-

beautiful, Self-good, Self-just, Self-great, Healthy, Strong, &c., all

which objects are invisible, and can be apprehended only by the

cogitation or intellect. It is this Cogitable Universal that is alone

real
;
Sensible Particulars are not real, nor lasting, nor trustworthy.

None but a few philosophers, however, can attain to such pure mental

energy during this life
;
nor even they fully and perfectly. P&amp;gt;ut

they will attain it fully after death (their souls being immortal), if

their lives have been passed in sober philosophical training. And
their souls enjoyed it before birth during the period of pre-

cxistence; having acquired, before junction with the body, the

knowledge of these Universals, which are forgotten during child

hood, but recalled in the way of Keminiscence, by sensible perceptions
that make a distant approach to them. Thus, according to the

Pluedon and some other dialogues, all learning is merely re

miniscence
;
the mind is brought back, by the laws of association,

to the knowledge of Universal Idealities that it had possessed in its

state of pre-existence. Particulars of sense participate in these

Universals to a certain extent, or resemble them imperfectly ;
and

they are therefore called by the same name.

In the Ixepublic, we have a repetition and copious illustration

of this antithesis between the world of Universals or Cogitables,

which are the only unchangeable realities and the only objects of

knowledge, and the world of Sensible Particulars, which are

transitory and confused shadows of these Universals, and are

objects of opinion only. Full and real Ens is knowable, Non-Ens

is altogether unknowable
;
what is midway between the two is

matter of opinion, and in such midway are the Particulars of sense.&quot;

Inspecting these last, no truth is attainable : whenever you affirm

a proposition respecting any of them, you may with equal truth

affirm the contrary at the same time. Nowhere is the contrast

between the Universals or real Ideas (among which the Idea of

Good is the highest, predominant over all the rest), and the unreal

Particulars, or Percepta, of Sense, more forcibly insisted upon than

Plato, Republic, v. pp. 477, 478.
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in tho Republic. Even the celestial bodies and their movements,

being among these Percepta. of sense, are ranked among phantoms

interesting but useless to observe; they are the best of all Percepta,

but they fall very short of tho perfection that tho mental eye

contemplates in the Ideal in tho true Figures and Numbers, in

the real Velocity and tho real Slowness. In the simile commencing
tho seventh book of tho Republic, Plato compares mankind to

prisoners in a cave, chained in one particular attitude, so as to

behold only an ever-varying multiplicity of shadows, projected,

through tho opening of tho cave upon tho wall before them, by
certain unseen realities behind. Tho philosopher is one among a

few, who by training or inspiration, have been enabled to face

about from this original attitude, and to contemplate with his mind

the real unchangeable Universals, instead of having his eye fixed

upon their particular manifestations, at once shadowy and transient.

P&amp;gt;y
such men till revolution he comes round from tho Perceivable to

tho Cogitable, from Opinion to Knowledge.
Tho distinction between these two is farther argued- in the

elaborate dialogue called Theiutetus, where Sokrates, trying to

explain what Knowledge or Cognition is, refutes three proposed

explanations and shows, to his own satisfaction, that it is not sen

sible perception, that it is not true opinion, that it is not true

opinion coupled with rational explanation. P&amp;gt;ut ho confesses

himself unable to show what Knowledge or Cognition is, though ho

continues to announce it as correlating with Realities Cogitable and

Universal
only.&quot;

In the passages above noticed, and in many others besides, wo
find Plato drawing a capital distinction between I niversals eternal

and unchangeable (each of them a Unit as well as a Universal),
1*

which he affirms to be the only real Entia, and Particulars tran

sient and variable, which are not Entia at all, but are always

coming or going; tho Universal8 being objects of cogitation and

of a psychological fact called Cognition, which he declares to bo

infallible ;
and tho Particulars being objects of Sense, and of another

psychological fact radically different, called Opinion, which he pro
nounces to bo fallible and misleading. Plato holds, moreover, that,

the Particulars, though genetically distinct and separate from tho

Universals, have nevertheless a certain communion or participation

Plato, Thea. tet. pp. 17M, 1 7), ISO. &quot; unus ct uuiversus,&quot; expresses this idea
;

( .rote s Plato, II. xxvi. pp. .JjO-.Vj. i. also the lines :

b
Plat.,, Hull-bus, p. 15, A. H.

;
He- -Sod quamliUa natnra hit c,&amp;gt;mm.m|..r.

public, x. p. .VJ*j, A. The phrase of Milton, I mm-n wonrn* cxUl ad niodum uniiiM,&quot; A;c.
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with them, by virtue of which they become half existent and half

cognizable, but never attain to full reality or cognizability.

This is the first statement of the theory of complete and un

qualified Realism, which came to be known in the Middle Ages
under the phrase Universalia ante rcm or extra rem, and to be

distinguished from the two counter-theories Universalia in re

(Aristotelian), and Universalia post rem (Nominalism). Indeed, the

Platonic theory goes even farther than the phrase Universalia ante

rem, which recognizes the particular as a reality, though posterior
and derivative ; for Plato attenuates it into phantom and shadow.

The problem was now clearly set out in philosophy What are the

objects con-elating with Universal terms, and with Particular terms?

AVhat is the relation between the two? Plato fir.&amp;gt;t gave to the

world the solution called Realism, which lasted so long after his

time. AVe shall presently find Aristotle taking issue with him on

both the affirmations included in his theory.
But though Plato first introduced this theory into philosophy,

he was. neither blind to the objections against it, nor disposed to

conceal them. His mind was at once poetically constructive and

dialectically destructive
; to both these impulses the theory fur

nished amj tie scope, while the form of his compositions (separate

dialogues, with no mention of his own name) rendered it easy
to give expression either to one or to the other. Before Aristotle

arose to take issue with him, wo shall find him taking issue with

himself, especially in the dialogues called Sophistes and Parnienides,

not to mention the Philebus, wherein he breaks down the unity
even of his sovereign Idea, which in the Republic governs the

Cogitable World, the Idea of Good.*

Both in the Sophistes and in the Parmenides, the leading dis

putant introduced by Plato is not Sokrates, but Parmenides and

another person (unnamed) of the Eleatic school. In both dialogues

objections are taken against the Realistic theory elsewhere pro

pounded by Plato, though the objections adduced in the one are

quite distinct from those noticed in the other. In the Sophistes,
the Eleatic reasoner impugns successfully the theories of two classes

of philosophers, one the opposite of the other: first, the Materialists,

who recognized no Entia except the Percepta of Sense ; next, the

Realistic Idealists, who refused to recognize these last as real Entia,

or as anything more than transient and mutable Generata or Ficntia,

while they confined the title of Entia to the Forms, cogitable, incor

poreal, eternal, immutable, neither acting on anything, nor acted

1
Plato. PhiUUm.s.

]]&amp;gt;.

&amp;gt;

^&amp;lt;. M. See (Jrote s Pluto, II. xx.x. pj.. W4, :&amp;gt;8o.
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upon by anything. These persons are called in the Sophistes
44 Friends of Forms,&quot; and their theory is exactly what we have

already cited out of so many other dialogues of Plato, drawing the

marked line of separation between Entia and Fientia; between

the Immutable, which alone is real and cognizable, and the Mutable,

neither real nor cognizable. y The Eleato in the Sophistes contro

vert** this Platonic theory, and maintains that among the Uni

versal Entia there are included items mutable as well as immutable :

that l&amp;gt;oth are real and both cognizable; that Non-Ens (instead of

being set in glaring contrast with Ens, as the totally incogitable

against the infallibly cognizable)&quot;
is one among the multiplicity

of Keal Forms, meaning only what is different from Ens, and

therefore cognizable not less than Ens; that Percepta and Cogifata
are alike real, yet both only relatively real, correlating with minds

percipient and cogitant. Thus, the reasoning in the Sophistes,
while it sets aside the doctrine of Universalia ante rrm, does not

mark out any other relatioj/ between I niversals and Particulars

(neither in re i\or pout rem*y\\, discusses chiefly the intercommunion

or reciprocal exclusion of Universals with respect to each other ;

and upon this point, far from representing them as objects of infal

lible Cognition as contrasted with Opinion, it enrolls both Opinion
and Discourse among the I niversals themselves, and declares both

of them to be readily combinable with Non-Ens and Falsehood.!

So that wo have here error and fallibility recognized in the region
of I niversals, as well as in that of Particulars.

But it is principally in the dialogue Parmenides that Plato

discusses with dialectical acuteness the relation of I niversals to

their Particulars; putting aside the intercommunion (affirmed in

the Sophistes) or reciprocal exclusion between one I niversal and

another, as an hypothesis at least supremely difficult to vindicate,

if at all admissible. 1* In the dialogue, Sokrates is introduced in the

unusual character of a youthful and ardent aspirant in philosophy,

defending the Platonic theory of Ideas as we have seen it proclaimed
in the Republic and in the Tim;eus. The veteran Parmenides

appears as the opponent to cross-examine him
;
and not only impugns

the theory by several interrogatories which Sokrates cannot answer,
but also intimates that, there remain behind other objections equally
serious requiring answer. Yet at the same time ho declares that,

unless the theory bo admitted, and unless Universalia antr ran cm

Plato, Republic, v. pp. 478, 47! .

b Plato, Parnienicl. p. I J .t, K.
;

with Stallbaum s Prolegomena to that dialogue.
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bo sustained as existent, there is no trustworthy cognition attainable,

nor any end to be served by philosophical debate. Moreover, Par-

menides warns Sokrates that, before he can acquire a mental

condition competent to defend the theory, he must go through
numerous preliminary dialectical exercises

; following out both

the affirmative and the negative hypotheses in respect to a great

variety of Universals severally. To illustrate the course prescribed,

Parmenides gives a long specimen of this dialectic in handling his

own doctrine of Ens Unum. He takes first the hypothesis Si Unum

est, next the hypothesis Si Unum non est; and he deduces from

each, by ingenious subtleties, double and contradictory conclusions.

These he sums up at the end, challenging Sokrates to solve the

puzzles before affirming his thesis.

Apart from these antinomies at the close of the dialogue, the

cross-examination of Sokrates by Parmenides, in the middle of it,

brings out forcibly against the Idealistic theory objections such as

those urged against it by the Nominalists of the Middle Ages. In

the first place, we find that Plato conceived the theory itself

differently from Porphyry and the philosophers that wrote sub

sequently to the Peripatetic criticism. Porphyry and his successors

put the question, Whether Genera and Species had a separate

existence, apart from the Individuals composing them? Now, the

world of Forms (the Cogitable or Ideal world as opposed to the

Sensible) is not here conceived by Plato as peopled in the first

instance by Genera and Species. Its first tenants are Attributes,

and attributes distinctly relative Likeness, One and Many, Justice,

Beauty, Goodness, &c. ^/Sokrates, being asked by Parmenides

whether he admits Forms corresponding with these names, answers

unhesitatingly in the affirmative. He is next asked whether he

admits forms corresponding to the names Man, Fire, AVater, &c.,

and, instead of replying in the affirmative, intimates that he does

not feel sure. Lastly, the question is put whether there are Fonns

corresponding to the names of mean objects Mud, Hair, Dirt. &c.

At first he answers emphatically in the negative, and treats the

affirmative as preposterous ;
there exist no cogitable Hair, &c.,

but only the object of sense that we so denominate. Yet, on second

thoughts, he is riot without misgiving that there may be Forms

even of these
; though the supposition is so repulsive to him that

he shakes it off as much as he can.y Upon this last expression

of sentiment Parmenides comments, ascribing it to the juvenility of

Sokrates, and intimating that, when Sokrates has become more

deeply imbued with philosophy, he will cease to set aside any of

these objects as unworthy.
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Here we see that, in the theory of Realism as conceived by

Sokrates, the Self-Existent Cniversals are not Genera and Species
as such, &quot;but Attributes not Second Substances or Essences, but

Aceidents or Attributes, e.&amp;lt;j. Quality, Quantity, Relation, *fec., to

use the language afterwards introduced in the Aristotelian Cate

gories ; that no Genera or Species are admitted except witli

hesitation
;
and that the mean and undignified among them are

scarcely admissible at all. This sentiment of dignity, associated

with the Unlccrsalia ante rent, and emotional necessity for tracing
back particulars to an august and respected origin, is to be noted

as a marked and lasting feature of the Realistic creed
; and it

even passed on to the Universalia in re, as afterwards affirmed by
Aristotle. Parmenides here takes exception to it, (and so does Plato

elsewhere&quot;) as inconsistent with faithful adherence to scientific

analogy.
L armenides then proceeds (interrogating Sokrates) first to state

what the Realistic theory is (Universals apart from-Particulars

Particulars apart from Universals, yet having some participation in

them, and named after them), next to bring out the difficulties

attaching to it. The Universal or Form (be argues) cannot bo

entire in each of its many separate particulars ; nor yet is it

divisible, wf that a part can bo in one particular, and a part in

anotherV^or take the Forms Great, Equal, Small : Equal magnitudes
are- equal because they partake in the Form of Equality, lint how
can a part of the Form Equality, less than the whole Form, cause

the magnitudes to bo equal? How can the Form Smallness have

any parts less than itself, or how can it bo greater than anything?
The Form cannot be divided, nor can it co-exist undivided in

each separate particular :,^accordingly, particulars can have no par

ticipation in it at all. y
Again, you assume a Form of Greatness, l&amp;gt;ecauso you see many

particular objects, each of which appears to you great; this being
the point of resemblance between them. But if you compare the

Form of Greatness with any or all of the paiticular great objects,

you will perceive a resemblance between them; this will require^

you to assume a higher Form, and so on upward without limit. V
Sokrates, thus embarrassed, starts the hypothesis that perhaps

each of these Forms may be a cogitation, and nothing more,

existing only within the mind. How? rejoins Parmonides. Can

there be a cogitation of nothing at all? Must not each cogitation

have a real cogitatum correlating with it, in this case, the one

Plato. Sophist, p. 2-27, A. Politikus. i&amp;gt;.
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Form that is identical throughout many particulars? If yon say
that particulars partake in the Form, and that each Form is nothing
but a cogitation, does not this imply that each particular is itself

cogitant ?

Again Sokrates urges that the Forms are constant, unalterable,

stationary in nature
;

that particulars resemble them, and par

ticipate in them only so far as to resemble them. P&amp;gt;ut (rejoins

Parmenides), if particulars resemble the Form, the Form must

resemble them ; accordingly, you must admit another and higher

Form, as the point of resemblance between the Form and its

particulars; and so on, upwards.V
And farther (continues Parmenides), even when admitting these

Universal Forms as self-existent, how can we know anything about

them? Forms can correlate culy with Forms, Particulars only
with Particulars. Thus, if I, an individual man, am master, I

correlate with another individual man, who is my servant, and he

on his side with me. But the Form of mastership, the Universal

self-existent Master, musft, correlate with the Form of servantship,
the Universal Servant./ The correlation does not subsist between

members of the two different worlds, but between different mem
bers of the same world respectively. , Thus the Form of Cognition
correlates with the Form of Truth ; and the Form of each variety
of Cognition, with the Form of the corresponding variety of Truth.

Put we, as individual subjects, do not possess in ourselves the

Form of Cognition ;
our cognition is our own, correlating with

such truth as belongs to it and to ourselves. Our cognition cannot

reach to the Form of Truth, nor therefore to any other Form
;
we

can know nothing of the Self-good, Self beautiful, Self-just, &c.,

even supposing such Forms to exist.
&amp;gt;/

These acute and subtle arguments are nowhere answered by
Plato. They remain as unsolved difficulties, embarrassing the

Realistic theory ; they are reinforced by farther difficulties no less

grave, included in the dialectical antinomies of Parmenides at the

close of the dialogue, and by an unknown number of others indi

cated as producible, though not actually produced. Yet still Plato,

with full consciousness of these difficulties, asserts unequivocally

that, unless the Realistic theory can be sustained, philosophical
research is fruitless, and truth cannot be reached. We see thus

that the author of the theory has also left on record some of the

most forcible arguments against it. It appears from Aristotle

(though we do not learn the fact from the Platonic dialogues), that

Plato, in his later years, symbolized the Ideas or Forms under the

denomination of Ideal Numbers, generated by implication of The
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Ono with what he called The Great and Little, or the Indeterminate

Dyad. This last, however, is not the programme- wherein the Rea

listic theory stands opposed to Nominalism.

But the dialogue Parnienides, though full of acutcness on tho

negative side, not only furnishes no counter-theory, but asserts

continued allegiance to the Realistic theory, which passes as Plato s

doctrine to his successors. To impugn, forcibly and even unanswer

ably, a theory at once so sweeping and so little fortified by positive

seasons, was what many dialecticians of tho age could do. P&amp;gt;ut to

do this, and at tho same time to construct a counter-theory, was a

ta.sk requiring higher powers of mind. Ono, however, of Plato s

disciples and successors was found adequate to the task Aristotle.

The Realistic Ontology of Plato is founded (as Aristotle himself

remarks) upon mistrust and contempt of perception of sense, as bear

ing entirely on the flux of particulars, which never stand still so as

to become objects of knowledge. All reality, and all cognoscibility,

were supposed to reside in tho separate world of Cogitable Universal*

(extra rem or ante rcm), of which, in some confused manner, par
ticulars were supposed to partake. Tho Universal, apart from its

particulars, was clearly and fully knowable, furnishing propositions

constantly and infallibly true^flie Universal as manifested in its

particulars was never fully knowable, nor could ever become tho

subject of propositions, except such as were sometimes true and

sometimes false.

Against this separation of the Universal from its Particulars,

Aristotle entered a strong protest; as well as against the subsidiary

hypothesis of a participation of the latter in tho former
;
which

participation,
when the two had been declared separate, appeared

to him not only untenable and uncertified, but unintelligible. His

arguments are interesting, as being among the earliest objections

known to us against RealismV

1. Realism is a useless multiplication of existences, serving no

purpose. Wherever a number of particulars bo they substances,

eternal or perishable, or be they qualities, or relations bear tho

same name, and thus have a Universal in re predieable of them in

common, in every such case Plato assumes a Universal extra rcw,

or a separate self-existent Form ; which explains nothing, and merely
doubles the total to bo summed up.*

2. Plato s arguments in support of Realism are either incon-

Aristot. Metaph. A. ix.p. 990,a.34; M. foreground of his cas against Realism :

iv.
j&amp;gt;.

1 1 7!, a. J. H iv \VP have the first
j

&quot; Kntia n&amp;gt;n Mint multiplicanda pr;i t-i

appearance of the argument that William
i

iierpssitatpm.&quot;

of Orkham, tin- Nominalist, put in thr
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elusive, or prove too much. Wherever there is cognition (he

argues), there must exist an eternal and unchangeable object of

cognition, apart from particulars, which are changeable and perish

able. No, replies Aristotle : cognition does not require the Uni-

versale extra rem ; for the Univcrsale in re, the constant predicate

of all the particulars, is sufficient as an object of cognition. More

over, if the argument were admitted, it would prove that there

existed separate Forms or Universals of mere negations ;
for many

of the constant, predicates are altogether negative. Again, if Self-

existent Universals are to be assumed corresponding to all our

cogitations, we must assume Universals of extinct particulars, and

even of fictitious particulars, such as hippocentaurs or chimeras ;

for of these, too, we have phantasms or concepts in our minds. 11

3. The most subtle disputants on this matter include Eelata,

among the Universal Ideas or Forms. This is absurd, because these

do not constitute any Genus by themselves. These disputants have

also urged against the Realistic theory t]iat powerful and unsolved

objection, entitled
&quot; The Third Man.&quot;

b
/

Aristot. Metaphys. A. ix. p. 990, b.

14
; Scholia, p. 505, b. 9, Br.

t&amp;gt; Aristot. Mctaph. A. ix. p. 990, b. 15 : ol

anpififcfrfpoi T&V \6yuv. Both the points

here noticed appear in the Parmenides of

Plato.

The objection called &quot;The Third Man&quot;

is expressed by saying that, if there be a

Form of man, resembling individual men,

you must farther postulate some higher

Form, marking the point of resemblance

between the two
;
and so on higher, with

out end.

The authenticity of the Platonic Par

menides is disputed by Ueberweg (Un-

tersuchungen iiber die Echth&amp;lt;*it und

Zeitfolge der Platonischen Schriften, pp.

176-181), upon the ground (among others)

that, while Aristotle never cites the dia

logue by its title, nor ever makes probable
allusion to it, the Parmenides advances

,

against the theory of the Platonic Ideas

this objection of Aristotle s, known under

the name of &quot;The Third Man.&quot; Aristotle

(says Ueberweg), if he had known the

Parmenides, would not have advanced

this objection as his own. We must there

fore suppose that the Parmenides was

composed later than Aristotle, and bor

rowed this objection from Aristotle.

In reply to this argument I transcribe

the passage of Aristotle (Metaphys. A. ix.

p. 990, b. 15) to which Ueberweg himself

T(t&amp;gt;v \6ywv

Ot p.fV TWV TTps TL TTOIOV(TIV iSe d?, &amp;lt;JOl&amp;gt; o{j

(pa/j-ff eli/cu Ko.6 avrb ytvos, ot 5e rbi/

TpiTov 6.vQp&amp;lt;i)Trov \eyovffiv. The same
words (with the exception of fyaaiv in

place of (pa/jLfv) are repeated in M. p. 1079,
a. 11.

Now these words plainly indicate that

Aristotle does not profess to advance the

objection, called o rpiros &vQpuTros, as his

own, or as broached by himself. He de

rives it from what he calls ol d/cpt-

Pfffrepoi TU&amp;gt;V
\6y&amp;lt;av.

The charge against
Aristotle, therefore, of advancing as his

own an objection which had already been

suggested by Plato himself in the Par

menides, is unfounded. And it is the

more unfounded, because Aristotle, in

the first book of the Metaphysica, speaks
in the language of a Platonist, and con

siders himself as partly responsible for

,

the doctrine of Ideas :
8fiKvv/j.ei&amp;gt;, &amp;lt;pafj.(v,

oto&amp;gt;60a, &c. (Alexaud. in Schol. p. 563,
b. 27, Brand.)

But what are we to understand by
these words ot aKpifitarepoi TUV \6ywv

from which Aristotle derives the ob

jection ? The words refer to certain

expositions or arguments (oral, or writ

ten, or both) which were within the

knowledge of Aristotle, and were of a

peculiarly subtle and analytical character.

Among them is very probably included

the Platonic Parmenides itself, distin

guished as it is for extreme subtlety.
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4. The supporters of these Self-existent Universals trace them

to two principia The One, and the Indeterminate Dyad ; which

they affirm to be prior in existence even to the Universals them

selves. But this cannot be granted ;
for the Idea of Number

must bo logically prior to the Idea of the Dyad; but the Idea of

Number is relative, and the Relative can never be prior to the

Absolute or Self-existent.

5. If we grant that, wherever there is one constant predicate

belonging to many particulars, or wherever there is stable and

trustworthy cognition, in all such cases a Self-existent Universal

Correlate extra rem is to bo assumed, we shall find that this applies
not merely to Substances or Essences, but also to the other Cate

gories Quality, Quantity, Relation, &c. ]&amp;gt;ut hereby we exclude

the possibility of participation in them by Particulars; since from

such participation the Particular derives its Substance or Essence

alone, not its accidental predicates. Thus the Self-existent Uni
versal Dyad is eternal : but a particular pair, which derives its

essential property of doubleness from partaking in this Universal

Dyad, does not at the same time partake of eternity, unless by acci

dent. Accordingly, there are no Universal Ideas, except of Sub
stances or Essences : the common name, when applied to the world

of sense and to that of cogitation, signifies the same thing Sub
stance or Essence. It is unmeaning to talk of anything else as

signified any other predicate common to many. \Yell then, if the

Form of the Universals and the Form of those Particulars that par

ticipate in the Universals be the same, we shall have something
common to both the one and the other, so that the objection called
&quot; The Third Man &quot;

will become applicable, and a higher Form must be

postulated. Hut, if the Form of the Universals and the Form of the

(See Stallbaum a Prolong, pp. 240, 277, the inference. We sec that Alexander, in

:(. .7, who .says, &quot;In un&amp;lt;&amp;gt; fere Parmenide his elaborate commentary (p. 5G6, Schol.

idearum doctrina subtilius inrestigatur.&quot;) brand.) makes no allusion to the Par-

I MM- no reason why it should not be in- menides, though he alludes to Kudf inus,
eluded within the fair and reasonable to Diod &amp;gt;rus. Kronus, ami to the manner

meaning of the words. And such being in which the objection called & -rpiros
the case, I cannot go along with Ueberweg HvOpuiros was handled by various So-

(aud other critics) who say that Aristotle phists. Now we are fully assured that

has not even made an indirect allusion to the Parmenides was acknowledged as a

the Parmenides. work of Plato, long before the time of

liut why did not Aristotle specify the Alexander (since it is included in tho

Parmenides directly and byname? I do catalogue of Thrasyllus); yet he, the mo*t
not know what was his reason. We may instructed of all the commentators, makes
feel surprise (as Stall baum feels, p. (YM) no allusion to it. Why he did not, 1 can-

that he does not
; but, when critics infer not sav, but his omission a fiords no ground

from the omission that he did not know for concluding that he did not know it,

the dialogue as a work of Plato, I contest or did not trust its authenticity.
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participating Particulars, be not identical, then the same name, as

signifying both, will be used equivocally ; just as if you applied
the same denomination man to Kallias and to a piece of wood, with

out any common property to warrant it.

6. But the greatest difficulty of all is to understand how these

Cogitable Universals, not being causes of any change or move

ment, contribute in any way to the objects of sense, either to the

eternal or to the perishable ;
or how they assist us towards the

knowledge thereof, being not in them, and therefore not their

substance or essence
;

or how they stand in any real relation to

their participants, being not immanent therein. Particulars cer

tainly do not proceed from these Universals, in any intelligible

sense. To say that the Universals are archetypes, and that Par

ticulars partake in them, is unmeaning, and mere poetic metaphor.
For where is the working force to mould them in conformity with

the Universals ? Any one thing may be like, or may become like, to

any other particular thing, by accident, or without any regular
antecedent cause to produce such assimilation. The same particular

substance, moreover, will have not one universal archetype only,
but several. Thus, the same individual man will have not only
the Self-animal and the Self-biped, but also the Self-man, as arche

type. Then again, there will bo universal archetypes, not merely
for particular sensible objects, but also for Universals themselves

;

thus the genus will be an archetype for its various species ;
so that

the same which is now archetype will, under other circumstances,

be copy.

7. Furthermore, it seems impossible that what is Substance or

Essence can bo separate from that whereof it is the substance or

essence. How then can the Universals, if they be the essences

of sensible things, have any existence apart from those sensible

things? Plato tells us in the Phrcdon, that the Forms or Uni

versals are the causes why particulars both exist at all, and come

into such or such modes of existence. But even if wo assume

Universals as existing, still the Particulars participant therein

will not come into being, unless there be some efficient cause to

produce movement
; moreover, many other things come into being,

though there bo no Universals correlating therewith, e.g. a house,

or a ling. The same causes that were sufficient to bring these last

into being, will be sufficient to bring all particulars into being,

without assuming any Universals extra rem at all.

8. Again, if the Universals or Forms are Numbers, how can they
ever be causes? Even if we suppo.se Particulars to be Numbers

also, how can one set of Numbers be causes to the others? There
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can be no i-mch causal influence, even if one set be eternal, and tlio

other perishable.*

Out of the many objections raised by Aristotle ag.iinst Plato,

wo have selected wuch as bear principally upon the theory of

Kealism
;
that is, upon the tkeory of Unlversalia ante rem or extra

rem self-existent, archetypal cogitable substances, in which Par

ticulars faintly participate^
The objections are not superior in

acuteness, and they are decidedly inferior, in clearness of enunci

ation, to those that Plato himself produces in the Pannen ides.

Moreover, several of them are founded upon Aristotle s point of

view, and would have failed to convince Plato. The great merit of

Aristotle is, that he went beyond the negative of the Parmenides,
asserted this new point of view of his own, and formulated it into

a counter-theory. He rejected altogether the separate and ex

clusive reality which Plato had claimed for his Absolutes of the

cogitable world, us well as the derivative and unreal semblance that

alone Plato accorded to the sensible world. Without denying the

distinction of the two, as conceivable and nameable, ho maintained

that truth and cognition required that they should be looked at in

implication with each other. And ho went even a step farther,

in antithesis to Plato, by reversing the order of the two. Instead of

considering the Cogitable Universals alone as real and complete in

themselves, and the Sensible Particulars as degenerate and confused

semblances of them, ho placed complete reality in the Sensible- Par

ticulars alone,
b and treated the Cogitable Universals as contributory

appendages thereto; some being essential, others non-essential, but

all of them relative, and none of them independent integers. His

philosophy was a complete revolution as compared with Parmenides

and Plato; a revolution, too, the more calculated to hist, because lie

embodied it in an elaborate and original theory of Logic, Meta

physics, and Ontology. Ho was the first philosopher that, besides

Aristot. Mctaph. A. p. Hill, h. 1. 5. lunary interior of the Kosmos, when-, in-

Scveral other objections are made by deed, generation and destruction largely
Aristotle against that variety of the prevail. I5ut this is only a Miiall portion
Platonic theory wherein the Ideas were of the entire Kosmos. In the largest
commuted into Ideal Numbers. These portion the visible, celestial, superlunary
objection* do not belong to the contro- regions there is no generation or dc-

vcrsy of Keali.Mii against Nominalism. struction at all, nothing but permanence
b Aristotle takes pains to vindicate and uniformity. In appreciating the

against both I lato and the Herakk-iteans sensible world &quot;(Aristotle says) philoso-
the dignity of the Sensible World. They pliers ought to pardon the shortcoming*
that depreciate sensible objects aa |er- of the smaller portion n account of tin-

|N-tu:illy changing, unstable, and un- excellences of the larger; and not &amp;lt; &quot;ii-

knowable, make the mistake (he observes) dcmu both together on account ..fn,.-

of confining their attention to the sub- Kinaller (Metaphys. P. v. p. 1&amp;gt;1&quot;,
a.

&quot;

&quot;)
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recognizing the equivocal character of those general terms whereon

speculative debate chiefly turns, endeavoured methodically to set

out and compare the different meanings of each term, and their

relations to each other.

However much the Ontology of Aristotle may fail to satisfy

modern exigencies, still, as compared with the Platonic Eealism, it

was a considerable improvement. Instead of adopting Ens as a

self-explaining term, contrasted with the Generated and Perish

able (the doctrine of Plato in the Republic, Phaxlon, and Timgeus),

he discriminates several distinct meanings of Ens ;
a discrimination

not always usefully pursued, but tending in the main towards a

better theory. The distinction between Ens potential, and Ens

actual, does not belong directly to the question between Realism and

Nominalism, yet it is a portion of that philosophical revolution

wrought by Aristotle against Plato displacement of the seat of

reality, and transfer of it from the Cogitable Universal to the

Sensible Particular. The direct enunciation of this change is con

tained in his distinction of Ens into Fundamental and Concomitant

((Tv/xjSe^Kos), and his still greater refinement on the same principle

by enumerating the ten varieties of Ens called Categories or Pre

dicaments.&quot; He will not allow Ens (nor Ununi) to be a genus,

partible into species : he recognizes it only as a word of many
analogous meanings, one of them principal and fundamental, the rest

derivative and subordinate thereto, each in its own manner. Ari

stotle thus establishes a graduated scale of Entia, each having its

own value and position, and its own mode of connexion with tbe

common centre. That common centre Aristotle declared to be of

necessity some individual object Hoc Aliquid, That Man, This

Horse, &c. This was the common subject, to which all the other

Entia belonged as predicates, and without which none of them had

any reality. We hero fall into the language of Logic, the first

theory of which we owe to Aristotle. His ontological classification

was adapted to that theory.
As we are hero concerned only with the different ways of con

ceiving the relation between the Particular and the Universal, wo
are not called on to criticize the well-known decuple enumeration

of Categories or Predicaments given by Aristotle, both in his

treatise called by that name and elsewhere. For our purpose it

* In enumerating the Ten Categories, | general heads, all the information that

Aristotle takes his departure trom the can be asked or given about that subject

Proposition Homo currit Jfomo vincit.
j

all the predicates that can be uflirnied

He assumes a particular individual as or denied thereof. [See Vol. I. cli. iii.,

subject ;
and he distributes, under ten especially p. 1&amp;lt;&amp;gt;4, seq.]
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is enough to point out that the particular sensible Hoc Aliqukl is

declared to be the ultimate subject, to which all Universal* attach,

as determinants or accompaniments ;
and that, if this condition bo

wanting, the unattached Universal cannot rank among complete
Entia. The subject or First Substance, which can never become
a predicate, is established as the indispensable ultimate subject
for all predicates ; if that disappears, all predicates disappear

along with it. The Particular thus becomes the keystone of the

arch whereon all Universals rest. Aristotle is indeed careful to

point out a gradation in these predicates : some are essential to

the subject, and thus approach so near to the First Substance that

he calls them Second Substances ; others, and the most in number,
are not thus essential; these last are Concomitants or Accidents, and
some of them fall so much short of complete Entity that he describes

them as near to Non-Entia.R But all of them, essential or un

essential, are alike constituents or appendages of the First Sub
stance or Particular Subject, and have no reality in any other

character.

We thus have the counter-theory of Aristotle against the Platonic

Realism. Instead of separate Universal Substances, containing in

themselves full reality, and forfeiting much of that reality when

they faded down into the shadowy copies called Particulars, he

inverts the Platonic order, announces full reality to be the privilege
of the Particular Sensible, and confines the function of the Universal

to that of a predicate, in or along with the Particular. There is

no doctrine that ho protests against more frequently than tho

ascribing of separate reality to tho Universal. The tendency to do

this, he signalizes as a natural but unfortunate illusion, lessening
tho beneficial efHcacy of universal demonstrative reasoning.

1 And
he declares it to be a corollary from this view of tho Particular as

indispensable subject along with the Universal as its predicate
That the first principles of Demonstration in all the separate theo

retical sciences must bo obtained by Induction from particulars:
first by impressions of sense preserved in the memory; then by
multiplied remembrances enlarged into one experience; lastly, by
many experiences generalized into one principle by the Nous.

Aristot. MetapLE. p. 1026, b. 21: that they are only mi.lway betw..-n

Qaivtrat yap rb ru/x/9/3)7cij iyyvs ri Kntia ami Non-Kntia (Republic, v.
j.j..

rutn*,6rrot.
47S-471J).

^

rhore cannot he n stronger illustration Aristot. Analyt. Poster. I. xxiv.
|.. s.\

of tho difference between the Platonic an. I a. :il, h. 19.
the Aristotelian jN.int of view, than the See the rom-lmlinjj chapt.-r of tin-

fart that Plat., applies the same &amp;lt;l.-si Kna- Analyti.-a Posterior.,,
lion to all particular nl,j,.,:ts of .wn.sc \ Mm jl., r ,|o&amp;lt; tnuc i.s Mat,-,| hy Plato in
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While Aristotle thus declares Induction to be the source from

whence Demonstration in these separate sciences draws its first

principles, we must at the same time acknowledge that his manner
of treating Science is not always conformable to this declaration,

and that he often seems to forget Induction altogether. This is

the case not only in his First Philosophy, or Metaphysics, but also

in his Physics. He there professes to trace out what he calls

beginnings, causes, elements, &c., and he analyses most of the

highest generalities. Yet still these analytical enquiries (whatever
be their value) are usually, if not always, kept in subordination to

the counter-theory that he had set up against the Platonic Kealism.

Complete reality resides (he constantly repeats) only in the parti

cular sensible substances and sensible facts or movements that

compose the aggregate Kosmos
;

which is not generated, but

eternal, both as to substance and as to movement. If these sensible

substances disappear, nothing remains. The beginnings and
causes exist only relatively to these particulars. Form, Matter,

Privation, are not real Beings, antecedent to the Kosmos, and pre-
existent generators of the substances constituting the Kosmos

;

they are logical fragments or factors, obtained by mental analysis
and comparison, assisting to methodize our philosophical point of

view or conception of those substances, but incapable of being

understood, and having no value of their own, apart from the

substances. Some such logical analysis (that of Aristotle or some

other) is an indispensable condition even of the most strictly

inductive philosophy.
There are some portions of the writings of Aristotle (especially

the third book De Anima and the twelfth book of the Metaphysica)
where he appears to lose sight of the limit here indicated

; but,

with few exceptions, we find him constantly remembering, and
often repeating, the great truth formulated in his Categories : that

full or substantive reality resides only in the Hoc Aliquid, with
its predicates implicated with it, and that even the highest of

these predicates (Second Substances) have no reality apart from

some one of their particulars. We must recollect that, though
Aristotle denies to the predicates a separate reality, he recognizes
in them an adjective reality, as accompaniments and determinants :

he contemplates all the ten Categories as distinct varieties of exist

ence.* This is sufficient as a basis for abstraction, whereby we can

the Ph.-rclon (p. 90, B) as one among the I

a Aristot. Metnphys. A. p. 1017, a. 2. &amp;gt; :

intellectual phases that Sokrates had
| txraxui yap \tytrai (TO &amp;lt;rxi9M

aTa T^ y

passed through in the course of his life, /carhop/as), rocravraxus TO tlvai ai\-

without continuing in them. iaivti.
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name thorn and reason upon them as distinct objects of thought or

points of view, although none of them come into reality except
as implicated with a sensible particular. Of such reasoning

Aristotle s First Philosophy chiefly consists; and he introduces

peculiar phrases to descrilx) this distinction of reason between

two different points of view, where the real object spoken of is

one and the same. The frequency of the occasions taken to

point out that distinction marks his anxiety to keep the First

Philosophy in harmony with the theory of Reality announced in his

Categories.

The Categories of Aristotle appear to have become more widely
known than any other part of his philosophy. They were much
discussed by the sects coming after him ; and, even when not

adopted, were present to speculative minds as a scheme to bo

amended.&quot; Most of the arguments turned upon the nine later

Categories : it was debated whether these were properly enumerated

and discriminated, and whether the enumeration as a whole was

exhaustive.

With these details, however, the question between Realism and

its counter-theory (whether Conceptualism or Nominalism) is not

materially concerned. The standard against Realism was raised

by Aristotle in the First Category, when he proclaimed the Hoc

Aliquid to be the only complete Ens, and the Universal to exist

only along with it as a predicate, being nothing in itself apart;
and when he enumerated Quality as one among the predicates, and

nothing beyond. In the Platonic Realism (Phajdon, TimteuK,

Parmenides) what Aristotle called Quality was the highest and

most incontestable among all Substances the Good, the Beautiful,
the Just, &c.

; what Aristotle called Second Substance was also

Substance in the Platonic Realism, though not so ineontcstably ;

but what Aristotle called First Substance was in the Platonic

Realism no Substance at all, but only one among a multitude; of

confused and transient shadows. It is in the First and Third

Categories that the capital antithesis of Aristotle against the

Platonic Realism is contained. As fur as that antithesis is

concerned, it matters little whether the aggregate of predicates
1)0 subdivided under nine general heads (Categories) or under
three.

In the century succeeding Aristotle, the Stoic philosophers
altered his Categories, and drew up a new list of their own, con

taining only f.ur distinct heads instead of ten. \\e have no

This i, the just remark ol Treiulclcnburj;, Kateijorieuli-hre, |&amp;gt;.

. 17.
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record or explanation of the Stoic Categories from any of their

authors
;
so that we are compelled to accept the list on secondary

authority, from the comments of critics, mostly opponents. But,

as far as we can make out, they retained in their First Category
the capital feature of Aristotle s First Category the primacy of

the First Substance or Hoc Aliquid and its exclusive privilege

of imparting reality to all the other Categories. Indeed, the Stoics

seem not only to have retained this characteristic, but to have

exaggerated it. They did not recognize so close an approach
of the Universal to the Particular, as is implied by giving to it

a second place in the same Category, and calling it Second Sub
stance. The First Category of the Stoics (Something or Subject)
included only particular substances ;

all Universals were by them
ranked in the other Categories, being regarded as negations of

substances, and designated by the term Non-Somethings Non-

Substances.
11

The Neo-Platonist Plotinus, in the third century after the

Christian era, agreed with the Stoics (though looking from

the opposite point of view) in disapproving Aristotle s arrange
ment of Second Substance in the same Category with First Sub

stance.
1&quot; He criticizes at some length both the Aristotelian list of

Categories, and the Stoic list
;
but he falls back into the Platonic

and even the Parmenidean point of view. His capital distinction

is between Cogitables and Sensibles. The Cogitables are in his

view the most real (i.e. the Aristotelian Second Substance is more

real than the First) ; among them the highest, Unum or Bonum, is

the grand fountain and sovereign of all the rest. Plotinus thus

departed altogether from the Aristotelian Categories, and revived

the Platonic or Parmenidean Idealism; yet not without some

Aristotelian modifications. But it is remarkable that in this

departure his devoted friend and scholar Porphyry did not follow

him. Porphyry not only composed an Introduction to the

Categories of Aristotle, but also vindicated them at great length,
in a separate commentary, against the censures of Plotinus

;

Dexippus, Jamblichus, and Simplikius, followed in the same

track. Still, though Porphyry stood forward both as admirer

and champion of the Aristotelian Categories, lie did not consider

that the question raised by the First Category of Aristotle

against the Platonic Kealism was finally decided. This is suffi-

*
Prantl, Gesch. dcr Logik, I. vi. p.

4 JO; oijTiva TO. KUIVO. wap avrols \i-

b
Plotinus, Enncad. vi. 1, _ .

r
Simplikius, Sc.hol. iu Aristotol.

!(, a, I., JJranclis.
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ciently proved by the three problems cited above out of the

Introduction of Porphyry; where he proclaims it to bo a deep
and difficult enquiry, whether Genera and Species had not a real

substantive existence apart from the individuals composing them.

Aristotle, both in the Categories and in many other places, had

declared his opinion distinctly in the negative against Plato ;
but

Porphyry had not made up his mind between the two, though ho

insists, in language very Aristotelian, on the distinction between

First and Second Substance.&quot;

Through the translations and manuals of Boethius and others,

the Categories of Aristotle were transmitted to the Latin Church

men, and continued to bo read even through the darkest ages,

when the Analytica and the Topica were unknown or neglected.

The Aristotelian discrimination between First and Second Sub
stance was thus always kept in sight, and Boethius treated it

much in the same manner as Porphyry had done before him. 1

Alcuin, Khabanus Maurus, and Eric of Auxerre,
c

in the eighth
and ninth centuries, repeated what they found in Boethius, and

upheld the Aristotelian tradition unimpaired. But Scotus Erigena

(d. 880 A.D.) took an entirely opposite view, and reverted to

the Platonic traditions, though with a large admixture of

Aristotelian ideas. lie was a Christian Platonist, blending
the transcendentalism of Plato and Plotinus with theological

dogmatic influences (derived from the Pseudo-Dionysius Areo-

pagita and others) and verging somewhat even towards Pantheism.

Scotus Erigena revived the doctrine of Cogitable Universalia extra

rem and ante rcm. lie declared express opposition to the arrange

ment of the First Aristotelian Category, whereby the individual

was put first, in the character of subject ; the Universal second,

in the character only of predicate; complete reality belonging
to the two in conjunction. Scotus maintained that the Cogitable
or Incorporeal Universal was the first, the true and complete real ;

from whence the sensible individuals were secondary, incomplete,

multiple, derivatives.
1

But, though ho thus adopts and enforces

the Platonic theory of Universala ante rein and extra rein, ho

does not think himself obliged to deny that Universals may
be in re also.

I rant 1, Ocsrhichtc &amp;lt;Ier
Ix&amp;gt;gik,

I. xi. p. GH.
r

&amp;gt;

; Trcndelenburg, Kategorienlehre,

j).
. U, n. &amp;gt; . . I jton this account Prantl

j&amp;gt;.

_ 4.&quot;.

finds Porphyry guilty of &quot;

empiricism in c
Ueberweg, Ge*chicht der Philosophie

its i-xtroiiii crudencjjs
&quot;

&quot;jcnc ausscrste di-r schohistisrhcn 7x;it, p. lit.

KohlH-it &amp;lt;!.
Kinpiriftimia.&quot;

d
Prantl, Gesch. dt-r

l&amp;lt;ogik,
II. xiii. pp.

b
I rantl, G.^chichto dcr Logik, I. xii. l&quot;J-3.

r
.
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The contradiction of the Aristotelian traditions, so far as con

cerns the First Category, thus proclaimed by Scotus Erigena,

appears to have provoked considerable opposition among his

immediate successors. Nevertheless ho also obtained partizans.

Kemigius of Auxerre and others not only defended the Platonic

Kealism, but carried it as far as Plato himself had done
; affirming

that not merely Universal Substances, but also Universal Accidents,

had a real separate existence, apart from and anterior to

individuals.* The controversy for and against the Platonic

Kealism was thus distinctly launched in the schools of the Middle

Ages. It was upheld both as a philosophical revival, and as theo

logically orthodox, entitled to supersede the traditional counter-

theory of Aristotle.

&quot;

Prantl, Gesch. der Logik, II. xiii. pp. 44, 45-47.
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II.

FIRST PRINCIPLES.

A. Sir William Hamilton on Aristotle s Doctrine.

IN reading attentively Hamilton s Dissertation on the Philosophy
of (

1ommon Sense (Note A, annexed to ed. of Reid s Works, p. 742,

seq.), I find it difficult to seize accurately what he means by the

term. It seems to me that he unsays in one passage what ho says

in another; and that what ho tells us (p. 750, b.), viz. that
&quot;

philosophers have rarely scrupled, on the one hand, quietly to

supersede the data of consciousness, so often as these did not fall in

with their pro-adopted opinions; and on the other clamorously to

appeal to them as irrecusable truths, so often as they could allege

them in corroboration of their own, or in refutation of a hostile,

doctrine
&quot;

is illustrated by his own practice.

On page 752, a., he compares Common Sense to Common Law,
and regards it as consisting in certain elementary feelings and

beliefs, which, though in possession of all, can only be elicited and

declared by philosophers, who declare it very differently. This

comparison, however, sets aside unassisted Common Sense as an

available authority. To make it so we must couple with it the

same supplement that Common Law requires ; that is, we must

agree on some one philosopher as authoritative exponent of Common
Sense. The Common Law of one country is different from that of

another. Even in the same country, it is differently construed and

set forth by different witnesses, advocates, and judges. In each

country, a supreme tribunal is appointed to decide between these

versions and to declare the law. The analogy goes farther than

Hamilton wishes.

On tho same page, he remarks: &quot;In saying (to use tho words
of Aristotle) simply and without qualification, that this or that 10 a

hunm truth, we do not mean that it is in fact recognized by all,

but only by such as are of a sound understanding ; just as, in

Haying absolutely that a thing is wholesome, wo must be held to

im-jiM. to such as are of a hale constitution.&quot; The passage of

Aristotle s Topiea here noticed will bo found to have a different

bearing fioin that which Hamilton gives it.

Aristotle is laying down (Topiea, VI. iv. p. 14l,a. 2i&amp;gt;-p.
142, a.

!&amp;gt;,)
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the various lines of argument which may bo followed out, when

you are testing in dialectical debate a definition given or admitted

by the opponent. There cannot be more than one definition of the

same thing : the definition ought to declare the essence of the thing,

which can only be done by means of priora and notiora. But notiora

admits of two meanings: (1) notiora simpliciter ; (2) notiora nobis

or singulis hominibus. Under the first head, that which is prius is

absolutely more knowable than that which is posterius ; thus, a

point more than a line, a line more than a plane, a plane more than

a solid. But under the second head this order is often reversed :

to most men the solid (as falling more under sense) is more know-

able than the plane, the plane than the line, the line than the point.

The first (notiora simpliciter) is the truly scientific order, suited to

superior and accurate minds, employed in teaching, learning, and

demonstration (p. 141, a. 29 : KaOd-rrcp ei&amp;gt; TCUS tt-rroSet irefru
,
ovrco yap TTUO-O,

8t8ao&quot;KaXta KOI [jidOrjcris ^Xfl
&quot;&amp;gt;

^* 16 : cTrtcrrTy/xoviKojrepov yap TO TOIOVTOV

ecrrtv).
The second (notiora nobis) is adapted to ordinary minds,

who cannot endure regular teaching, nor understand a definition

founded on the first order. But definitions founded on the second

alone (Aristotle says) are not satisfactory, nor do they reveal the

true essence of the thing defined : there can be no satisfactory de

finition unless what is notius simpliciter coincides with what is notius

nobis (p. 141, b. 24). lie then proceeds to explain what is meant

lay notius simpliciter; and this is the passage quoted by Hamilton.

After having said that the notiora nobis are not fixed and uniform,

but vary with different individuals, and even in the same individual

at different times, he goes on :

&quot; It is plain therefore that we ought
not to define by such characteristics as these (the notiora nobis), but

by the notiora simpliciter : for it is only in this way that we can

obtain a definition one and the same at all times. Perhaps, too,

the notius simpliciter is not that which is knowable to all, but that

which is knowable to those who are well trained in their intel

ligence ; just as the absolutely wholesome is that which is whole

some to those who are well constituted in their bodies
&quot;

(ICROS Sc

Kat TO tt7rA.u&amp;gt;s yv(i)pL[jiov
ov TO TTOUTI yv^tpi^ov ecrrti

,
(LXAa TO Tots ev

Sia/Ci/Mt ois TJjv oidvotav, KaOdirep KCU TO aTrAws vyitivov TO TOIS tv ZX VO~
L

TO o-ai/xa p. 142, a.
i&amp;gt;).

Hamilton s translation misses the point of Aristotle, who here

repeats what he frequently also declares in other parts of his

writings (see Analyt. Tost. I. i. p. 71, b. 33), namely, the contrast

and antithesis between notius simpliciter (or naturd) and notius nobis.

This is a technical distinction of his own, which he had explained

very fully in the page preceding the words translated by Hamilton ;
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iii(l the words are intended as a supplementary caution, to guard

against a possible misunderstanding of the phrase. Hamilton s

words &quot;

saying simply, and without qualification, that this or

that is a known truth,&quot; do not convey Aristotle s meaning at all
;

again, the words &quot;such as arc of a sound understanding,&quot; fail

equally in rendering what Aristotle means by rots fv Stojcct/iecotf

TI)V 6tui ouu . Aristotle tells us distinctly (in the preceding part of

the paragraph) that he intends to contrast the few minds scientific

or prepared for scientific discipline, with the many minds un

scientific or unprepared for such discipline : he does not intend to

contrast &quot; men of sound understanding
&quot; with men &quot;not of sound

understanding.&quot;

It. appears to me that Hamilton has hero taken a passage

away from its genuine sense in the Aristotelian context, and

lias pressed it into his service to illustrate a view of his own,

foreign to that of Aristotle. He has done the like with some

other passages, to which I will now advert.

What he says, pp. 704-760, about Aristotle s use of the term

(lin&amp;gt;p.(i
is quite opposed to the words of Aristotle himself, who

plainly certifies it as being already in his time a technical term

with mathematicians (Met. 1\ p. 100.r
&amp;gt;,

a. 20). On p. 700, a.,

Hamilton says that the word ui. u;/za is not used in any work extmt

prior to Aristotle in a logical sense;. This is true as to any work

remaining to us, but Aristotle himself talks of previous philosophers
or reasoners who had so used it ; thus he speaks of Kara TO Zj/ron os

utu&amp;gt;/ia (Metaph. H. p. 1001, b. 7) &quot;according to the assumption
laid down by Xe.no as authoritative. Of this passage Hamilton

takes no notice: he only refers to the Topica, intimating a doubt

(in my judgment groundless and certainly professed by few

modern critics, if any) whether the Topica is a genuine work of

Aristotle. Jn the time of Aristotle, various mathematical teachers

laid down Axioms, such as, If equals be taken from equals, the

remainders will be equal ;
Jn all propositions, either the affirmative

or the negative must be true, &c. But the case of Xeno shows us

that other philosophers also laid down Axioms of their own, which

were not universally accepted by others. What Hamilton here

says, about Axioms, lias little pertinence as a contribution to the

Philosophy of Common Sense.

Again, Hamilton says, p. 770, a.: &quot;The native contributions by
the mind itself to our concrete cognitions have, prior to their

elicitation into consciousness through experience, only a potential,

and in actual experience only an applied, engaged, or implicate,

existence.&quot;
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These words narrow the line of distinction between tho two

opposite schools so much, that I cannot see where it is drawn.

Every germ has in it the potentialities of that which it will after

wards become. No one disputes that a baby just born has mental

potentialities not possessed by a puppy, a calf, or an acorn. AVhat

is the difference between cognitions elicited through experience, and

cognitions derived from experience ? To those who hold the doctrine

of Relativity, both our impressions of sense and our mental activi

ties (such as memory, discrimination, comparison, abstraction, &c.)

are alike indispensable to experience. The difference, so far as I can

see, between Hamilton and the Inductive School, is not so much about

the process whereby cognitions are acquired, as about the mode of

testing and measuring the authority of those cognitions when

acquired. Hamilton will not deny that many of the cognitions

which he describes as elicited by experience are untrue or exag

gerated. How are we to discriminate these from the true? The
Inductive School would reply :

&quot;

By the test of experience, and by
that alone : if these cognitions, which have been elicited in your
mind through experience, are refuted or not confirmed when tested

by subsequent experience carefully watched and selected for the

purpose, they are not true or trustworthy cognitions.&quot; But Hamilton

would not concur in this answer : he would say that the cognitions,

though elicited through experience, did not derive their authority
or trustworthiness from experience, but were binding and authorita

tive in themselves, whether confirmed by experience or not. In

speaking about Axioms, p. 764, b., he says: &quot;Aristotle limited&quot;

(this is not correct : Aristotle did not limit as here affirmed)
&quot; the

expression Axiom to those judgments which, on occasion of ex

perience, arise naturally and necessarily in the conscious mind,
and which are therefore virtually prior to experience.&quot; That

they are not prior to experience in order of time, is admitted in

the words just cited from Hamilton himself : he means, therefore,

prior in logical authority carrying with them the quality of necessity,

even though experience may afford no confirmation of them. This

is what he says, on pp. 753-754, about causality : metaphysical

causality must be believed, as a necessary and subjective law of the

observer though there is no warrant for it in experience.
The question between Hamilton and the Inductive School, I

repeat, is not so much about tho psychological genesis of beliefs,

as about the test for distinguishing true from false or uncertified

beliefs, among those beliefs which arise, often and usuallj*, in the

minds of most men. Is there any valid test other than experience

itself, as intentionally varied by experiments and interpreted by
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careful Induction? Are we ever warranted in affirming what tran

scends experience, except to tlie extent to which the. inference from

Induction (from some to all) always transcends actual observation V

This seems to me the real question at issue between the contending

schools of Metaphysics. Hamilton, while he rejects experience as

the test, furnishes no other test whereby we ean discriminate the

erroneous beliefs
&quot; which are elicited into consciousness through ex

perience,&quot;
from the true beliefs which are elicited in like manner.

In discussing the doctrine which Hamilton and other philosophers
entitle Common Sense (in the metaphysical import which they assign

to it), it is proper to say a few words on the legitimate meaning
of this phrase, before it was pressed into service; by a particular

school of metaphysicians. livery one who lives through child

hood and boyhood up to man s estate will unavoidably acquire

a certain amount of knowledge and certain habits of Ix lieving,

feeling, judging, &c. ; differing materially in different ages and

countries, and varying to a less degree in diilerent individuals of

the same age and country, yet still including more or less which

is common to the large majority. That fire burns; that water

quenches thirst and drowns; that tho sun gives light and heat;

that animals are all mortal and cannot live long without nourish

ment, these and many other beliefs are not possessed bv a verv

young child, but are acquired bv evevv man as he grows up, though
he cannot remember lio\v or when he learnt them. The sum total

of the beliefs thus acquired, by the impressions and influences

under which every growing mind must pass, constitutes the ( ommon
Sense of a particular age and country. A person wanting in any
of them would be considered, by the majority of the inhabitants,

as deficient in ( ommon Sense. If I meet an adult stranger, I pre
sume as a matter of course that lie has acquired thorn, and I talk

to him accordingly. I also presume (being in England) thai ho

has learnt the language of the country; and that he is familiar with

the forms of Kngli.sh speech wherebv such beliefs and their cor

relative disbeliefs are enunciated. If I alh rm to him any one of

these beliefs, lie assents to it at once : it appeal s to him self-evident,

that is, requiring no farther or extraneous evidence to support it.

Though it appears to him self-evident, however, the proposition

may possibly be false. To a (Ireek of the Aristotelian age. no

proposition could appear more self-evident than that of the earth

being at rest. No term can be, more thoroughly relative than the

term M lf-cvitlrni : that which appears so to one man, will often noi

appear M&amp;gt; to another, and may sometimes appear altogether untrue.

I .iH, if we
Mipp&amp;gt;e

an individual to whom one of these belief*

\ nl,. ||. T
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does not appear self-evident, and who requires proof, he will not

be satisfied to be told that every one else believes it, and that it is a

dictate of Common Sense, lie probably knows that already, and yet,

nevertheless, he is not convinced. Aristarchus of Samos was told

doubtless, often enough, that the doctrine of the earth being at rest

was the plain verdict of Common Sense ;
but he did not the less

controvert it. You must produce the independent proof which the

recusant demands ; and, if your doctrine is true and trustworthy,

such proof can be produced. I will here remark that, in so far as

Common. Sense can properly be quoted as an authority or pre

sumptive authority, it is such only in the sense proclaimed by
llerakleitus and La Mennais, as cited by Hamilton, pp. 770-771 :

&quot;as a magazine of ready-fabricated dogmas.&quot;
Hamilton finds

fault with both of them ; but it appears to me that they rightly

interpret, and that he wrongly interprets, what Common Sense,

as generally understood, is
;

and moreover, that most of the

other authorities whom he himself quotes understand the phrase

as these two understand it. Common Sense is
&quot; a magazine of

ready-fabricated dogmas,&quot;
as La Mennais (see p. 771, a.) considers

it dogmas assumed as self-evident, and as requiring no proof. It

only becomes &quot;a source of elementary truths&quot; when analysed and

remodelled by philosophers. Now philosophers differ much in their

mode of analysing it (as Hamilton himself declares emphatically),
and bring out of it different elementary truths

;
each of them pro

fessing to follow Common Sense and quoting Common Sense as

warranty. Jt is plain that Common Sense is no authority for

either one of two discrepant modes of analysis. Its authority
counts for those dogmas out of which the analysis is made, in so

far as Common Sense is authoritative at all.

Hamilton cites or indicates thirteen different Aristotelian pass

ages, in order to support his view that Aristotle is to be numbered

among the champions of authoritative Common Sense. It will be

seen that most of the passages prove nothing, and that only one proves

much, in favour of that view. 1 shall touch upon them seriatim.

(a)
&quot; First truths are such as are believed, not through aught else

&quot;

(say rather through other truths)
&quot; but through themselves alone.

For, in regard to the first principles of science, we ought not to

require the reason Why; fur each such principle behoves to bo

itself a Icllef in and of itself.&quot;
1* After the words reason Wlnj,

Hamilton inserts the following additional words of his own in

brackets &quot; but only the fact That they are given.&quot;

Aristot. Topic. 1. i.
\&amp;gt;.

UM&amp;gt;, a. :&amp;gt;o

;
Hamilton s Reid, p. 772, a.



APP. II. HAMILTON S CITATIONS FROM ARISTOTLE. 275

I demur to the words in brackets, as implying an hypothesis not

contained in Aristotle; who says only that the truth affirmed by
the teacher must bo such as the learner is prepared to believe

without asking any questions. It may be an analytical truth (aensu

Kantiano), in which the predicate asserts only what the learner

knows to be already contained in the definition of the subject. It

may bo a synthetical truth
; yet asserting only what lie is familiar

with by Constant, early, uncontradicted, obvious, experience. In

either case, he is prepared to believe it at once ; and thus the con

ditions of a First Scientific Truth are satisfied, as here described by
Aristotle ; who says nothing about the truth being (jicm.

The next passage cited (6) is from the Analytica Posteriora (the
reference is printed by mistake Pr/om). According to Hamilton,

Aristotle says:
&quot; We assert not only that science does exist, but

also that there is given a certain beginning or principle of science,

in *&amp;lt;&amp;gt; far an (or, on another interpretation of the term fjbi/ irJtirh)

we recognize the import of the terms.&quot;* I think Hamilton has

not exactly rendered the sense of the original when he translates

it &quot;we recognize the import of the terms;&quot; and he proceeds to

add expository words of his own which carry us still farther away
from what I understand in Aristotle. If Hamilton s rendering is

correct, all the priunpin of Science would be analytical propositions

(xcmii Kantiano}, which I do not think that Aristotle intended to

aflinn or imply. In the last chapter of the Analytica Posteriora,

Aristotle not only affirmed that there were First Principles of

Science, but described at length the inductive process by which we
reached them; referring them ultimately to the cognizance and

approval of Nous or Intellect. What Aristotle means is, that, in

ascending from propositions of lower to propositions of higher

universality, wo know when we have reached the extreme term of

asrent ; and this forms the principium.
Sir \\ . Hamilton next gives us another passage (r) from the Ana-

Ivtica Posteriori, in which Aristotle affirms that the First, Principles
must be. believed in a superlative degree, because wo know and

believe all secondary truths through them: 1 a doctrine which

Aristot. Anal. I nst. I. iii. j. 7 J, l&amp;gt;. to mo that the wonU moan trrm.v or
_ : rai Tcx T* olt&amp;gt; OI/TW \tyofj.tv, Ko.1 ov limits of reijresiif which coincides with the

HI.VHV i-KiaT^-r\v oAAo nal
a.px*)&quot; I**- paraphrase of Philoponus : roi/ry yap

(TTTiujjt tlvai TWO. tyantv, y rovt upovs (T vi?) TOV Apx&quot;8 fTTo ra * xal olovtl

yraifM {outv. &amp;lt;ii&amp;gt;uv\ o6&amp;lt;raj yropffo/iO (Schnl. p. J H % | ( .

N.-ith.-r I iiih pi iins. nor liuhl.-, nor M. 1:5, Hr.), as w.-ll as substantially \\ith

I .artli.-loiMV St.-Hilain-. translate the the not.- of M. St.-Hilairc.

wnpU rin&amp;gt;\ opoiv yvvpi&utv in the s;inie b
Analyt. IVstt-r. I. ii.

j&amp;gt;.
7J, a. J7.

\vaya.sSir\V.Hainilton. It rather seems

T 2
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appears to me to require both comment and limitation ; but about

which I say nothing, because, even granting it to be true, I do not

see how it assists the purpose to prove that Aristotle is the

champion of authoritative Common Sense. Nor do I find any

greater proof in another passage previously (p. 704, b.) produced
from Aristotle :

&quot; Of the immediate principles of syllogism, that

which cannot bo demonstrated, but which it is not necessary to

possess as the pre-requisite of all learning, 1 call Thesis : and that

Axiom, which ho who would learn aught, must himself bring (and
not receive from his instructor). For some such principles there

are; and it is to these that we are accustomed to apply the name.&quot;
11

Such principles there doubtless are, which the learner must bring
with him

;
but Aristotle does not assert, much less prove, that they

are intuitions given by authoritative Common Sense. Nay, in the

passage cited in my former page, he both asserted and proved that

the principia of Science were raised from Sense by Induction. The

learner, when ho comes to be taught, must bring some of these

principia with him, if he is to learn Science from his teacher
; just

as he must also bring with him a knowledge of the language, of the

structure of sentences, of the forms for affirmation and denial, &c.,

and various other requisites. A recruit, when first coming to be

drilled, must bring with him a certain power of walking and of

making other movements of the limbs. But these pre-requisites,

on 1he part of the learner as well as on that of the recruit, are not

intuitive products or inspirations of the mind: they are acquire
ments made by long and irksome experience, though often forgotten
in its details. AVe are not to reason upon the learner or the recruit

as if they were children just born.

The passages out of the Khetorica and the Metaphysica (cited on

p. 772,b., and marked d and c) are hardly worth notice. But that

which immediately follows (marked /), out of the Nikomachean

Fthica, is the most pertinent of all that are produced. Hamilton

writes: &quot;Arguing against a paradox of certain Platonists in re

gard to the Pleasurable, Aristotle says But they who oppose
themselves to Eudoxus, as if what all nature desiderates were not

a good, talk idly. For what appears to all, that we affirm to lc ;

and he who would subvert this belief, will himself assuredly ad

vance nothing more deserving of credit.
b

Compare also L. vii. c.

&quot;

Ainlyt. Poster. I. iii.
\&amp;gt;.

12, ;\. 17: localise he founds upon the passage an

TOVTO yap juaAirrr fVi TO?&amp;lt;T TOIOUTOJS argument to prove that Aristotle limited

elwda/j.fv uvo^a \iytiv -&quot;we are Cor the in a certain \vav the sense ot the word

most part :iccu.stomed :&quot; Hamilton has Axiom.

not translated the word p.d\tma. which Ari&amp;gt;tot. Kthic. Nik. X. ii. p. 117 J, 1&amp;gt;.

il would have I ljrn lu. ttiT lor him to do. -10: b yap trufft OoKe?. TOUT tlvai fyajjitv
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!. { (14). In his paraphrase of tin* above passage, the Pseudo-

Andronicus in one place uses the expression c&amp;lt;nnm&amp;lt;m oplni n, ami

in another all but uses (what indeed he could hardly do in this

meaning as an Aristotelian, if indeed in (Jreek at all) the expres

sion cntnmon ww, which I). Heinsius in liis Latin version actually

employs. Thus far Hamilton ;
but the words of Aristotle which im

mediately follow are even stronger: &quot;For, in so far as foolish

creatures desire pleasure, the objection taken would be worth some

thing; but, when intelligent creatures desire it also, how can the

objectors make out their case? Even in mean and foolish creatures,

moreover, there is perhaps a certain good natural appetite, superior

to themselves, which aims at their own
good.&quot;*

Or as Aristotle

(according to some critics, the Aristotelian Eudemiis) states it in

the Seventh Book of the Nikoinachcan Ethica, referred to by Sir

\V. Hamilton without citing it: Perhaps all creatures (brutes as

well as men) pursue, not that pleasure which they think they arc

pursuing, nor what they would declare themselves to lie pursuing,
but all of them the same pleasure; for all creatures have by
nature something divine.&quot;

1

In this passage, Aristotle does really appear as the champion of

authoritative Common Sense, lie enunciates the general principle :

That which appears to all, that we aflirm to be. And he proceeds
to claim (with the qualification of perhaps) for this universal belief

a divine or quasi-divine authority; like Hesiod in the verses cited

by Sir \V. Hamilton, p. 770, b., and like Dr. llcid in the motto pre

fixed to his *

Inquiry into the Human Mind on the Principles of

Common Sense. If Aristotle had often spoken in this \\ay, lie

would have been pre-eminently suitable to figure in Sir \V. Hamil

ton s li.st of authorities. lut the reverse is the fact. In the

Analvtica and Topiea, Aristotle is so far from accepting the opinion

and belief of all as a certificate of truth and reality, that lie ex

pressly ranks the matters so certified as belonging to the merely

probable, and includes them in his definition thereof. Universal

6 y avatpuv Ta.\&amp;gt;Tt\v TT]V iriff-riv, ov irdvv leaving out rb ln fore \ty6ptvov.) I

TTlffTllTtpa tptl. tllillk tllf Strut elH e W&amp;lt;UlM St.lllil lirtNT

Ari-tot. Kthik. Nik. X. ii. p. 117.&quot;.,
if ayaOiiv \v-r nittud after ^iMrncrfy.

a. J :

j$ i*.tv yo.p TO. aj OTjra optytrat
^

i.tli. Nikoiu. \ 11. xiv. p. 1 !&quot;
&amp;gt;,

I). .
&amp;gt;! :

ai/Tu C. ijf &v TI T?&amp;lt; \(yd/j.tvov d Sf ffTaij 8* xoi StwKiiumv oi X ^l 1 | &quot;&quot;r

xa\ TO.
$i&amp;gt;6yiij.a,

irwv &p \tyonv n ; f&amp;lt;Ta-i (ifioviiv) oi/5 ^v kv tyaitv, aAAo TTJ*

&i KO.I iv TO?$ (J
ai Aois iaTl TI tpvtri- avTi]v irdvra yap (ftvrrti %\ti T

KUV ayaOuv KptlTTov t) Kad aura, Ot~u&amp;gt;v. Tin- &amp;gt;fiitiiin-ut i&amp;lt; ln-nr tk-i-l.-irwl

i t(pit-rat TOV oixfiovayaBov. (1 cvm inure .itrou^ly iv&amp;gt;pei-tiu^
tlnr

;ipp&amp;lt;-

:nl..pt JUT..- tli.- text a.s ^iven l.y Midielet, ti-ury of all animals brutes as well as

r; fuv. in
|

l i of (i |xt ,
out Dot ill Hi n.
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belief counts for more or less, as a certificate of the truth of what

is believed, according to the matter to which it refers; and there

are few matters on which it is of greater value than pleasure and

pain. Yet even upon this point Aristotle rejects the authority of

the many, and calls upon us to repose implicit confidence in the

verdict of the just and intelligent individual, whom he enthrones as

the measure. &quot; Those alone are pleasures
&quot;

(says Aristotle)
&quot; which

appear pleasures to this man
;
those alone are pleasant things in

which he takes delight. If things which are revolting to him

appear pleasurable to others, we ought not to wonder, since there

are many corruptions and degenerations of mankind ; yet these

things are not really pleasurable, except to these men and to men of

like disposition.&quot;
a This declaration, repeated more than once in the

Nikomachean. Ethica, and supported by Analytica and Topica, more

than countervails the opposite opinion expressed by Aristotle, in the

passage where he defends Eudoxus.

The next passage (g) produced by Sir W. Hamilton is out of

the Eudemian Ethica. But this passage, when translated more

fully and exactly than we read it in his words, will be found to

prove nothing to the point which he aims at. He gives it as

follows, p. 773, a.: &quot;But of all these we must endeavour to

seek out rational grounds of belief, by adducing manifest

testimonies and authorities. For it is the strongest evidence

of a doctrine, if all men can be adduced as the manifest con

fessors of its positions ; because every individual has in him a

kind of private organ of the truth. Hence we ought not always
to look to the conclusions of reasoning, but frequently rather to

what appears [and is believed] to be.&quot; The original is given
below.b

Avistot. Ethic. Nik. X. v. p. 1170, a.

15: 8oK6? 8 fv diraffi roiovrois (Ivai rb

(f&amp;gt;aivdp.ffov rip (nrovfiaiy. el 8e rovro

KaAws \eyrai, KaOdirep 8oKe?, Kal to~riv i tarai Kal rb

fKa&amp;lt;rrou fifrpov TJ dper?; Kal 6 ayaObs f)
ael ra yvupi/murfpa rwv dw&orwv Ae-

roiovros, Kal Titioval eier ay a! rovrai (pai- ytffOai (rvyKexv/j.ti&amp;gt;us. Then after an in-

vofAtvai, Kal TjSea ois ovros x a/lpei &amp;lt;^ ( -
:

terval f fifteen lines : KaXus 8 e%6j Kal

II). vi.
{&amp;gt;. 1170, 1). 24: KaOdirfp ovv \ rb XW P^ S Kpivftv rov TTJS air (as \6yov Kal

eipTjrai, Kal ri/jna Kal TjOea rb ^fiKvv^vov, Sid re rb pi]6tv aprius,
ori

7rpo&amp;lt;rt )(.
fiv ov ^ 6^ iro-vra rots Sta ruv

Xoywv* aAAa TroAAaKis JJM\\OV roils fyaivo-

fj.ei&amp;gt;ois (vvv 8 OTTOT av \veiv /j.y *x(affiv
i

a.vayKo.^ovra.1 TTicrrcufiv rails etpTjjueVois),

Kal Sion TToAAaKis rb /j.tv VTrb rov \6yov
5fSf7x^ai SGKOVV a\rjd(s p.tv to~riv, ov

ffvvoiJ.o\oyovvras fjievroi oia ravrrjv rr\v alriav 8t f/i/ fyrjffiv

s, tl 8f /XT?, rp6trov yt b \uyos. Herri yap Sia \fyfv8ovs a\r]6ts

tKaoros oiKtiov n i

rr\v

TTWS irtpl avrui/. eK yap rwv
a\-r]6&amp;lt;4is

(ra(pu&amp;gt;s 8e, irpoiovcriv

etrrl ra rf (TTroi/Saiw roiavra ovra.
b Aristot. Kth. End. I. vi. p. 1218, b.

20 : ireipartov 8e irtpl rovruv irdvrwv

^TiTtTi/ rrfv iriffriv Sia ruv \&amp;gt;

&amp;gt;y(tiv, p.ap-

rvpiois Kal TrapaSfiy/Mifri xp t*&amp;gt;

/
j-fvot rols

(paivofjifvois. Kpdnnrov p.ti&amp;gt; yap Trdvras
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The following is a literal translation, restoring what Sir W. Hamil

ton omits :

&quot;

But, respecting all these matters, wo must endeavour

to seek belief through general reasoning, employing the appearances

before us
(i.e.

the current dicta and facia of society) as testimonies

and examples. For it is best that all mankind should be manifestly

in agreement with what we aro about to say; but, if that cannot

be, that at all events they should bo in some sort of agreement with

us
; which they will come to be when brought round (by being

addressed in the proper style). For every man has in him some

tendencies favourable to the truth, and it is out of these that we

must somehow or other prove our conclusions. By taking our

departure from what is said around us truly but not clearly, we

shall by gradual advance introduce clearness, taking along with us

such portion of the confused common talk as is most congruous to

Science. ... It is well also to consider apart the causal reasoning

(syllogistic, deductive premisses), and the conclusion shown : iirst,

upon the ground just stated, that we must not pay exclusive attention

to the results of deductive reasoning, but often rather to apparent-

facts, whereas it often happens now that, when men cannot refute

the reasoning, they feel constrained to believe in the conclusion ;

next, because the conclusion, shown by the reasoning, may often

bo true in itself, but not from the cause assigned in the reasoning.

For a true conclusion may bo shown by false premisses; as we
have seen in the Analytica.&quot;

Whoever reads the original words of Aristotle (or Eudcmus)
will see how much Sir W. Hamilton s translation strains their true

meaning. Kftaria-Tov does not correspond to the phrase
&quot;

it is tho

strongest evidence of a doctrine.&quot; Kptirurrov is tho equivalent of

ujncrrov, as wo find in chap. iii. of this Book of the Eudemian

Ethica
(]).

11! 15, a. 3): eVei 8 cto-ii/ UTropitu. irfpl tKucmp Trpay/zaTctui

OUCCUU, &T/A.Of OTl KU.I TTC/Jt ftiOV TOV Kpa.Tt(TTOV KUl
ony&amp;lt;&amp;gt; T7/S tt/K&amp;lt;m/S

Curil .

Nor ought tho words otVeun TL TT^OS -ny ilXi]Otuiv to be translated
14 a kind of private organ of the truth :

&quot;

they mean simply--
4 some

thing in him favourable or tending towards tho truth,&quot; as \\c

read in chap. ii. of this same Book OIKCIOI TT^OS cvc^tay (p. 1 JM,
b. 22). Moreover, Hamilton has omitted to translate both tho

words preceding and the words following: accordingly ho has

miNMcd tho real sensoof tho passage. Aristotle inculcates upon tlw

philosopher never to neglect tho common and prevalent opinions,
but to acquaint himself with them carefully; because, though these

opinions are generally full of confusion and error (euo) yiip Aiyoiwe

rr^t^tv TTC/H uTzWroji (oc TToAAoi) Ethic. Kudnn. 1. iii. p. l Jl.
r

&amp;gt;,

a. 1),

he will find in them partial correspondences with tho truth, of
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which he may avail himself to bring the common minds round to

Letter views
; but, unless he knows pretty well what the opinions

of the.se common minds are, he will not be able to address them

persuasively. This is the same reasonable view which Aristotle

expresses at the beginning of the Topica (in a passage already cited

above), respecting the manner of dealing proper fur a philosopher
towards current opinion. l&amp;gt;ut it dues nut at all coincide with the

representation given by Hamilton.

The next piece of evidence (A) which we find tendered is another

passage out of the Eudemian Kthica. It will be seen that this

passage is strained with oven greater violence than the preceding.
Hamilton writes as follows, first translating the words of Aristotle,

then commenting on them: &quot;The problem is this What is Iho

beginning or principle of motion in the soul? Now it is evident,

as God is in the universe, and the universe in God, that [I read

KivtLv KO.L W. II.] the divinity in us is also, in a certain sort, the

universal mover of the mind. Fur the principle of Keason is not

Keason but something better. Now what can we say is better

than even Science, except God?&quot;
11 So far Hamilton s translation;

now follows his comment: &quot; The import of this singular passage
is very obscure. It has excited, I see, the attention, and exercised

the ingenuity, of Tomponatius, J. C. Scaliger, Do Iiaei, Leibnit/,

Leidcnfrost, Jacobi, &c. lint without viewing it as of pantheistic

tendency, as Leibnitz is inclined to do, it may be interpreted

as a declaration, that Intellect, which Aristotle elsewhere allows

to be pre-existent and immortal, is a spark of the Divinity ;
whilst

its data (from which as principles more certain than their deduc

tions, Ueason, Demonstration, Science, must depart) are to bo

reverenced as the revelation of truths which would otherwise lie

hid from man : That, in short,

&quot; The voice of Nature is the voice of God.

P&amp;gt;y
the bye, it is remarkable that this text was not employed by

* Kthir. Kud. VII. xiv. p. 1248, a. L4 : , immediately following are these: 77 yap
TO 8e ^T]Tovpifvov TOVT fo~Ti, T/S ri TT)9

j dpfT^ TOV vov ijpyavov Kal 5z TOVTO oi

Kifvjireojs B-pxy * v T# ^VXP Sf/Aoy Srj, ird\ai fXfyov
&quot;

evTu^eTy Ka\ovvTai, oi

u lTTrep (V T(f o\(f 6e6s, Kal TTUJ/ (Fntxsclie &v 6p/j.l](rwm KaropOovffiv &\oyoi uvrfs,
reails fV) lutivif. Kivtl yap TTWS iravra rl&amp;gt; Kal fiov\V(ff6ai ov ffvpipepti aiTo?y

&quot;

tv rip-lv Otlov. \6yov 8&quot; ap^yj ou A^*yo$ ( %ov(ri yap apx hi ToiavTrjv TJ KpeirTui
a\\d 7t Kpt iTTov. ri oiiv av KptlrTov Kal , TOV vov Kal /3ouA.evrreais. oi Se rbv \6-

eVttTTT^/uTjs efroi TT\^V 6f6s ; Instead of yov rovro 5 OVK ex V(Tl - Ka
*

1 *V0ou-

6j&quot;7roj (the last word but two) Fritzsche
; ffiaa fj.oi TOVTO S ov fivvavrac &\oyoi

reads ffrj Kal vov. y&p ofTts ^iriTvyxdvoveri (so Fritzsche

This is the passage translated by Sir
|
reads i a place

W. Hamilton. The words of the original I
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any of those Aristotelian philosophers who endeavoured to identify

the Active Intellect with the
Deity.&quot;

I maintain that this passage noway justifies the interpretation

whereby Sir W. Hamilton ascribes to Ari.stotle a doctrine .so largo

and important. The acknowledged obscurity of the passage might
have rendered any interpreter cautious of building much upon it;

but this is not all : Sir W. Hamilton has translated it separately,

without any allusion to the chapter of which it forms part. This

is a MIre way of misunderstanding it; for it cannot be fairly con

strued except as bearing on the problem enunciated and discussed

in that chapter. Aristotle (or Eudemus) propounds for discussion

explicitly jn this chapter a question which had been adverted to

briefly in the earlier part of the Eudemiaii Ethica (I. i. p. 1214,

a. 2-1) What is the relation between good fortune and happiness?
I *pou what does good fortune depend? Is it produced by special

grace or inspiration from the Gods? This question is taken up and
debated at length in the chapter from which Sir \V. Hamilton has

made his extract. It is averred, as a matter of notoriety, that some
men are fortunate. Though fools, they are constantly successful

more so than wiser men
;
and this characteristic is so steady, that

men count upon it and denominate them accordingly. (See this

general belief illustrated in the debate at Athens recorded by

Thukydides, vi. 17, the good fortune of Nikias being admitted even

by his opponents.) Upon what does this good fortune depend?
i pon nature? L pon intelligence? Upon fortune herself as a

special agent? Upon the grace and favour of the gods to the

fortunate individual ? Aristotle (or Eudemus) discuses the

problem in a long and perplexed chapter, stating each hypothesis,

together with the difliculties and objections attaching to it. As far

as we can make out from an obscure style and a corrupt text, the

following is the result arrived at. There- are two varieties of

the fortunate man: one is, ho who succeeds through a rightly
directed impulse, under special inspiration of the divine element
within him and within all men ; the other is, ho who succeeds

without any such impulse, through the agency of Fortune proper.
The good fortune of the first is more constant than that of the

second ; but both are alike irrational or extra-rational.&quot; Now

Kth. Ku.leni. VII. xiv.
]&amp;gt;.

1-J4H, !&amp;gt;.
: : T,)V &pur,v &\ny&amp;lt;n

5 a^rtpot. ital 7;

tpavtpbv &t 8n 8uo tftif fu-rvxlat, rj fitv \ ^tv ow***)* turvxia ^u\^oy, aur-n 8 ou

titia, 810 Hal 8&amp;lt;&amp;gt;K? &amp;lt;S fVTvxil* Sta Otbv
I rrucfx 7J v -

KaT.j/itfoiV air,,* 8* i(T-r\v 6 Kara rjv
\

Tin- v.iri.-ty A wapa. -r^v &f^v 8&amp;lt;p-

upujv SiopOuru(6t, &amp;lt;S 8
*Vcp&amp;lt;n

d ira^a OWTIKUS is
excin]&amp;gt;lificd

in the- I liy.-icu
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the divine element in the soul is the beginning or principle of

motion for all the manifestations in the soul for reason as well as

feeling : that which calls reason into operation, is something more

powerful than reason. But in the intelligent man this divine

mover only calls reason into operation, leaving reason, when once

in operation, to its own force and guidance, of course liable to err ;

whereas in the fortunate man (first variety) the divine element

inspires all his feelings and volitions, without any rational delibe

ration, so that he executes exactly the right thing at the right time

and place, and accordingly succeeds.*

Aristotle (or Eudemus) thus obtains a psychological explanation

(good or bad) of the fact, that there are fools who constantly succeed

in their purposes, and wise men who frequently fail. Ho tells us

that there is in the soul a divine principle of motion, which calls

every thing reason as well as appetite or feeling into operation.
But he says nothing of what Sir W. Hamilton ascribes to him

about Intellect as a spark of the Divinity, or about data of

Intellect to be reverenced as the revelation of hidden truths. His

drift is quite different and even opposite : to account for the success

of individuals ivithout intellect or reason to bring forward a divine

element in the soul, which dispenses with intellect, and which

conducts these unintelligent men to success, solely by infusing the

most opportune feelings and impulses. Sir W. Hamilton has mis

understood this passage, by taking no notice of the context and

general argument to which it belongs.

Besides, when Hamilton represents Aristotle here as declaring :

&quot; That the data of Intellect are to be reverenced as the revelation

of truths which would otherwise lie hid from man &quot; how are

we to reconcile this with what we read two pages before (p. 771, a.)

as the view of Aristotle about these same data of Intellect, that
&quot;

they are themselves pre-eminently certain ; and, if denied in words,

they are still always mentally admitted
&quot;

? Is it reasonable to say
that the Maxim of Contradiction, and the proposition, That if

equals be subtracted from equals, the remainders will be equal
are data &quot; to be reverenced as the revelation of truths which would

otherwise lie hid from man &quot;

? At any rate, I protest against the

supposition that Aristotle has ever declared this.

(II. iv. p. 196, a. 4), where Aristotle i wished to see, but whom he never dreamt

again discusses
ri&amp;gt;x&quot;n

the case of a man of seeing there and then,

who comes to the market-place on his tt

Ktli. Kudem. Vll.xiv.p. 1248, a. 27-32:

ordinary business, and there by accident fvrvx^s KaXovvrai, &c. Compare also

meets a friend whom he particularly ib. p. 1247, b. 18.
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The next two passages cited from Aristotle have really no bearing

upon the authority of Common Sense in its metaphysical meaning :

they are (i) from Physic. VIII. iii. and (k) from De Gen. Animal.

III. x. Both passages assert the authority of sensible perception

against general reasoning, where the two are conflicting. They
assert, in other words, that general reasoning ought to bo tested by

experience and observation, and is not to bo accepted when dis

allowed by these tests. (The only condition is, that the observation

be exact and complete.) This is just, and is often said, though often

disregarded in fact, by Aristotle. But it has no proper connexion

with the problem about the trustworthiness of Common Sense.

Next Sir \V. Hamilton refers us to (without citing) three other

places of Aristotle. Of these, the first (Do Ccelo, I. iii. p. 270, 1). 4-

13, marked /) is one which I am much surprised to find in a modern

champion of Common Sense: since it represents Common Sense as

giving full certificate to errors now exploded and forgotten. Aristotle

had begun by laying down and vindicating his doctrine of the First

or Celestial Body, forming the exterior portion of the Kosmos, radi

cally distinct from the four elements
; revolving eternally in uniform,

perfect, circular motion, eternal, unchangeable, &c. Having stated

this, he proceeds to affirm that the results of these reasonings coin

cide with the common opinions of mankind, that is, with Common
Sense ; and that they are not contradicted by any known observations

of perceptive experience. This illustrates what I have before

observed about Aristotle s position in regard to Common Sense.

He does not extol it as an authority, or tell us that &quot;

it is to bo

reverenced as a revelation&quot;; but, when he has proved a conclusion

on what ho thinks good grounds, he is glad to be able to show that

it tallies with common opinions; especially when these opinions
have some alliance vrith the received religion.

The next passage (m) referred to (De Coolo, III. vii. p. l)0(&amp;gt;,

a.
i:&amp;gt;)

has nothing to do with Common Sense, but embodies a very

just protest by Aristotle against those philosophers who followed

out their theories consistently to all possible consequences, without

troubling themselves to enquire whether those consequences were

in harmony with the results of observation.

There follows one other reference () which was hardly worth

Sir W. Hamilton s notice. In Meteorologic. I. xiii. p.
. {40, a. LT),

Aristotle, after reciting a theory of some philosophers (respect

ing the winds) which ho considers very absurd, then proceeds to

siy. &quot;The many, without going into any enquiry at all, talk

better sense than those who after enquiry bring forward such con

clusions as these.&quot; It is not saying much for the authority of
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Common Sense, to affirm that there have been occasionally philo

sophical theories s,o silly as to be worse than Common Sense.

B. Aristotle s Doctrine.

I N regard to Aristotle, there are two points to be examined

I. What position does he take up in respect to the authority
of Common Sense ?

II. What doctrine does he lay down about the first principia

or beginnings of scientific reasoning the dp^al orAAo-

yicm/cai ?

T. That Aristotle did not regard Cause, Substance, Time, &c., as

Intuitions, is shown by the subtle and elaborate reasonings that

he employs to explain them, and by the censure that he bestows on

the erroneous explanations and shortcomings of others. Indeed, in

regard to Causality, when we read the great and perplexing diver

sity of meaning which Aristotle (and Plato before him in the

Phaedon) recognizes as belonging to this term, wo cannot but bo

surprised to find modern philosophers treating it as enunciating
a simple and intuitive idea. But as to Common Sense taking
the term as above explained, and as it is usually understood by
those that have no particular theory to support Aristotle takes

up a position at once distinct and instructive; a position (to use

the phraseology of Kant) not dogmatical, but critical. lie con

stantly notices and reports the affirmations of Common Sense
;
ho

speaks of it with respect, and assigns to it a qualified value, partly
as helping us to survey the subject on all sides, partly as a happy
confirmation, where it coincides with what has been proved other

wise ; but he does not appeal to it as an authority in itself trust

worthy or imperative.

Common Sense belongs to the region of Opinion. Now tho

distinction between matters of Opinion on the one hand, and matters

of Science or Cognition on the other, is a marked and characteristic

feature of Aristotle s philosophy. lie sets, in pointed antithesis,

Demonstration, or the method of Science which divides itself into

special subjects, each having some special principia of its own, then

proceeds by legitimate steps of deductive reasoning from such princi

pia, and arrives at conclusions sometimes universally true, always true

for the most part against lihetoric and Dialectic, which deal wiih

and discuss opinions upon all subjects, comparing opposite arguments,
and landing in results more or less probable. Contrasting them

as separate lines of intellectual procedure, Aristotle lays down a
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theory of both. Ho recognizes the procedure of Rhetoric and
Dialectic as being to a great degree the eommon and spontaneous

growth of society ;
while Demonstration is from the beginning

special, not merely as to subject, but as to persons, implying
teacher and learner.

Rhetoric and Dialectic are treated by Aristotle as analogous

processes. Of the matter of opinion and belief, with whieh both

of them deal, ho distinguishes three varieties: (1) Opinions or

beliefs entertained by all ; (2) By the majority ; (. }) By a minority
of superior men, or by one man in respect to a science wherein he

ha* acquired renown. It is these opinions or beliefs that the

rhetorician and the dialectician attack and defend
; bringing out

all the arguments available for or against each.

The Aristotelian treatise on Rhetoric opens with the following
words: &quot;Rhetoric is the counterpart of Dialectic: for both of

them deal with such matters as do not fall within any special

science, but belong in a certain way to the common knowledge of

all. Jlenco every individual has his share of both, greater or less;

for every one can, up to a certain point, both examine others and

fetand examination from others; every one tries to defend himself

and to accuse others.&quot;&quot; To the same purpose Aristotle speaks
about Dialectic, in the beginning of the Topica :

&quot; The dialectical

syllogism takes its premisses from matters of opinion, that is,

from matters that seem good to (or are believed by) all, or the

majority, or the wise -cither all the wise, or most of them, or

the most celebrated.&quot; Aristotle distinguishes these matters of

common opinion or belief from three distinct other matters:

(1) From matters that are not really such, but only in appear
ance

;
in which the smallest attention suflices to detect the false

pretence of probability, while no one except a contentious Sophist
ever thinks of advancing them ; on the contrary, the real matters

of common belief are never thus palpably false, but have always
something deeper than a superficial show; (2) I Yom the first truths

ur princif/ia t upon which scientific demonstration proceeds ;
(;&amp;gt;j

I Yom
the paralogisms, or fallacious assumptions (^fL-rtoy/xz^/y/AUTu), liable

to occur in each particular science.

Now what Aristotle here designates and defines as &quot;matters

of (rniiimnn opinion and belief&quot; (TU eiW-.i ) includes all that is

usually meant, and properly meant, hv Common Sense what.

is believed by all men or by most men. Hut Aristotle does not.

claim any warrant or authority for the truth of these beliefs, on the

HMI-&amp;lt;
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ground of their being deliverances of Common Sense, and accepted

(by all or by the majority) always as indisputable, often as self-evident.

On the contrary, he ranks them as mere probabilities, some in a

greater, some in a less degree ; as matters whereon something may
be said both pro and con, and whereon the full force of argument on

both sides ought to bo brought out, notwithstanding the supposed
self-evidence in the minds of unscientific believers. Though,
however, he encourages this dialectical discussion on both sides as

useful and instructive, he never affirms that it can by itself lead to

certain scientific conclusions, or to anything more than strong

probability on a balance of the countervailing considerations. The

language that he uses in speaking of these deliverances of Common
Sense is measured and just. After distinguishing the real Common

Opinion from the fallacious simulations of Common Opinion set up
(according to him) by some pretenders, he declares that in all cases

of Common Opinion there is always something more than a mere

superficial appearance of truth. In other words, wherever any
opinion is really held by a large public, it always deserves the

scrutiny of the philosopher to ascertain how far it is erroneous,

and, if it be erroneous, by what appearances of reason it has been

enabled so far to prevail.

Again, at the beginning of the Topica (in which he gives both

a theory and precepts of dialectical debate), Aristotle specifies four

different ends to be served by^that treatise. It will bo useful (he

1. For our own practice in the work of debate. If we acquire a

method and system, wo shall find it easier to conduct a debate on

any new subject, whenever such debate may arise.

2. For our daily intercourse with the ordinary public. When
we have made for ourselves a full collection of the opinions held

by the many, we shall carry on our conversation with them out

of their own doctrines, and not out of doctrines foreign to their

minds
;
wre shall thus bo able to bring them round on any matter

where we think them in error.

, }. For the sciences belonging to philosophy. I&amp;gt;y discussing the

difficulties on both sides, we shall more easily discriminate truth

and falsehood in each separate scientific question.

4. For the first and highest among the principia of each particular
science. These, since they are the first and highest of all, cannot

be discussed out of principia special and peculiar to any separate
science

;
but must be discussed through the opinions commonly

received on the subject-matter of each. This is the main province
of J)ialectic; which, being essentially testing and critical, is con-
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neoted by some threads with the principia of all the various

scientific researches.

Wo see thus that Aristotle s language about Common Opinion
or C ommon Sense is very guarded ; that, instead of citing it as an

authority, ho carefully discriminates it from Science, and places it

decidedly on a level lower than Science, in respect of evidence
; yet

that ho recognizes it as essential to be studied by the scientific man,
with full confrontation of all the reasonings both for and against

every opinion ; not merely because such study will enable the

scientific man to study and converse intelligibly and efficaciously
with the vulgar, but also because it will sharpen his discernment

for the truths of his own science, and because it furnishes the only
materials for testing and limiting the first principia of that science.

II. We will next advert to the judgment of Aristotle respecting
these principia of science : how he supposes them to be acquired and

verified. He discriminates various special sciences (geometry,

arithmetic, astronomy, &e.), each of which has its own appropriate

matter, and special principia from which it takes its departure.
I ut there are also certain principia common to them all

;
and these

lie considers to fall under the cognizance of one grand comprehensive
science, which includes all the rest; First, Philosophy or Ontology

the science of Ens in its most general sense, quatcnus Ens; while

each of the separate sciences confines itself to one exclusive depart
ment of Ens. The geometer does not debate nor prove the first

principia of his own science; neither those that it has in common
with other sciences, nor those peculiar to itself. lie takes these for

granted, and demonstrates the consequences that logically follow

from them. It belongs to the First Philosopher to discuss the

principia of all. Accordingly, the province of the First Philosopher
is all comprehensive, co-extensive with all the sciences. So also is

the province of the Dialectician alike all-comprehensive. Thus
far the two agree; but they differ as to method and purpose. The
Dialectician seeks to enforce, confront, and value all the different

reasons pro and con, consistent and inconsistent; the First Philo

sopher performs this too, or supposes it to IK- performed by others,
but proceeds farther : namely, to determine certain Axioms that may
be trusted as sure grounds (along with certain other principia) for

demonstrative conclusions in science.

Aristotle describes in his Analytica the process of Demonstration,
and the conditions required to render it valid. Hut what is the

point of departure for this process? Aristotle declares that there

cannot bo a regress without end, demonstrating one conclusion from

certain premisses, then demonstrating those premisses from others,
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and so on. You must arrive ultimately at some premisses that are

themselves undemonstrable, but that may he trusted as ground
from whence to start in demonstrating conclusions. All demon

stration is carried on through a middle term, which links together

the two terms of the conclusion, though itself does not appear in the

conclusion. Those undemonstrable propositions, from which de

monstration begins, must bo known without a middle term, that

is, immediately known
; they must bo known in themselves, that is,

not through any other propositions; they must be better known

than the conclusions derived from them
; they must be propositions

first and most knowable. But these two last epithets (Aristotle

often repeats) have two meanings : first and most knowable
/&amp;gt;//

nature or absolutely, arc the most universal propositions ;
first and

most knowable to us, are those propositions declaring the particular

facts of sense. These two meanings designate truths correlative to

each other, but at opposite ends of the intellectual line of march.

Of these undemonstrable principia, indispensable as the grounds
of all Demonstration, some are peculiar to each separate science,

others are common to several or to all sciences. These common

principles were called Axioms, in mathematics, even in the time

of Aristotle. Sometimes, indeed, he designates them as Axioms,
without any special reference to mathematics

; though he also uses

the same name to denote other propositions, not of the like funda

mental character. Now, how do we come to know these undemon

strable Axioms and other immediate propositions or princijjia, since

we do not know them by demonstration ? This is the second

question to bo answered, in appreciating Aristotle s views about

the Philosophy of Common Sense.

lie is very explicit in his way of answering this question. Tie

pronounces it absurd to suppose that these immediate princip ui are

innate or congenital, in other words, that we possess them from

the beginning, and yet that we remain for a long time without any
consciousness of possessing them; seeing that they are the most

accurate of all our cognitions. What we possess at the beginning

(Aristotle says) is only a mental power of inferior accuracy find

dignity. We, as well as all other animals, begin with a congenital

discriminative power called sensible perception. With many
animals, the data of perception are transient, and soon disappear

altogether, so that the cognition of such animals consists in nothing
but successive acts of sensible perception. AVith us, on the contrary,

as with some other animals, the data of perception are preserved by

memory: accordingly our cognitions include both perceptions and

remembrances, l^arthormore, we are distinguished even from the
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better animals by this difference that with us, but not with them,

a rational onler of thought grows out of such data of perception,

when multiplied and long preserved. And thus out of perception

grows memory ; out of memory of the same matter often repeated

grows experience, since many remembrances of tho same tiling

constitute one numerical experience. Out of such experience, a

farther consequence arises, that what is one and tho same in all

the particulars, (tho Universal or tho One alongside of the Many),
becomes fixed or rests steadily within the mind. Herein lies tho

priwijrium of Art, in reference to Agenda or Facienda of Science,

in reference to Entia.

Thus the&amp;gt;e cognitive principia are not original and determinate

possessions of the mind, nor do they spring from any other mental

possessions of a higher cognitive order, but simply from data of

sensible perception; which data are like runaway soldiers in a

panic, first one stops his flight and halts, then a second follows

tho example, afterwards a third and fourth, until at length an

orderly array is obtained. Our minds are so constituted as to

render this possible. If a single individual impression is thus

detained, it will presently acquire tho character of a Universal in

the mind
; for, though we perceive tho particular, our perception is

of the Universal (i.e., when wo perceive Kallias, our perception is of

man generally, not of tho man Kallias). Again the fixture of these

lowest Universals in tho mind will bring in tho.so of tho next

highest order; until at length the Summa Genera and tho absolute

Universals acquire a steady establishment therein. Thus, from this

or that particular animal, wo shall rise as high as Animal univer

sally ;
and so on from Animal upwards.

We thus see clearly (Aristotle says) that only by Induction

can we come to know tho first principia of Demonstration
;
for it

is by this process that sensible perception engraves tho Universal

on our minds. \Vo begin by tho notiora nobia (Particulars), and

ascend to the imtiora naturd or aimpliciter (Universals). Some among

Ari.stot. Anal. Post. II. p. 100, b. . ) : o-fws), cogitationc sopar.intur a matcri.i

^T]\(iy 81) t-ri i)p.~iv T& fpura Jwayuyf) qiiarum conjuncta sunt, indiictioiie pro-
yyupifnv avayKauov na\ yap Kal aJcrdqats hentur ea qua: di: ^cncrc (&amp;lt;. &amp;lt;/.,

do liuca vd
ot/rw TI) KoddAuu l/irocf?; also ihid. 1. de

&amp;lt;:nr|ore mathcmatico), ail
&amp;lt;|UIH|

ili-moii-

xyiii., p. HI, 1). :{, U |H.n which passage st ratio pt-rtiueat, pra-ilicoutur xaO oura
Wait/, in his note, explains as follows ct cum ojus natura

&amp;lt;:oujuncta
siut. Iii-

(j&amp;gt;. ;U7):
&quot; Sentent ia Doetri loci hec et. ductio aiitvm iis nititur I|U.T scnsilms

L niviT.s.ilcs
pro|N&amp;gt;sitioiiea omncs indue- jx-rcipiuntur : tiain res sin^ularos s&amp;lt;-nti-

UODO comparantur, i|iiuni etiain in iis, iinttir, snuntia voro reriuii singularium
qiut a neojiibufl mnxiine ali-ua videntur, non d.itur sim; inductione, non datur in-

et qua-, ut mathematica (ra ^ a&amp;lt;pa.ipi-
ductio sine hensu.&quot;

VOL. II. U
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our mental habits that are conversant with truth, are also capable
of falsehood (such as Opinion and Keasoning) : others are not so

capable, but embrace uniformly truth and nothing but truth
;
such

are Science and Intellect (Nors). Intellect is the only source more

accurate than Science. Now the principia of Demonstration are

more accurate than the demonstrations themselves, yet they cannot

(as we have already observed) be the objects of Science. They
must therefore be the object of what is more accurate than Science,

namely, of Intellect. Intellect and the objects of Intellect will thus

be the principia of Science and of the objects of Science. But these

principles are not intuitive data or revelations. They are acquisi

tions gradually made
;
and there is a regular road whereby we

travel up to them, quite distinct from the road whereby we travel

down from them to scientific conclusions.

The chapter just indicated in the Analytica Fosteriora, attesting

the growth of those universals that form the principia of demonstra

tion out of the particulars of sense, may be illustrated by a similar

statement in the First Book of the Metaphysica. Here, after stating

that sensible perception is common to all animals, Aristotle distin

guishes the lowest among animals, who have this alone ; then, a class

next above them, who have it along with phantasy and memory,
and some of whom are intelligent (like bees), yet still cannot learn,

from being destitute of hearing ;
farther another class, one stage

higher, who hear, and therefore can be taught something, yet arrive

only at a scanty sum of experience ; lastly, still higher, the class

men, who possess a large stock of phantasy, memory, and experience,

fructifying into science and art.
11

Experience (Aristotle says) is of

particular facts
;
Art and Science are of Universals. Art is attained,

when out of many conceptions of experience there arises one

universal persuasion respecting phenomena similar to each other.

We may know that Kallias, sick of a certain disease that Sokrates,

likewise sick of it that A, B, C, and other individuals besides,

have been cured by a given remedy ;
but this persuasion respecting

ever so many individual cases, is mere matter of experience. When,

however, wo proceed to generalize these cases, and then affirm that

the remedy cures all persons suffering under the same disease,

Aristot. Metaphys. A. i. p. 980, a. 2G,

(pp6vi/j.a /j.tv favtv rou

oov

ing altogether upon sense, memory, and

experience and the higher intelligence
which is superadded by the use of lan

guage ;
when it becomes possible to teach

ami learn, and when general conceptions
We remark here the line that he draws can be brought into view through appro-

between the intelligence of bees depend- priate names.

Kal d ri TOIOVTOV &\\o yivos
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circumscribed by specific marks fever or biliousness this is Art or

Science. One man may know the particular cases empirically,
without having generalized them into a doctrine

;
another may

have learnt the general doctrine, with little or no knowledge of the

particular cases. Of these two, the last is the wiser and more

philosophical man
; but the first may be the more effective and

successful as a practitioner.

In the passage above noticed, Aristotle draws the line of intel

lectual distinction between man and the lower animals. If he had

considered that it was the prerogative of man to possess a stock

of intuitive general truths, ready-made, and independent of expe
rience, this was the occasion for saying so. Ho says the exact

contrary. No modern psychologist could proclaim more fully than

Aristotle here does the derivation of all general concepts and

general propositions from the phenomena of sense, through the

successive stages of memory, association, comparison, abstraction.

No one could give a more explicit acknowledgment of Induction

from particulars of sense, as the process whereby wo reach ultimately
those propositions of the highest universality, as well as of the

highest certainty ; from whence, by legitimate deductive syllogism,
we descend to demonstrate various conclusions. There is nothing
in .Aristotle about generalities originally inherent in the mind,
connate although dormant at first and unknown, until they are

evoked or elicited by the senses; nothing to countenance that nice

distinction eulogized so emphatically by Hamilton (p. 772, a. note) :

&quot;

Cognitio nostra omnis a mente primam originem, a, scnsibus

exordium habet primum.&quot; In Aristotle s view, the senses furnish

both originem and exordium : the successive stages of mental

procedure, whereby wo rise from sense to universal
pro}H&amp;gt;-

sitions, are multiplied and gradual, without any break. He even

goes so far as to say that we have wmille perception of the

Universal. His language undoubtedly calls for much criticism

here. \\o shall only say that it discountenances altogether the

doctrine that represents the Mind or Intellect as an original

source of First or Universal Truths peculiar to itself. That

opinion is mentioned by Aristotle, but mentioned only to l&amp;gt;o re

jected. He denies that the mind possesses any such ready-made
stores, latent until elicited into consciousness. Moreover, it is

remarkable that the ground whereon he denies it is much the

same as that whereon the advocates of intuitions ailirm it, vi/..,

the supremo accuracy of these axioms. Anstotle cannot believe

that the mind includes cognitions of such value, without being
conscious thereof. Nor will he grant that the mind possesses any

r 1&amp;gt;
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native and inherent power of originating these inestimable principia.*

Ho declares that they are generated in the mind only by the slow

process of induction, as above described
; beginning from the per

ceptive power (common to man with animals), together with that

first stage of the intelligence (judging or discriminative) which he

combines or identifies with perception, considering it to be alike

congenital. From this humble basis men can rise to the highest

grades of cognition, though animals cannot. We even become com

petent (Aristotle says) to have sensible perception of the Universal
;

in the man Kallias, we see Man
;
in the ox feeding near us, we see

Animal.

It must be remembered that, when Aristotle, in this analysis of

cognition, speaks of Induction, he means induction completely and

accurately performed ; just as, when ho talks of Demonstration, he

intends a good and legitimate demonstration ;
and just as (to use

his own illustration in the Nikomachean Ethica), when he reasons

upon a harper, or other professional artist, he always tacitly implies
a good and accomplished artist. Induction thus understood, and

Demonstration, he considers to be the two processes for obtaining

scientific faith or conviction
;
both of them being alike cogent and

necessary, but Induction even more so than Demonstration; because,

if the principia furnished by the former were not necessary, neither

could the conclusions deduced from them by the latter be necessary.
Induction may thus stand alone without Demonstration, but Demon-
sti ation pro-supposes and postulates Induction. Accordingly, when
Aristotle proceeds to specify those functions of mind wherewith the

inductive principia and the demonstrated conclusions correlate, he

refers both of them to functions wherein (according to him) the

mind is unerring and infallible Intellect (Novs) and Science. But,

between these two ho ranks Intellect as the higher, and he refers

the inductive principia to Intellect. IIo does not mean that

Intellect (Nous) generates or produces these principles. On the

contrary, ho distinctly negatives such a supposition, and declares

that no generative force of this high order resides in the Intellect ;

* Aristot. Anal. Post. II. six. p. 09, h. of universality arc raised from induction

2fi : ft ptv ST) (xo/J.ev auras, OTOTTOI/- CTU/A- and sense, contend that propositions of the

fiaivfi yap aKpififffrfpas t^ovras yvuatis highest universality are not so raised, but

a7ro5ei fo&amp;gt;s Xa.vQa.vfiv. (pa.vfpbv TOIVVV are the intuitive offspring of the intellect.

6-ri otfr %X fL1/ ^v T6
&amp;gt;

^ T&amp;gt; ayvoovai KO.I Aristotle does not countenance such a

/xTjSf/iiav tx ovffiv * &quot; ^yy^ffrGai. avdyKrj doctrine : he says (Metaphys. A. ii. p. 982,

apa *x f iV n*vTiva Svva^.iv, /XT) TotavrTjv 8 a. _
.&quot;&amp;gt;)

that these truths furthest removed

%X(IV $ (VTai TOVTUV Tifjuoartpa KCLT* a.Kpi- from sense are the most difficult to know

fiftai&amp;gt;.
See Metaphys. A. i.\. p. 99:5, a. 1. of all. If they were intuitions they would

Some modern psychologists, who admit l&amp;gt;e the common possession of the race,

that general propositions of a lower dc^n
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while? ho tells us, with equal distinctness, that they arc generated
from a lower source sensible perception, and through the gradual

upward march of the inductive process. To say that they originate

from Sense through Induction, and nevertheless to refer them to

Intellect ( NoCs) as their subjective correlate, are not positions

inconsistent with each other, in the view of Aristotle. He expressly

distinguishes the two points, as requiring to be separately dealt

with. I y referring the principia to Intellect (Nous), he does not

intend to indicate their generating source, but their evidentiary
value and dignity when generated and matured. They possess, in

his view, the maximum of dignity, certainty, cogency, and necessity,

because it is from them that even Demonstration derives the

necessity of its conclusions; accordingly (pursuant to the inclination

of the ancient philosophers for presuming affinity and commensurate

dignity between the cognitum and the coyiwacens), they belong as

objective correlates to the most unerring cognitive function the

Intellect (NoOs). It is the Intellect that grasps these principles,

and applies them to their legitimate purpose of scientific demonstra

tion; hence Aristotle calls Intellect not only the j;r/wy&amp;gt;/w
of

Science, but the principium prlnclpii.

In the Analytic-si, from which we have hitherto cited, Aristotle

explains the structure of the Syllogism and the process of Demon
stration. He has in view mainly (though not exclusively) the

more exact sciences, arithmetic, geometry, astronomy, Arc. I&amp;gt;ut

he expressly tells us that all departments of inquiry are not capable
of this exactness; that some come nearer to it than others; that wo
must be careful to require no more exactness from each thaii the

subject admits; and that the method adopted by us must be such

as will attain the admissible maximum of exactness. Now each

subject has some principia, and among them definitions, peculiar to

itself; though there are also some principia common to all, and

essential to the march of each. In some departments of study

(Aribtotlo saysj we get our view of principia or first principles by
induction

;
in others, by sensible perception ;

in others again, by
habitual action in a certain way; and by various other processes

also. In each, it is important to look for first principles in the

way naturally appropriate to the matter before us; for this is

more than half of the whole work
; upon light first principles will

mainly depend the value of our conclusions. For what concerns

Kthics, Aristotle tells us that the first principles are acquired

through a course of well-directed habitual action ;
and that they

\\ill be acquired easily, as well as certainly, if such a course bo

enforced on youth from the beginning. In the beginning of the
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Physica, he starts from that antithesis, so often found in his

writings, between what is more knovvable to us and what is more

knowable absolutely or by nature. The natural march of knowledge
is to ascend from the first of these two termini (particulars of sense)

upward to the second or
opposite,&quot;

and then to descend downward

by demonstration or deduction. The fact of motion he proves

(against Melissus and Parmenides) by an express appeal to induc

tion, as sufficient and conclusive evidence. In physical science (he

says) the final appeal must be to the things and facts perceived by
sense. In the treatise De Ccelo he lays it down that the principia

must be homogeneous with the matters they belong to : the

principia of perceivable matters must be themselves perceivable ;

those of eternal matters must be eternal; those of perishable

matters, perishable.

The treatises composing the Organon stand apart among Aristotle s

works. In them he undertakes (for the first time in the history of

mankind) the systematic study of significant propositions enuncia-

tive of truth and falsehood. He analyses their constituent elements
;

he specifies the conditions determining the consistency or incon

sistency of such propositions one with another; he teaches to arrange
the propositions in such ways as to detect and dismiss the incon

sistent, keeping our hold of the consistent. Here the signification

of terms and propositions is never out of sight : the facts and realities

of nature are regarded as so signified. Now all language becomes

significant only through the convention of mankind, according to

Aristotle s express declaration : it is used by speakers to commu
nicate what they mean to hearers that understand them. We see

thus that in these treatises the subjective point of view is brought
into the foreground the enunciation of what we see, remember,

believe, disbelieve, doubt, anticipate, &c. It is not meant that the

objective point of view is eliminated, but that it is taken in implica
tion with, and in dependence upon, the subjective. Neither the

one nor the other is dropped or hidden. It is under this double

and conjoint point of view that Aristotle, in the Organon, -presents

to us, not only the processes of demonstration and confutation, but

also the fundamental principia or axioms thereof; which axioms in

the Analytica Posteriora (as we have already seen) he expressly
declares to originate from the data of sense, and to be raised and

generalized by induction.

Such is the way that Aristotle represents the fundamental prin

ciples of syllogistic Demonstration, when he deals with them as

See also Aristot. Mctaphys. Z. iv. p. lo-J J, b. 1-14.
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portions of Logic. But we also find him dealing with them as por
tions of Ontology or First Philosophy (this being his manner of

characterizing his own treatise, now commonly known as the Meta-

physica). To that science he decides, after some preliminary debate,
that the task of formulating and defending the axioms belongs,
because the application of those axioms is quite universal, for all

grades and varieties of Entia. Ontology treats of Ens in its largest

sense, with nil its properties quatenua Ens, including Lnum, Multa,

Idem, Diversum, Posterius, Prius, Genus, Species, Totum, Partes,
etc. Now Ontology is with Aristotle a purely objective science;
that is, a science wherein the subjective is dropt out of sight and
no account taken of it, or wherein (to state the same fact in the

language of relativity) the believing and reasoning subject is sup

posed constant. Ontology is the most comprehensive among all the

objective sciences. Each of these sciences singles out a certain

portion of it for special study. In treating the logical axioms as

portions of Ontology, Aristotle undertakes to show their objective
value ; and this purpose, while it carries him away from the point
of view that wo remarked as prevailing in the Organon, at the

name time brings him into conflict with various theories, all of

them in his time more or less current. Several philosophers
Herakleitus, Anaxagoras, Demokritus, Protagoras had propounded
theories which Aristotle here impugns. \\ o do not mean that these

philosophers expressly denied his fundamental axioms (which they

probably never distinctly stated to themselves, and which Aristotle

was the first to formulate), but their theories were to a certain

extent inconsistent with these axioms, and were regarded by Aristotle

as wholly inconsistent.

The two Axioms announced in the Metaphysica, and vindicated

by Aristotle, are

1. The Maxim of Contradiction: It is impossible for the same

thing to be and not to be
;

It is impossible for the same to belong
and not to belong to the same, at the same time and in the same
sense. This is the statement of the Maxim as a formula of Ontology.
Announced as a formula of Logic, it would stand thus : The same

proposition cannot be both true and false at the same time ; You
cannot both believe and disbelieve the same proposition at the same
time

;
You cannot believe, at the same time, propositions contrary

or contradictory. These- last-mentioned formulae are the logical

ways of stating the axiom. They present it in reference to the

believing or disbelieving (affirming or denying) subject, distinctly

brought, to view along with the matter believed; not exclusively in

reference to the matter believed, to the omission of the believer.
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2. The Maxim of Excluded Middle : A given attribute either

does belong, or does not belong to a subject (i.e., provided that it

has any relation to the subject at all) there is no medium, no real

condition intermediate between the two. This is the ontological

formula ;
and it will stand thus, when translated into Logic :

Between a proposition and its contradictory opposite there is no

tenable halting ground ;
If you disbelieve the one, you must pass

at once to the belief of the other you cannot at the same time dis

believe the other.

These two maxims thus teach the first, that we cannot at the

same time believe both a proposition and its contradictory opposite ;

the second, that we cannot at the same time disbelieve them both.a

Now, Herakleitus, in his theory (a theory propounded much
before the time of Protagoras and the persons called Sophists),
denied all permanence or durability in nature, and recognized

nothing except perpetual movement and change. He denied both

durable substances and durable attributes ;
he considered nothing

to be lasting except the universal law or principle of change the

ever-renewed junction or co-existence of contraries and the per

petual transition of one contrary into the other. This view of the

facts of nature was adopted by several other physical philosophers
besides.

b Indeed it lay at the bottom of Plato s new coinage
Kational Types or Forms, at once universal and real. The Maxim
of Contradiction is intended by Aristotle to controvert Herakleitus,

and to uphold durable substances with definite attributes.

Again, the theory of Anaxagoras denied all simple bodies (except

ing Nous) and all definite attributes, lie held that everything
was mingled with everything else, though there might be some one

or other predominant constituent. In all the changes visible

throughout nature, there was no generation of anything new, but

only the coming into prominence of sume constituent that had

before been comparatively latent. According to this theory, you
could neither wholly affirm, nor wholly deny, any attribute of its

subject. Both affirmation and denial were untrue : the real relation

between the two was something half-way between affirmation and

denial. The Maxim of Excluded Middle is maintained by Aristotle

as a doctrine in opposition to this theory of Anaxagoras.

We have here discussed these two and value, will be found in Mr. John Stuart

maxims chiefly in reference to Aristotle s Mill s Examination of the Philosophy of

manner of presenting them, and to the Sir Win. Hamilton, ch. xxi. pp. 406-421.

conceptions of his predecessors and con- See Plato and other (Jump, of Sokr.

temporaries. An excellent view of the i I. i. pp. L 8-. )8.

Maxims themselves, in their true meaning
c Ibid. pp. 49-57.
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Both the two above-mentioned theories are objective. A third,

that of Protagoras&quot; Homo Uensura&quot; brings forward prominently
the subjective, and is quite distinct from either. Aristotle does

indeed treat the Frotagorean theory as substantially identical with

that of Ilerakleitus, and as standing or falling therewith. This

seems a mistake : the theory of Protagoras is as much opposed to

Ilerakleitus as to Aristotle.

\\ e have now to see how Aristotle sustains these two Axioms

(which he calls &quot;tho firmest of all truths and the most assuredly

known&quot;) against theories opposed to them. In the iirst place,

he repeats here what he had declared in the Analytica Posterioru

that they cannot be directly demonstrated, though they are

themselves the principia of all demonstration. Some persons indeed

thought that these Axioms were demonstrable
;
but this is an error,

proceeding (he says) from complete ignorance of analytical theory.

How, then, are these Axioms to be proved against Ilerakleitus?

Aristotle had told us in the Analytica that axioms were derived

from particulars of sense by Induction, and apprehended or approved

by the Nors. He does not repeat that observation here
;
but he

intimates that there is only one process available for defending

them, and that process amounts to an appeal to Induction. You
can give no ontological reason in support of the Axioms, except
what will be condemned as a pctitio principii ; you must take them
in their logical aspect, as enunciated in significant propositions.
You must require the Ilerakleitean adversary to answer some

question affirmatively, in terms significant both to himself and to

others, and in a proposition declaring his belief on tho point. ]f

lie will not do this, you can hold no discussion with him : lie might
us well be deaf and dumb : ho is no better than a plant (to use

Aristotle s own comparison). If he does it, he has bound himself

to something determinate : first, the signification of the terms is a

fact, excluding what is contrary or contradictory ; next, in declaring
his belief, he at the same time declares that he does not believe in

the contrary or contradictory, and is so understood by tho hearers.

\\ e may grant what his theory affirms that the subject of a propo
sition is continually under some change or movement; yet the

identity designated by its name is still maintained,&quot; and many true

predications respecting it remain true in spite of its partial change.

The argument in defence of the Maxim of Contradiction is, that it

is a postulate implied in all the particular statements as to matters

This argument is given by Aristotle, M.-laj.li. r. \. p. 1&quot;1&quot;,
a. 7-

J&quot;&amp;gt;, contrasting
t-hangf Kara. rti -wua&v ami change Kara TO iroiov.
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of daily experience, that a man understands and acts upon when
heard from his neighbours ;

a postulate such that, if you deny it,

no speech is either significant or trustworthy to inform and guide
those who hear it. If the speaker both affirms and denies the same

fact at once, no information is conveyed, nor can the hearer act upon
the words. Thus, in the Acharnenses of Aristophanes, Dikrcopolis

knocks at the door of Euripides, and inquires whether the poet is

within
; Kephisophon, the attendant, answers

&quot;

Euripides is within

and not within.&quot; This answer is unintelligible; Dikrcopolis can

not act upon it
;
until Kephisophon explains that &quot;not within

&quot;

is

intended metaphorically. Then, again, all the actions in detail

of a man s life are founded upon his own belief of some facts and

disbelief of other facts : he goes to Megara, believing that the

person whom he desires to see is at Megara, and at the same time

disbelieving the contrary : he acts upon his belief both as to what

is good and what is not good, in the way of pursuit and avoidance.

You may cite innumerable examples both of speech and action in

the detail of life, which the Herakleitean must go through like other

persons ;
and when, if he proceeded upon his own theory, he could

neither give nor receive information by speech, nor ground any
action upon the beliefs which he declares to co-exist in his own mind.

Accordingly, the Herakleitean Kratylus (so Aristotle says) renounced

the use of affirmative speech, and simply pointed with his finger.
11

The Maxim of Contradiction is thus seen to be only the general

expression of a postulate implied in all such particular speeches as

communicate real information. It is proved by a very copious and

diversified Induction, from matters of experience familiar to every
individual person. It is not less true in regard to propositions

affirming changes, motions, or events, than in regard to those

declaring durable states or attributes.

In the long pleading of Aristotle on behalf of the Maxim of

Contradiction against the Herakleiteans, the portion of it that appeals
to Induction is the really forcible portion ; conforming as it does to

what he had laid down in the Analytica Tosteriora about the

inductive origin of the principia of demonstration. He employs,

however, besides, several other dialectical arguments built more or

less upon theories of his own, and therefore not likely to weigh
much with an Herakleitean theorist

;
who arguing, as he did argue,

that (because neither subject nor predicate was ever unchanged
or stable for two moments together) no true proposition could be

Aristot. Metaph. F. v. p. 1010, a. 12. Compare Plato, The.Ttct. pp. 179-180, about

the aversion of the Herakleiteans for clear issues aii l propositions.
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framed but was at the same time false, and that contraries were

in perpetual co-existence could not by any general reasoning bo

involved in greater contradiction and inconsistency than lie at oneo

openly proclaimed. It can only bo shown that such a doctrine

cannot be reconciled with the necessities of daily speech, as prac
tised by himself, as well as by others. We read, indeed, one

ingenious argument whereby Aristotle adopts this belief in the

co-existence of contraries, but explains it in a manner of his own,

through his much employed distinction between potential and

actual existence. Two contraries cannot co-exist (he says) in

actuality ;
but they both may and do co-exist in different senses

one or both of them being potential. This, however, is a theory

totally different from that of Ilerakleitus ; coincident only in words

and in seeming. It does indeed eliminate the contradiction
;
but

that very contradiction formed the characteristic feature and key
stone of the Herakleitean theory. The case against this last theory

is, that it is at variance with psychological facts, by incorrectly

assuming the co-existence of contradictory beliefs in the mind ; and

that it conflicts both with postulates implied in the daily colloquy
of detail between man and man, and with the volitional preferences
that determine individual action. All of these are founded on a

belief in the regular sequence of our sensations, and in the at least

temporary durability of combined potential aggregates of sensations,

which w enunciate in the language of definite attributes belonging
to definite substances. This language, the common medium of com
munication among non-theorizing men, is accepted as a basis, and is

generalized and regularized, in the logical theories of Aristotle.

The doctrine here mentioned is vindicated by Aristotle, not only

against Ilerakleitus, by asserting the Maxim of Contradiction, but

also against Anaxagoras, by asserting the Maxim of Excluded

Middle. Here we have the second principium of Demonstration,

which, if it required to bo defended at all, can only be defended

(like tho first) by a process of Induction. Aristotle adduces several

arguments in support of it, some of which involve an appeal to

Induction, though not broadly or openly avowed ;
but others of them

assume what adversaries, and Anaxagoras especially, were not

likely to grant. Wo must remember that both Anaxagoras and

This is stated by Aristotle himself, not tell, instead of the Herakleiteans,

Metaph. T. vi.
j&amp;gt;.

I&quot;!].;,. !. : ol 5 iv r$ against whom it does tell. The whole

\6yif&amp;gt; TT)V /3i ac (JLUVOV ^rjToCj Tty aSucaTOP of the reasoning in this part ot the

-i]Tuv(TiV ivavTia. yap dirt tv aiov(nv, Metaphysica is directed indiscriminately,
utti&amp;gt;s fvavria \tyoirrts. He here, indeed, and in the same words, against 1 rota-

applies this observation immediately to goreans and Herakleiteans.

tlie I rotagorcans, against whom it docs
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Herakleitus propounded their theories as portions of Physical

riiilosophy or of Ontology ;
and that in their time no such logical

principles and distinctions as those that Aristotle lays down in the

Organon, had yet been made known or pressed upon their attention.

Now, Aristotle, while professing to defend these Axioms as data of

Ontology, forgets that they deal with the logical aspect of Ontology,
as formulated in methodical propositions. His view of the Axioms

cannot be properly appreciated without a classification of proposi

tions, such as neither Ilerakleitus nor Anaxagoras found existing

or originated for themselves. Aristotle has taught us what

Ilerakleitus and Anaxagoras had not been taught to distinguish

separate propositions as universal, particular and singular ;
and to

distinguish pairs of propositions as contrary, sub-contrary, and

contradictory. To take the simplest case, that of a singular pro

position, in regard to which the distinction between contrary and

contradictory has no application, such as the answer (cited above) of

Kephisophon about Euripides. Here Aristotle would justly contend

that the two propositions Euripides is within, Euripides is not

within could not be either both of them true, or both of them false ;

that is, that we could neither believe both, nor disbelieve both. If

Kephisophon had answered, Euripides is neither within nor not

within, Dika30polis would have found himself as much at a loss with

the two negatives as he was with the two affirmatives. In regard
to singular propositions, neither the doctrine of Ilerakleitus (to

believe both affirmation and negation) nor that of Anaxagoras (to

disbelieve both) is admissible. But, when in place of singular

propositions we take either universal or particular propositions, the-

rule to follow is no longer so simple and peremptory. The universal

affirmative and the universal negative are contrary ; the particular

affirmative and the particular negative are sub-contrary ; the uni

versal affirmative and the particular negative, or the universal

negative and the particular affirmative, are contradictory. It is now
noted in all manuals of Logic, that of two contrary propositions,

both cannot bo true, but both may be false; that of two sub-

contraries, both may be true, but both cannot be false
;
and that

of two contradictories, one must bo true and the other false.
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III.

METAPHYSICA.

[THE following; Abstract when not translation of six books (r, K, Z,

H, 6, A) out of tlic fourteen included under the title
*

Metaphysica, may be

said to cover the whole of Aristotle s dogmatic exposition of First Philosophy.

According to the view of Brandis, now in its main features generally accepted,

the exposition continued through Books r, E, Z, H, reaches back to Books

A and B, and comes to an end with Book 0. Still it is only with Book T

that the properly didactic treatment begins, Book A being a historical review

of previous opinion, and Book B a mere collection of diropiai subjected to a

preliminary dialectical handling; while, at the other end, Book A, though

it has no direct connection with Book 0, is, especially in its latter part, of

undeniable importance for Aristotle s metaphysical doctrine.

The remaining books are known as a, A, I, K, M, N. The short Book n is

entirely unconnected with any of the others, and most probably is not the

work of Aristotle. Book A (-mpt ru&amp;gt;v rmtra^s Xcyopciwy) a vocabulary of

philosophical terms is Aristotelian beyond question, being referred to oc

casionally in the chief lxxks
;
but it lies quite apart from the exposition

projter. Book I dealing with Unity and Opptsites though it also lias no

place in the actual line of treatment, is truly ontological in character, and

probably was intended to fall within pome larger scheme of metaphysical

doctrine; the like, as far as can be judged, being true of Books M and N,

containing together a criticism of Pythagorean and Platonic theories. Finally,

Hook K, consisting in part of an epitomized excerpt from the Physica hardly

from the hand of Aristotle, gives otherwise only a sketch in outline of the

argument of Books B, I&quot;, E, and thus, although Aristotelian, is to be dis

counted.

The author nowhere states the principle upon which he selected the six l&amp;gt;ooks

for a preliminary Abstract; but the actual selection, joined to various indica

tions in the Alwtract and marginal notes in his copies of the Metaphysica, leaves

no doubt that he accepted the view of Brandis, more
cs|&amp;gt;ecially

as set forth by
lionitx. On the whole question of the Canon of the Metaphysica, Bonitz s

Introduction to his Commentary may with advantage be consulted.]

HOOK I\

I\ this First Philosophy, Aristotle analyses and illustrates tho

meaning of the grncraliwima of language the most general and

abstract words which language includes. All these arc words in
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common and frequent use
;
in the process of framing or putting

together language, they have become permanently stamped and

circulated as the result of many previous comparisons, gone through

but afterwards forgotten, or perhaps gone through at first without

any distinct consciousness. Men employ these words familiarly in

ordinary speech, and are understood by others when they do so.

For the most part, they employ the words correctly and consistently,

in the affirmation of particular propositions relating to topics of

daily life and experience. But this is not always or uniformly the

case. Sometimes, more or less often, men fall into error and incon

sistency in the employment of these familiar general terms. The

First Philosophy takes up the generalities and established phrases

in this condition
; following back analytically the synthetical pro

cess which the framers of language have pursued without knowing
or at least without recording it, and bringing under conscious

attention the different meanings, more or fewer, in which these

general words are used.

Philosophia Frima devotes itself, specially and in the first

instance, to Ens quatenus Ens in all its bearings ; being thus dis

tinguished from mathematics and other particular sciences, each of

which devotes itself to a separate branch of Ens (p. 1003, a. 25).

It searches into the First Causes or Elements of Ens per se, not per
accidens (a. 31). But Ens is a commune, not generically, but analo

gically ;
constituted by common relationship to one and the same

terminus, as everything healthy is related to health. The Principle

(dp^) of all Entia is Essence (ouo-m) ; but some Entia are so called

as being affections of Essence ; others, as being a transition to Es

sence, or as destruction, privation, quality, efficient or generative

cause, of Essence or its analoga ; others, again, as being negations

(a7ro&amp;lt;^do-ct5) thereof, whence, for example, we say that Non-Ens iff

Non-Ens (b. G 10). There is one science of all these primary,

secondary, tertiary, &c., Entia ; just as there is one science of all

things healthy, of the primary, the secondaiy, the tertiary, &c.,

quatenus healthy. But, in all such matters, that science bears

in the first instance and specially (xvpuos) on the Primum Aliquid,
from which all the secondary and other derivatives take their

departure, and upon which they depend (b. 16). Accordingly,
in the present case, since Essence is the Primum Aliquid, the

province of First Philosophy is to investigate the causes and

principles of Essences in all their varieties (b. 18-22). Now
whatever varieties there are of Ens, the like varieties there

are of Unum ;
for the two are always implicated together, though

the words are not absolutely the same in meaning (b. 24-35).
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Accordingly both Ens and Unum with all the varieties of each

belong to Philosophic Prima; likewise Idem, Simile, &amp;lt;fec.,
and the

opposites thereof. All opposites may be traced in the last analysis

to this foundation the antithesis of Unum and Multa fp. 1004,

a. 1). We must set forth and discriminate the different varieties

primary, secondary, tertiary, &c. of Idem and Simile, and also of

their opposites, Diversum and Dissimile ; and wo must show how

they are derived from or related to Primum Idem, &amp;lt;fec., just as wo

must do in the case of Ens and Unum. All this task belongs to First

Philosophy fa. 20-30). Aristotle speaks of o &amp;lt;tAdo-o&amp;lt;o?, as meaning
the master of Philosophia Prima fb. 1

;
P&amp;gt;. p. !17, a. 14).

If these investigations do not belong to the First Philosopher,
to which among the other investigators can they belong? Who
is to enquire whether Sokrates, and Sokrates sitting, is the same

person? Whether Unum is opposite to Unum? Jn how many
senses Opposite can bo said? fp. 1004, b. 3). All these are

affections per se of Unum quatenus Unum, and of Ens quatenux

Ens, not quatcnus numbers, or lines, or fire; that is, they are

propria (sensu loglco) of Ens and Unum (not included in the notion

or definition, but deducible therefrom &quot; nota3 consecutions no-

tionis&quot;), just as odd and even, proportionality, equality, excess

and defect, are propria of numbers
;
and there are other propria

of solids, whether moved or unmoved, heavy or light. It is these

propria of Ens and Unum that Philosophia Prima undertakes to

explain fb. 7-16), and which others fail to explain, because they
take no account of ovma (b. 10), or of the fundamental Ens or

Essentia to which these belong as propria.

These Propria of Ens are the ooceta the special and peculiar
matter or principles of Philosophia Prima. That all of them

belong in this special way to the First Philosopher, we may
farther see by the fact that all of them are handled by the Dia-

lectician and the Sophist, who assume an attitude counterfeiting
the Philosopher. All three travel over the same ground, and deal

with Ens, as a matter common to all fp. 1004, b. JO). But the Sophist
differs from the Philosopher in his purpose, inasmuch as he aims

only at giving the false appearance of wisdom without the reality,

while the Dialectician differs from the Philosopher in his manner

of handling fru&amp;gt; T/WTTU) TT/S Swa^Miuc b. 24). Tho Dialectician dis

cusses the subject in a tentative way, from many different points of

view, suggested by current opinions ; the Philosopher marches by
a straight and assured road from the appropriate principles of his

science to certain conclusions and cognitions.
The same view of the scope and extent of Philosophia Prima may
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be made out in another way. Almost all philosophers affirm that

Entia are composed of contraries, and may bo traced back to oppo
site principles odd and even, hot and cold, limit and the unlimited,

friendship and enmity, &c. Now these and all other contraries

may be traced back to Unum and Multa : this we may assume

(p. 1005, a. 1
; according to Alexander Aph., it had been shown in

the treatise Do Bono Schol. p. 648, a. 38, Br.).

Though it bo true, therefore, that neither Ens nor Unum is a

true genus, nor separable, but both of them aggregates of analogical

derivatives, yet since all these derivatives have their root in one

and the same fundamentum, the study of all of them belongs to

one and the same science (p. 1005, a. 6-11). It is not the province
of the geometer to examine what is The Opposite, The Perfect,

Ens, Unum, Idem, Diversum, except in their application to his

own problems. The general enquiry devolves upon the First Phi

losopher ;
who will investigate Ens quatenus Ens, together with the

belongings or appendages (TO. v7rdp\ovTa) of Ens quatenus Ens, in

cluding Prius, Posterius, Genus, Species, Totum, Pars, and such

like (a. 11-18).
It falls to the First Philosopher also to investigate and explain

what mathematicians call their Axioms : the mathematician ought

not to do this himself, but to leave it to the First Philosopher.

These Axioms are, in their highest generality, affirmations respect

ing Ens quatenus Ens, all of which belong to the First Philosopher ;

from whom the mathematician accepts them, and applies them as

far as his own department requires (p. 1005, a. 20, seq.).

In First Philosophy, the firmest, best known, and most unquestion
able of all principles is this : It is impossible for the same predicate

at the same time and in the same sense to belong and not to belong
to the same subject (p. 1005, b. 20). No one can at the same time

believe that the same thing both is and is not
; though Herakleitus

professed to believe this, we must not suppose that he really did

believe it (b. 25). No man can hold two contrary opinions at the

same time (b. 31). This is by nature the first principle of all

other axioms ;
to which principle all demonstrations are in the

last resort brought back (b. 33 :
&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;wr yap ^pxn KC&quot; v ^-^v

tteio)/AaTOJV aurr/ TTU^TCDV).

Aristotle then proceeds to explain and vindicate at length this

ap^r/ the Principle of Contradiction, which many at that time

denied. This principle is at once the most knowable, and

noway assumed as hypothesis (yi uipifjuiyrdrrjv /cat avvrroOtrov p.

1005, b. 13). You cannot indeed demonstrate it to be true;

the very attempt to demonstrate it would bo unphilosophtcal :
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demonstration of every thing, is an impossibility. You cannot

march upwards in an infinite progression of demonstrations
; you

must arrive ultimately at some first truth which is not demon
strable

; and, if any such first truth is to be recognized, no one

can point out any truth better entitled to such privilege than the

Principle of Contradiction (p. 1006, a. 11). But you can convict

an opponent of self-contradiction
(&amp;lt;i7ro8etcu

eAeyKTiKuis, a. 12, 15),

if he will only consent to affirm any proposition in significant

terms that is, in terms which he admits to be significant to

him&amp;gt;elf and which he intends as such to others ; in other words,

if he will enter into dialogue with you, for without significant

speech there can be no dialogue with him at all (a. 21).

When the opponent has shown his willingness to comply with

the conditions of dialogue, by advancing a proposition in terms

each having one definite signification, it is plain, by his own
admission, that the proposition does not both signify and not

signify the same. First, the copula of the proposition (est) does

not signify what would be signified if the copula were non est ;

so that hero is one case wherein the affirmative and the nega
tive cannot be both of them true (p. 1000, a. 30

;
see Alex. Schol. and

Boiiitz s note). Next, let the subject of the proposition be homo ;

a term having only one single definite signification, or perhaps

having two or three (or any definite number of) distinct significa

tions, each definite. If the number of distinct significations be

indefinite, the term is unfit for the purpose of dialogue (a. 30-b. 10).

The term homo will signify one thing only ;
it will have one deter

minate essence and definition say animal bipcx : that is, if any

thing be a man, the same will be animal liprs. Hut this last can

not be the essence and definition of non-homo also : non-homo, as

a different name, must have different definition ;
homo and non-

homo cannot be like AoWto^ and I/XUTIOI ,
two terms having the same

signification, essence and definition ; for homo signifies cm; subject
of constant and defined nature, not simply one among many pre
dicates applicable by accident to this same constant subject; it

signifies H.LU.V &amp;lt;}&amp;gt;\

&amp;lt;TLV and not a\Xr]v riru fyvtriv (Scholia, p. &amp;lt;J5(&amp;gt;,
b.

21j. Since each name indeed is applied by convention to what
it denominates, the name non homo may bo applied elsewhere

to that which we term homo ; but, this is a mere difference of

naming ; what bears the name homo, and what bears the name

non-homo, must always bo different, if homo is defined to signify
one determinate nature (b. 22). The one single nature and

essence defined as belonging to homo, cannot bo the same as that

belonging to won homo. If any thing be homo, the same cannot

VOL. II. X
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be non-homo : if any thing be non-homo, the same cannot be homo

(b. 25-34). Whoever says that homo and non-homo have the same

meaning, must say a fortiori that homo, fort is, musicns, aimus,

pukhcr, &c., have the same meaning ;
for not one of these terms

is so directly and emphatically opposite to homo, as non-homo is.

He must therefore admit that the meaning, not merely of all

these words but also, of a host besides is the same
;

in other words,

that not merely Opposites are one, but all other things besides, under

different names (on zv Trdvra ecrrcu KCU ov /j-ovov TO.
drrt/cetytxei/tt

p. 1007, a. 6).

This argument is directed against those who maintain that

affirmative and negative are both true at once, but who still desire to

keep up dialogue (Alex. Schol. p. 658, a. 2G, Br. : TW TTJV re avrtyacrw

(rvva\r)6fViv Aeyorri, KOL cr^^etv /3ou/Vo/xeVu) TO 8taAcyeo~^tti). No man
who maintains this opinion, can keep his consistency in dialogue,

if he will only give direct answers to the questions put to him,

without annexing provisoes and gratuitous additions to his answers.

If you ask him, Whether it is true that Sokrates is homo / lie ought
to answer plainly Yes, or No. He ought not to answer: &quot;Yes,

but Sokrates is also non-homo,&quot; meaning that Sokrates is also the

subject of many other accidental predicates fair, flat-nosed, brave,

accomplished, &c. Ho ought to answer simply to the question,

whether the one essence or definition signified by the word man,

belongs to Sokrates or not
;
he ought not to introduce the mention

of these accidental predicates, to which the question did not refer.

These accidental predicates are infinite in number ; he cannot

enumerate them all, and therefore he ought not to introduce the

mention of any of them. Sokrates is homo, by the essence and

definition of the word
;
he is non-homo, ten thousand times over,

by accidental predicates; that is, he is fair, brave, musical, flat-

nosed, &c., all of which are varieties of the general word non-homo

(p. 1007, a. 7-19).

Those who contend that both members of the Antiphasis are at

once true disallow Essentia altogether, and the distinction between

it and Accidens (p. 1007, a. 21). When we say that the word homo

signifies a certain Essentia, wre mean that its Essentia is nothing
different from this, and that the being homo cannot bo the same as the

being non-homo, or the not being homo. Those against whom we are

reasoning discard Essentia as distinguished from Accidens, and

consider all predicates as Accidentia. Albus belongs to homo as an

accident
;
but the essence of a76usdoes not coincide with that of homo,

and cannot be predicated of homo (a. .TJ). Upon the theory of these

opponents, there would be no Prima Essentia to which all accidents
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are attached
;
but this theory is untenable. Accidents cannot bo

attached one to another in an infinite ascending series (b. I). You

cannot proceed more than two steps upward : first one accident,

then a second
;
the two being joined by belonging to one and the

same subject. Xo accident can bo the accident of another accident.

To AevKor may have the accident /*ovo-iKoV, or TO /xoi-o-iKoV may have

the accident AerKoY ; each of these may be called indifferently tho

accident of the other ; but the truth is, that ACI-KOS and pn-o-tKos

are both of them accidents belonging to the common Essentia

Jiomn. I&amp;gt;ut, when we affirm homo cst musicus, we implicate the acci

dent with the Essentia to which it belongs ;
that Essentia is signi

fied by tho subject humo. There must thus bo one word which has

signification as Essentia; and, when such is the case, we have

already shown that both members of the Antiphasis cannot 1&amp;gt;o

predicated at once (b. 5-18).

( Alexander, in Scholia, p. (558, b.
4&amp;lt;)-p. (!50, b. 14, Br., remarks on

this argument of Aristotle : Those who held tho opinion here con

troverted by Aristotle r^v avri^aaLV &amp;lt;rvva\-r)9trfiv
had in their

minds accidental propositions, in regard to which they were right,

except that both members of tho Antiphasis cannot bo true at the

same time. Sdkraies cst musicus Sokrates non cst musicus : these two

propositions are both true, in the sense that one or other of them

is true only potentially, and that both cannot be actually true at tho

same time. One of them is true, and the other false, at the present

moment ;
but that which is now false has been true in the past,

and may become true in the future. Aristotle does not controvert

this theory so far as regards accidental propositions ;
but he main

tains that it is untenable about essential propositions, and that tho

theorists overlooked this distinction.)

Moreover, if you say that both members of the Antiphasis are

alike, tme respecting every predicate of a given subject, you must

admit that all things are one (p. 1&amp;lt;&amp;gt;U7,
b. liO). Tho same thing

will lx- at once a wall, a trireme, a man. Respecting every subject,

you may always either affirm or deny any given predicate; but,

according to this theory, whenever it is true to affirm, it is

always equally true to deny. If you can say truly, J[&amp;lt;n IKI fxt

trircmis, you may say with equal truth, according to the theory
before, us, Ilomo cut trirnnin. And, of course, JLnno non cut trircinitt

may be said truly ;
since

(still according to this theory) the

much more special negative, Homo non cut homo, may l&amp;gt;e said

truly (\&amp;gt;. :V2).

Again, if this theory bo admitted, tho doctrine that every pre
dicate may be either affirmed or denied of any given subject, will
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no longer hold true. For, if it ho true to say of Sokrates both

Eat homo and Est non-homo : it must also be true to say of him.both
Non est homo and Non est non-homo. If both affirmative and negative

may be alike affirmed, both may be alike denied (p. 1003, a. 2-7).
If both members of the Antiphasis are alike true, both must be

alike false (Alex. Schol. p. 663, a. U-34).

Again, the theory that both members of the Antiphasis are alike

true, is intended by its authors to apply universally or not uni

versally. Every thing is both white and not white, Ens and Non-

Ens ; or this is true with some propositions, but not with regard
to others. If the theorists take the latter ground and allow some

exceptions, so far at least as those exceptions reach, firm truth is

left (a.vTo.1 av clei
6//,oA.oyoi /zevai p. 1008, a. 11). But, if they take

the former ground and allow no exceptions, they may still perhaps

say: Wherever you can affirm with truth, we can also deny with

truth
; but, wrherever we can deny with truth, we cannot in every

case affirm with truth (a. 15). Meeting them upon this last ground,
we remark that at any rate some negative propositions are here

admitted to be knowable, and we obtain thus much of settled

opinion ; besides, wherever the negative is knowable, the correspond

ing affirmative must be still more knowrable (a. 18). If they take

the former ground and say that, wherever the negative is true, the

affirmative is true also, they must either mean that each of them is

true separately, or that neither of them is true separately but that

both are true when enunciated together in a couple (a. 19). If

they mean the latter, they do not talk either of these things or of

any thing else : there is neither speech nor speaker, nothing but

non-entity ;
and how can non-entity either speak or walk (a. 22) ?

Every thing would be confounded in one. If they mean the

former that affirmative and negative are each alike true taken

separately, we reply that, since this must be true as much respect

ing one subject as respecting another, so there can be no distinction

or difference between one subject and another
;

all must be alike

and the same
;

if there be any difference of any kind, this must
constitute a special and exceptional matter, standing apart from the

theory now under discussion. Upon this view of the theory in

question, then, as well as upon the preceding, we are landed in the

same result : all things would be confounded into one (a. 27). All

men would speak truly and all men alike (including the theorist

himself, by his own admission) would speak falsely. Indeed in

discussing with this theorist we have nothing to talk about; for

he says nothing. lie does not say, It is thus ; he does not say, It

is not thus; he says, It is both thus and not thus : then, again, he
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negatives both, saying, It is neither thus nor not thus
; so that

there in nothing definite in what he says (a. 32).

Again, let us ask, Does he who believes things to be so, believe

falsely, and he who believes things not to be so and so, believe

falselv also, while he who believes both at once, believes truly ?

If this last person believes truly, what is meant by the common

saying tint such and such is the constitution of nature ? If you even

say that the last person does not indeed believe truly, but believes

more truly than he who believes the affirmative alone, or he who

believes the negative alone, we still have something definite in the

constitution of nature, something which is really true, and not

true and false at the same time. But, if there be no more truly or

less truly if all persons alike and equally speak truly and speak

falselv speech is useless to such persons : what they say, they at

the same time unsay. It the state of their minds really corresponds

to this description if they believe nothing, but at once think so

and so and do not think so and so how do such persons differ from

plants (1). 3-12; see Alexander s Scholion, p. 065, b. i-17 I
&amp;gt;r.,

about the explanation of pIV/W, and the distinction between

XtytLv and wroXa/x/Javcti , p. 065, b. 31, seq.) ?

It is certain, however, that these theorists are not like plants,

and do not act as such in matters of ordinary life. They look for

water, when thirsty; they keep clear of falling into a well or over

a precipice. In regard to what is desirable or undesirable, at least,

thev do not really act upon their own theory That both members

of the Antiphasis are equally true and equally fal&amp;gt;e. They act

upon the contrary theory That one of the members is true, and

the other false. But, if these theorists, admitting that they act

thus, say that they do not act thus with any profession of knowing
the truth, but simply on the faith of appearance and greater pro

bability, we, reply that this ought to impose upon them a stronger

sense of duty in regard to getting at the truth. The state of

Opinion stands to that of Knowledge in the same relation as that of

sickness to health (p. 1008, b. 12-31;.

Finally, to follow up this last argument, even if we grant to these

theorists that both members of the Antiphasis are true, still there

are degrees of truth : the More and the Less pervades the consti

tution of nature (p. K)08, b. 32). We shall not surely affirm that

two and three are equally even; nor shall we say, when any one

affirms four to bu five, that ho commits an equal error with one who

affirms four to be a thousand. Clearly one of these persons is more

near to the truth, the other is less near to the truth. But, if there

be such a thing as being nearer to the truth, there must surely bw
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some truth to which you have come nearer
; and, oven if this be

denied, yet at least what we have already obtained (the tyyvrfpov

-nys aXrjOeia^ is something firmer and of a more truth-like cha

racter. We shall thus have got rid of that unqualified theory which

forbids all definite conceptions of the intellect (KUI/ ei
fj.r/ fo-rtv, uAA

rfir) yi n ecrrt /3ef3cuoTpov KU!
a\r]6ivu&amp;gt;Tc.pov,

KOL rov \6yov o.7rr]\-

Xay/j.evoL av efy/xev TOV dxparov KOL Kto/ViWros TL rf)
Stavota oparai p.

1 009, a. 2).

Having thus completed his refutation of the &quot;

unqualified theory,&quot;

which declares both members of the Antiphasis to be alike true,

Aristotle passes to the examination of the Protagorean doctrine
&quot; Homo Mensura :

&quot; he affirms that it proceeds from the same mode

of thinking, and that the two must stand or fall together. For,

if all things which appear true are true, all things must be at once

true and false
;
since the opposition of men s opinions is a notorious

fact, each man thinking his own opinions true and his opponent s

opinions false (p. 1009, a. 16).

Aristotle here distinguishes between two classes of reasoners,

both of whom he combats, but who require to be dealt with in a

very different manner: (1) Those who are sincerely convinced of

what they affirm
; (2) Those who have no sincere conviction, but

merely take up the thesis as a matter for ingenious argument

(\6yov \dpiv}, and will not relinquish it until they are compelled

by a strong case made out against them. The first require per

suasion, for their ignorance may be easily cured, and the difficulties

whereby they are puzzled may be removed ; the second require to

be constrained by a forcible Elenchus or refutation, which may
correct their misuse of dialectic and language (p. 1009, a. 22).

Aristotle begins with the first class. The difficulties which

perplex them proceed from sensible things (eV ran/ aln-OyTuv p. 1009,

a. 23). They perceive contrary things generated by the same ; and

this leads them to believe that contraries are both alike real,

and that the two members of the Antiphasis are alike true. For,

since Non-Ens cannot be generated, both the two contraries must

have pre-existed together as Entia, prior to the generation in the

thing as it then stood (a. 25). This is the opinion of Anaxagoras,
who affirms that every thing is mixed in every thing ; and of

IX-mokritus, who affirms that Plenum and Inane in other words,

Ens and Non-Ens exist alike and together in every part (a. 28).

To these reasoners we reply, that in a certain sense they are right,

in a certain sense wrong. The term Ens is used in two senses :

the same thing may therefore be at once Ens and Non-Ens, but not

in the same sense ; moreover, from Non-Ens in one sense something
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may be generated, but not from Non-Ens in the other. The same

thing may be at once two opposites I M power, but not in act f^irti/m

fj.fi ytift ev&c)(T(U (T/ia TO.VTO tivat TO. arr.a, OTeXe^eia o ov a. 35).

\\e must farther remind these reasoners that the basis on which

they proceed is not universally admissible ;
for there are various

Entia of completely distinct and different essence, in which

there is neither movement nor generation nor destruction of any
sort (a. as ).

The doctrine held by Protagoras That what appears true

is truth, fomes from the same source as the other doctrine That

both members of the Antiphasis are true. Both doctrines proceed

from the sensible world
(6/zotujs

Se KUI
7) Trcpt TU

&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;a.Lvop.(i
a uAjy6*etu

eYiois oc TU)V ala-OijTutv i\i]\.vOev p. 1009, b. 2; O/AOIOJS refers back

to a. - &amp;gt; a ITT; y) 8ou, the other doctrine). Demokritus, Prota

goras, and others observe that sensible phenomena are differently

appreciated by different men, by other animals, and even by the

same animal or man at different times. They do not think that

truth upon these points of difference can be determined by a

majority &amp;lt;&amp;gt;f voices. Demokritus says that either there is nothing

true, or that we cannot know what it is (b. W). These reasoners

identified intelligence with sensible perception, and considered that

this latter implied a change in the subject (b. 1^): they conceived

that what appeared to sense was necessarily true. Empedokles,

Demokritus, Parmenidcs, Anaxagoras, Homer, &c., all lay down the

doctrine, that the intelligence of men is varied with and determined

by their sensible perceptions. They thought that men of wrong

intelligence were nevertheless intelligent men, though their intelli

gence did not carry them to the same conclusions (b. .30) ;
that

if, both in one case and in the other, there were acts of intelli

gence, there must be realities corresponding to both, justifying the

affirmative as well as the negative (b. .

}&amp;gt;).

That sincere and diligent enquirers should fall into these errors

is very discouraging ;
but, we must remark that their errors

originated from this that, while investigating the truth respecting

Entia, they supposed that Entia were only the Percepta or

Percipibilia (p. loll), a. 2). Now in these Entia Percept ioni*

there is a great deal of the Indefinite and of mere Potential

Entity (a. :jj.
Hence the theories of these reasoners were plau

sible, though not true. They saw that all the Entia Percept ionin

were in perpetual movement, and they thought it impossible to

predicate any thing with truth respecting what was at all times

and in every way changing (a. 1). Kralylus and the Ilerakleitixers

pu.-hi-d this to an extreme. Even against their reasoning, we have
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something to say in reply. We grant that they haAre some ground
for imagining that what undergoes change does not exist at the

moment when it changes (a. 16). Yet even here there is room for

dispute ;
for that which is in the act of casting off, still retains

something of that which is being cast off; and of that which is

being generated, something must already be in existence. As a

general doctrine, if something is in course of being destroyed,

something must be in existence
; and, if something is in course of

being generated, there must exist something out of which it pro
ceeds and by which it is being generated ;

nor can this go back

ad infinitum (a. 22). Dropping this argument, however, let us

advance another. Change as to Quantity is not the same as change
as to Quality or Form. Let us grant that, as to Quantity, there is

change continuous and perpetual growth or decay no such thing
as stationary condition. But all our knowledge relates to Quality
or Form, in which there is no continuous change (a. 24 : Kara ^tv
ovv TO TTCXTOV, ccTTO)

jJir) fJiVov ttAAa Kara TO eI8os aTTavTa yiyrojcTKO/xcv.

Compare Alex. Schol., p. 671, b. 5-22; p. 670, a. 36: Bonitz has

good remarks in his note, pp. 202-204.).

Again, we have a farther reproach to make to these reasoners.

Their argument is based only on the Percepta or Percipienda ; yet,

even as to these, it is true only as to the minority and untrue as to

the majority. It is true merely as far as the sublunary Percepta ;

but as to the superlunary or celestial it is the reverse of truth.

Our earth and its neighbourhood is indeed in continual generation
and destruction

;
but this is an insignificant part of the whole. In

affirming any thing respecting the whole, we ought to follow the

majority rather than the minority (p. 1010, a. 28-31).

Lastly, we must repeat against these reasoners the argument
urged just now. We must explain to them, that there exists, apart
from and besides all generation, destruction, change, motion, &c., a

certain Immovable Nature (u/aV^ros TIS &amp;lt;tW a. 34). Indeed their

own doctrine That all things both are and are not would seem
to imply an universal stationary condition rather than universal

change (a. 38). There can be no change ;
for there is no prospec

tive terminus which can be reached by change. Every thing is

assumed as already existing.

We have now to remark upon the special doctrine of Protagoras
TTO.V TO

&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;aivo/jievov dA^tfc s. If we grant that perception is always true

upon matters strictly belonging to it, still phantasy is not identical

with perception and we cannot say that what appears to the

phantasy is always true (TO (fraivouevov which implies a reference

to &amp;lt;ayTao-ta p. 1010, b. 2). Besides, it is strange that thinkers
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should puzzle themselves about the questions : Whether the

magnitude and colour of objects is that which appeals to a spec
tator near or to a spectator far oft*? and to a spectator healthy or

jaundiced ? Whether the weight of an object is as it appears to a

weak or to a stiong man? Whether objects are truly what they

appear to men awake or to men asleep? Their own actions show
that they do not think there is any doubt ; for if, being in Libya,

they happen to divam that they are in Athens, none of them ever

think of going to the Odeium (b. 5-11). Moreover, respecting the

future, as Plato remarks, the anticipations of the ignorant man are

not so trustworthy as tho.se of the physician, whether a patient will

recover or not (b. 14). Then, again, in respect of present sensa

tions, the perception of sight is not equally trustworthy with the

perception of smell about a question of odour (b. 17) ;
and the per

ception of smell will never report at the same time and about the

same thing, that it is at once fragrant and not fragrant ; nor, indeed,

at different times about the affection itself, but only about the

subject to which the affection belonged (b. 20). The same wine
which tasted sweet last month, may now taste not sweet

; but the

sweet taste itself is the same now and last month, and the reports
of the hfiisc are never contradictory on this point. The sweet taste

which is to come in the future will be of necessity like the sweet

taste in the past. Now such necessity is abrogated by all those

reasonings which affirm at once the two members of the Antiphasis.
These reasonings disallow all essence of every thing, and all neces

sity ;
for whatever is necessary, cannot be at once both thus and

not thus (b. 21-:50).

On the whole, if nothing exist except Percepta, nothing can

exist without animated beings; since without these last there

can be no perception. It is indeed true, perhaps, that under such

a supposition there exist neither Percepta nor acts of Perception

(which are affections of the Percipient); but that the Substrata

which cause Perception should not exist even without Perception
is an impossibility (p. 1010, b. IJiJ : T &amp;lt;

v

&amp;gt; 8e TU vrroKCf/iera ^7; emit, a

Trout TT; aurOrjcriv, KUI tii tv al(rOi](Tf.M^ aSwarov). Perception is not

perception of itself; there exists besides, apart from perception,

something else which must necessarily be prior to perception. For

the Movens is by nature prior to the Motnm : and this is not the

less true, though each of these two is enunciated in relation to the

other (b. &).
A difficulty is often startt d, and enquiry made, Who is to be tho

judge of health and sickness? Whom are we to recognize as the

person to judge rightly in each particular case? Persons nrght as
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well raise difficulty and make enquiry, Whether we are now awake

nr asleep? It is plain by men s actual conduct that they have no

real doubt upon the point in any particular case
;
and both these

enquiries arise from the same fundamental mistake that men

require to have every tiling demonstrated, and will recognize

nothing without demonstration. (Alex, says in Scholia, p. 075,

1). 3 : tort ya[) Tzyjos a CK
&amp;lt;^t

&amp;lt;rew5 ySeA/riov e^pfiev ~t]
OXTTC tieltrOai

T?]&amp;lt;;

Trepl ai Tun aTroSetcews etrrt 8e raura at re aur^
/yrreic,

KUI ra a^uafJiara.

KOL at (f)vo~LKd.L re Kut Kou tti IWoittt.) Those who sincerely and seriously

feel this difficulty, may be expected to acquiesce in the explanation
here given (p. 1011, a. 2-14). But those who put forward the

difficulty merely for the sake of argument, must be informed that

they require an impossibility. They require to have a refutative

case made out against them (which can only be done by reducing
them to a crvAAoywr/AO? urnc/mo-ews) ; yet they themselves begin by

refusing to acknowledge this refutation as sufficient, for they
maintain the thesis That both members of the Antiphasis are

alike and equally true (a.
16

; compare Alex. Schol., p. 07. ),

b. 20-28).
Those who maintain this last-mentioned thesis say, in other

words, That every thing which appears true, is true. But this

thesis of theirs cannot be defended except by the admission that

every thing is relative, and that nothing is absolute. Accordingly

they must take care to announce their thesis, not in absolute terms

as it now stands, but in terms strictly relative : Every thing
which appears true, appears true to some individual at a certain

moment of time under certain circumstances and conditions

(p. 1011, a. 24). For, if they affirm, in absolute phrase, that all things

are alike false and true, on the ground that what appears true is

true, urging that the same things do not appear true either to dif

ferent persons, or to the same person at different times nay, some

times even to the same poison at the same time, as may be seen by

handling a pebble between two crossed fingers (eV TT} eYuAAa^a ran/

SaKTv/Xtoj/ a. 33), so that it appears two to the touch, but only one

to the sight; we shall reply, that there is no such contradiction of

judgment, if they confine themselves to the same person, the same

time, and one and the same sense. In these cases, there is only
one affirmation which appears to be true, and therefore, according
to their theory, that affirmation is true. They are nut, there

fore, justified in concluding that every thing is alike true and false

(b. 1).

They can only escape this refutation by avoiding to say, This is

true, and b} saying, This is true to such an individual, at such a time,



Apr. III. THE DOCTRINE IMPLIES UNIVERSAL RELATIVITY. 315

etc. ; that is, by making every affirmation relative to some person s

opinion or perception. Hence the inference is, that nothing either

ever lias occurred or ever will occur, without the antecedent opinion
of some person (fjLrjOcvb? wpoSo&jurayros p. 1011, b. (5): it any thing
ever has so occurred, it cannot be true that all things are relative to

opinion. Moreover, if the Relatum bo one, it must be relative to

some one, some definite, Correlate; and, even if the same lielatum

be both half and equal, it will not be equal in reference to a double

Correlate, but half in reference to a double, and equal in reference

to an equal (b. *)). Moreover, if homo and conceptual have both of

them no more than a relative existence that is, if both of them

exist only in correlation with a concipiens then the concipiem can

not be homo ; it will be the conceptum that is homo. And, if every
individual thing have existence only in relation to a concipiens,

this concijticns must form the Correlate to an infinite number of

Jidata (]). 12). (All this is very briefly and obscurely stated in

Aristotle. The commentary of Alexander is copious and valuable :

one might suppose that he had before him a more ample text
; for

it is difficult to find in the present text all that his commentary

states.)

Let thus much be said to establish the opinion, That the two

members of the Antiphasis (the Affirmative and the Negative) are

not both true at the same time. We have shown whence it arises

that some persons suppose both to be true ;
and what are the conse

quences in which those who hold this opinion entangle themselves.

Accordingly, since both sides of the Antiphasis cannot be truly pre
dicated of the same subject, it is impossible that opposite attributes

can belong at the same time to the same subject (p. loll, b. 17:

ov6(. ravavria u.fj.a inrdp^tiv c^8c^Tttt TO)
urro&amp;gt;).

l &quot;or one of these oppo*-

sites includes in itself privation, and privation of a certain real

essence; now privation is the negation of a certain definite genus.

And, since affirmation and negation cannot be truly applied at the

same time, it follows that opposite attributes cannot belong at the

same time to the same subject. At least it is only possible thus

far : one may belong to it absolutely, the other sccundum quid ; or

both of them secundum quid only (TUV p.tv yap eYui-riW Gartftov

(mv
(111% 7/TToy, otxTias oe aTtfii^TLf UTTO^WO /.S l&amp;lt;mv U.TTU Tiros

w ycvovs b. 20).

P&amp;gt;ut, also, there can bo nothing intermediate Initween the two

members of the Antiphasis ; we must of necessity either alliini

or deny anyone thing of any other (p. loll, b. 24). This will

apjicar clearly, when we have first defined what is Truth and False

hood. To say that 10ns is not, or that Non-Ens is, is false : To say
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that Ens is, or that Non-Ens is not, is true. According!} ,
he who

predicates est or he who predicates non est will speak truly or

speak falsely, according as he applies his predicate to Ens or to

Non-Ens. But he cannot, either in application to Ens or to Non-

Ens, predicate est aid non est (b. 29). Such a predication
would be neither true nor false, but improper and unmeaning. (I

follow at b. 27 the text of the Berlin edition : wore KOL o Acycov e?vat

f] ny dAv^eiVa r; ^et crerai which seems to me here better than that

of Bonitz, who puts wore KOL 6 Aeywv TOVTO cTrai
rj JJLI) a\r]8e~t (Tfi

T)

j//ei o-erat following Alexander s explanation, Schol., p. 680, a. 33,

which I cannot think to be correct, though Bonitz praises it much.

Aristotle defines Truth and Falsehood : AVhen you say Ens est, or

Non-Ens non est, you speak truth
;
when you say Ens non est, or

Non-Ens est, you speak falsehood. Accordingly, when you employ
the predicate est, or when you employ the predicate non

e&amp;gt;t, you
will speak truly or falsehood, according as the subject with which

3*011 join it is Ens or is Non-Ens. But neither with respect to the

subject Ens nor with respect to the subject Non-Ens, can you

employ the disjunctive predicate est aid non est.}

Again, a medium between the two horns of the Antiphasis must

be either a medium between opposites, like grey between white

and black, or like the neither between man and horse. If it be the

latter, it will never change ;
for all change is either from a negative

to its affirmative (non-bonum to bonum) or rice versa : now that which
is both non-homo and non-equus must change, if it change at all, into

that which is both homo and equus ; but this is impossible. We
see change always going on ; but it is always change either into

one of the two extremes or into the medium between them. But
can we assume that there is such a medium (so that the case sup

posed will belong to the analog} of grey, halfway between white

and black) ? No, we cannot assume it
; for, if we granted it, we

should be forced to admit that there was change into white not

proceeding from that which is not white: now nothing of the kind
is ever perceived. There cannot therefore be any admissible

medium halfway between the two members of the Antiphasis

something which is neither white nor not-white, neither black nor
not-black (p. 1011, b. 35 : et 8 &amp;lt;TTI //erai

- if such medium be ad

mitted Koi OUTGJS eiy;
dv Tts *ts XcvKov OVK tK

/XT) XtvKov yeVc(ris vvv

Furthermore, whatever our intelligence understands or reasons

upon, it deals with as matter affirmed or denied. The ver} defini

tion of truth and falsehood recognizes them as belonging only to

affirmation or negation : when we affirm or deny in a certain wa3
T

,
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we speak tnith : when in another way, we speak falsely. Nothing
is concerned but affirmation and denial (i.e., there is no mental

operation midway between the two p. 1012, a. 2-5). If there bo

any such medium or midway process, it is not confined to this or

that particular Antiphasis, but belongs alike to all, and must Ho

apart frm all the different Antiphases at least if it is to be talked

of as a reality, and not as a mere possible combination of words
;
HO

that the speaker will neither speak truth, nor not speak truth;

which is absurd (a. 1
).

It must also lie apart both from Ens and

from Non-Ens; so that we should bo compelled to admit a certain

mode of change of Essence, which yet shall neither be generation
nor destruction ;

which is impossible. (According to Aristotle s

definition, all change of oiWa must be either Generation, i.e., pass ige

from TO /o; oV to TO ov, or Destruction, i.e., passage from TO oV to TO

M or. See Alex. Schol. p. 681, b. 30-40.)

Again, there are certain genera in which negation carries with it

the affirmation of an opposite ; such as odd and even, in numbers.

In such genera, if we are to admit any medium apart from and

between the two members of the Antiphasis, we should be forced

to admit some number which is neither odd nor even (p. 1012,

a. 11 ). This is impossible: the definition excludes it. (Alexander

gives this as the definition of number: TTU&amp;lt;?
ya/&amp;gt; optd/tos T) a^mos

tYrrir
r; Treptrros, KUI dpi 0/1 OS ICTTLV 05 i] aprtds (.(mi

T) TreptTTos

Schol. p. 082, a. 16. )

Again, if the Antiphasis could be divided, and a half or inter

mediate position found, as this theory contends, the division

of it must, l&amp;gt;e admissible farther and farther, ad infinitum. After

bisecting the Antiphasis, you can proceed to bisect each of the

sections; and so on. Each section will afford an intermediate

term which may be denied with reference to each of the two

members of the original Antiphasis. Two new Antiphases will

thus be formed, each of which may be bisected in the same manner ;

and so bisection, with the formation of successive new Antiphases,

may proceed without end (p. 1012, a. 13).

Again, suppose a questioner to ask you, Is this subject white?

You answer, No. Now you have denied nothing else than the

being-white : this is the arro^oo-i?, or negative member of the Anti

phasis. I&amp;gt;ut you have neither denied nor affirmed the intermediate

stage between the affirmative and the negative ; nor is there any
answer possible by which you could do HO. Therefore there is no

real intermediate sta^e between them (CTI orav lpofivav d \CUKOV

ttTTLV
(*7TIJ

OTL Or, Ol 0(V ttAAo UTTOTTC^TJKei T/
TO (LVOl U7TOC/&amp;gt;umS

O TO
fJLIf

c7i cu p. 1012, a. 15 : see Alex. Schol. p. 682, b. 15-3H, and Bonit/. s
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note. Bonitz suggests, though timidly, uTroTre^K-ci/ instead of the

common reading unroTri^vKtv, which none of the commentators

explain, and which seems unintelligible. I think Bonitz is right,

though a7ro7re(f&amp;gt;r)Kev
is an unknown tense from UTTOC^/AI : it is quite

as regular as
a.7ro&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;-tj(TO)

or cnre^o-a.).

The doctrines which we have been just controverting (Aristotle

says) arise, like other paradoxes, either from the embarrassment in

which men find themselves when they cannot solve a sophistical

difficulty ; or from their fancying that an explanation may be

demanded of every thing. In replying to them, you must take

your start from the definition, which assigns to each word one

fixed and constant signification. The doctrine of Ilerakleitus That

all things are and all things are not makes all propositions true ;

that of Anaxagoras That every thing is intermingled with every

thing makes all propositions false : such mixture is neither good,
nor not good; neither of the members of the Antiphasis is true

(a. 17-28). Our preceding reasonings have refuted both these

doctrines, and have shown that neither of the two one-sided

extremes can be universally true : neither the doctrine Every

proposition is true
;
nor that Every proposition is false

;
still

less that which comprehends them both Every proposition is

both true and false. Among these three doctrines, the second

might seem the most plausible, yet it is inadmissible, like the

other two (b. 4).

In debating with all these reasoners, you must require them (as

we have already laid down), not to admit either existence or non-

existence but, to admit a constant signification for each word. You
must begin by defining truth and falsehood

;
each of them belongs

only to affirmation in a certain way. Where the affirmation is true

the denial is false; all propositions cannot be false; one member
of each Antiphasis must be true, and the other member must be

false. Each of these doctrines labours under the often-exposed
defect that it destroys itself (p. 1012, b. 14, TO OpvXXov^vw
allusion to the Tliesetelus, according to Alexander). For who
ever declares all propositions to bo true, declares the contra

dictory of this declaration to be true as well as the rest, and
therefore his own declaration not to be true. Whoever declares

all propositions to be false, declares his own declaration to be

false as well as all other propositions (b. 17). And, even if we

suppose each of these persons to make a special exception in

regard to the particular propositions here respectively indicated,

still this will not serve. The man who declares all propositions to

be false, will be compelled to admit an infinite number of true
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propositions; because the proposition declaring tin* true propo
sition to be tine, must itself bo true; a second proposition declaring
this last to be true, will itself be true; and so on to a third, a

fourth, etc., in endless scale of ascent. The like may be said about

the man who declares all propositions to be true : he too will bo

obliged to admit an infinite number of false propositions ; for that

which declares a true proposition to be false, must itself be false
;

and so on through a second, a third, &&amp;lt;.,
in endless scale of ascent

;is in the former case (b. 22).

It follows from what has been just proved, that those who affirm

every thing to be at rest, and those who affirm every thing to be in

motion, an; both alike wrong. For, if every thing were at rest,

the same propositions would be always true and always false, lint

this is plainly contrary to evidence; for the very reasoner who
affirms it was once non-existent, and will again be non-existent.

On the other hand, if every thing were in motion, no proposition
would 1*3 true, and all would be false: but we have proved above

that this is not so. Nor is it true that all things are alternately in

motion or at rest
;
for there must be something ever-moving and

other things ever-moved and this prime movent must bo itself

immovable (p. 1012, b. 22-30).

BOOK E.

The First Philosophy investigates the causes and principles of

Entia qnfitfnmt Entia (p. 1025, b. 3). It is distinguished from other

sciences, by applying to all Entia, and in so far as they are Entia ;

for each of the other sciences applies itself to some separate branch

of Entia, and investigates the causes and principles of that branch

exclusively. Each assumes either from delta of perception, or

avowedly by way of hypothesis, the portion or genus of Entia to

which it applies; not investigating the entity thereof, but pre

supposing this process to have been already performed by Ontology:
each then investigates the properties belonging per sc to that genus
( 1). l. J). It is plain that by such an induction not one of these

sciences can demonstrate either the essence of its own separate

genus, nor whether that genus has any real existence. Both these

questions both ei tcrnv and ri Arriv belong to Ontology ( b.

18). (The belief derived from perception and induction never

amounts to demonstration, as has been shown in the Analytics;
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you may always contest the universality of the conclusion Alex,

p. 734, b. 10, Br.)

Apart from Ontology, each of these separate sciences is either

theoretical, or practical, or constructive (p. 1025, b. 21). Two of

the separate sciences are theoretical Physics and Mathematics ;

and, as Ontology (or Theology) is also theoretical, there are three

varieties of theoretical science (p. 1026, a. 18).

Physical Science applies to subjects having in themselves the

principle of mobility or change, and investigates, principally and

for the most part, the Essence or Form thereof ; yet not exclusively

the Form, for the Form must always be joined with Matter. The

subject of Physics includes Matter in its definition, like hollow-nosed,

not like hollow (p. 1025, b. 33). All the animal and vegetable

world is comprised therein
;
and even some soul, as far as soul is

inseparable from Matter (-Trept i/
tXfc cwas

0eo&amp;gt;p7)cr&amp;lt;u
rov (frvcriKov, ocrrj

P.TI
avev TIJS vXys (TTLV p. 1026, a. 5).

Mathematics is another branch of theoretical science
; applying to

subjects immovable and in part inseparable from Matter ;
that is,

separable from Matter only in logical conception (p. 1026, a. 7-15).

Theology, or First Philosophy, or Ontology, is conversant with

subjects self-existent, immovable, and separable from Matter

(p. 1026, a. 16).

Now all causes are necessarily eternal; but these more than

any other, because they are the causes active among the visible

divine bodies ; for, clearly, if the Divinity has any place, it must be

found among subjects of that nature
;
and the most venerable science

must deal with the most venerable subjects (p. 1026, a. ]9). The

theoretical sciences are more worthy than the rest (atperorrepai),

and First Philosophy is the most worthy among the theoretical

sciences (a. 22). A man may indeed doubt whether First Philo

sophy is distinguished from the other theoretical sciences by being

more universal, and by comprehending them all as branches; or

whether it has a separate department of its own, but more venerable

than the othei s
;
as we see that Mathematics, as a whole, comprehends

Geometry and Astronomy (a. 27). If there exist no other distinct

Essence bevond the compounds of Nature (Vapa ras tfcvmi crvvecrTr)KVLa.s

a. 28), Physics would be the first of all sciences. But if there be

a distinct immovable Essence, that is first
; accordingly the science

which deals with it is first, and, as being first, is for that reason

universal (KOL KaOoXov ovrtos on Trpam? a. 30). It is the province of

this First Philosophy to theorize respecting Ens qua Ens what it

is and what are its properties qua Ens (a. 32). (Alexander says the

First Philosophy is more universal than the rest, but does not
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comprehend the rest : Tr^om; irdiTwv KO! Ka06\ov is Tiyxk TUS aAAas,

ra cKttVus, uAA u&amp;gt;s TTporTTj Schol. p. 736, a. 27.)

Now Ens has many different meanings :

1. Ens Kara

2. Ens d&amp;gt;s aXrjOts Non-Ens &amp;lt;Ls
\}/fi-8o&amp;lt;;.

3. Ens Kara TO. CT^/AUTOI TT}&amp;lt;; Kcm/yopias (decuple).

4. Ens 6tfu/zei Kat
ivf.pyt.uL.

1. Respecting thu first, there can be no philosophical speculation

(p. 1026. b. 3). No science, either theoretical, or practical, or

constructive, investigates Accidents. lie who constructs a house,

does not construct all the accidents or concomitants of the house ;

for these are endless and indeterminate. It may be agreeable to

one man, hurtful to a second, profitable to a third, and something
different in relation to every different Ens; but the constructive

art called house-building is not constructive of any one among these

concomitants (b. 7-10). Nor does the geometer investigate the

analogous concomitants belonging to his figures ;
it is no part of

his province to determine whether a triangle is different from a

triangle having two right angles (b. 12). This is easy to under

stand : the Concomitant is little more than a name as it were, a

name and nothing beyond (b. 13). Plato came near the truth when
he declared that Sophistic was busied about Nun- Ens

;
for tho

debates of the Sophists turn principally upon Accidents or Concomi

tants, such as, Whether musical and literary bo tin; same or

diiferent . Whether Koriskus or literary Koriskus, be the same
or different? Whether everything which now is, but has not

always been, has become; as in the case of a man who being
musical has become literary or being literary has become musical?

and such like debates (see Alexander, Schol. p. 736, b. 40). For

tho Concomitant or Accident appears something next door to

Non-Ens (fyyus n TO?
/i.?/ orros, p. 1026, b. 21

), as we may see by
these debates. Of other Entia there is generation or destruction,

but of Accidents theie is none (b. 23).

Nevertheless, we shall state, as far as the case admits, what is the

nature of the Accident, and through what cause it is ( TIS ?} &amp;lt;/&amp;gt;i

&amp;lt;rij UITO?,

icui Ota TLV atTtav cariV p. 1026, b. 25): we shall perhaps at the same

time explain why there can be no science respecting it. Among
Entia, some are always and necessarily tho same, others are usually
but not always the same. These which come to pass in neither

of these two ways, arc called Accidents or Concomitants. Of the

first two, the Constant and tho I sual, there is always some dcfi-

Lite cause; of thu third, or Accidents, there is none: tho cause

VOL. II. V
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of these is an Accident (p. 1027, a. 8). In fact, Matter is the

cause of Accidents, admitting as it does of being modified in a way
different from the usual and ordinary way (a. 13). It is plain

that there can bo neither science nor teaching of Accidents : the

teacher can teach only what is constant or usual, and nothing

beyond (a. 20).

Now of these Accidents, there is a certain principle or cause

which it is indispensable to admit Chance
(77

roG OTTOTC// Irv^ev

p. 1027, b. 12). There must be principles and causes, generablo
and destructible, yet which never are either generated or destroyed ;

if this were not so, all events would occur by necessity (p. 102G,

b. 2931). (Thus the builder, considered as cause of the house

which he builds, has been generated, i.e., he has acquired the art of

building and the proper accessories; and he will be destroyed, i.e.,

he will lose his art, and its conditions of being exercised. But,

considered as the cause of the accidents belonging to the house,

of its being annoying or inconvenient to A or B, he has not been

generated nor will he be destroyed; i.e., he has neither acquired,
nor will he lose, any skill or conditions tending to the production
of this effect. As the contact of two substances is not generated,
but appears of itself along with the substances when they are

generated ;
as the limits of periods of time appear without genera

tion along with the periods of time themselves
; so the builder,

when he acquires the power of building the house, stands possessed

thereby, without any additional time or special generation, of the

power to produce the concomitant accidents of the house. The
house is thus produced by necessity ;

its concomitant accidents not

by necessity Alex. Schol. p. 738. a. 19-33.)
But whether this TO oVoVep trvyev is to be considered as refer

able to Matter, End, or Movent, is a point important to be

determined (p. 1027, b. ]5). Aristotle shows elsewhere that it

is referable to the last of the three TO TTOIT^TIKOI/ (Asklepius,

p. 738, b. 41).

Having now said enough upon Ens per Accidens, we proceed to

touch upon the second variety of Ens Ens as the True, Non-Ens
as the False.

This variety of Ens depends upon conjunction and disjunction,
and forms an aggregate of two portions separately exhibited and

brought together in the Antiphasis. Such conjunction and disjunc
tion is not in things themselves

;
but in the act of intelligence which

thinks the two things together and not successively : in regard to

simple matters and Essence, not even any special conjoining act of

intelligence is required ;
such things must be conceived together, or
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not conceived at all (p. 1027, h. 27). The mental act of apprehen

sion, in these cases, is one and indivisible: you either have it entire

at once, or not at all.

Tlio cause of this variety of Ens is to be found in a certain affec

tion of the intelligence ; that of the preceding variety of Ens is an

undefined or indetermiimte cause (b. 34). Both these two varieties

of Ens are peculiar, standing apart, from what is most properly and

par cwll&amp;lt;-nce Ens, /.*&amp;gt;.,
from the Ens according to the ten Categories,

on which we shall now say something.

BOOK Z.

WK have already stated that Ens is a
7ro/\Aa^o&amp;gt;&amp;lt;; Xryo/utcvov

distin

guished according to the ten figures or genera called Categories.

The first is rt cVnr, or otma (serwu dignissimoj Essentia, Substantia

(p. 1028, a. 15). The remaining Categories are all appendages of

Esseutia, presupposing it, and inseparable from it; whereas Essentia

is separable from all of them, and stands first in reason, in cognition,

and in time. All the other Categories are called Entia only because

they are quantities, qualities, affections, &c., of this Essentia 1 riina.

A man may even doubt whether they are Entia or Non-Entia, since

none of them is either per se or separable. Wo ought hardly to say
that a quality or an affection, enunciated abstractedly, is Ens at

all such as currcrc, scdcrc, sanitas : we ought more properly to say
that cuhrcm equns, Kedcns homo, sanns miles, are Entia, enunciating

along with the quality the definite Essence or Individual Substance

to which it belongs (a. 24). The quality then becomes Ens, because

the subject to which it belongs is an individual Ens (a. 27). Essentia

I rima is first in reason or rational explanation (Aoyw, a. 34), bo-

cause in the rational explanation of each of the rest that of Essentia

is implicated. It is first also in cognition, because wo believe

ourselves to know any thing fully, when we are able to answer

Quid cst ? and say that it is homo or ignis ; not simply when wo are

able to answer Qualc or Quantum cat / So that in answering the

great and often-considered question, Quid, t-st En* ( we shall first

understand it an meaning Esaentia (hoc &amp;lt;7ixu diynittsimo), and shall

try to solve it HO (b. . 5, ?re//i TOU orrws OITOS).

Essentia (understood in this sense) ap]&amp;gt;cars
to belong in the most

manifest manner to bodies: wo predicate it of animals, plants, the

p irts thereof, the natural bodies such as fire, water, and such like,

V U
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as well as the parts and aggregates thereof, such as the heaven

and its parts, the stars, moon, and sun (p. 1028, b. 7-13). But are

these the only Essences, or are there others besides ? Or again, is

it an error to call these Essences, and are all Essences really some

thing different from these? This is a point to be examined.

Some think that the limits of bodies (surface, line, point, monad)
are Essences even more than the body and the solid : others admit

no Essences at all beyond or apart from Percipienda ;
others again

recognize other Essences distinct from and more eternal than

the Percipienda ;
for example, Plato, who ranks Ideas or Forms,

and the Mathematica, as two distinct Essences, while he places

the Percipienda only third in the scale of Essence. Speusippus
even enumerates a still greater number of Essences, beginning
with the One, and proceeding to Numbers, Magnitudes, Soul,

&c., with a distinct
apx&amp;gt;j

or principle for each (b. 21). Some
others hold that Forms and Numbers have the same nature, and

that there are other things coming near to these, such as lines

and surfaces, in a descending scale to the Heaven and the Per

cipienda (b. 24). We must thus investigate which of these

doctrines are true or false, whether there are any Essences beyond
the Percipienda ; and, if so, how they exist : whether there is any

separable essence apart from Percipienda, and, if so, how and why ;

or whether there is nothing of the kind. But first we must give a

vague outline what Essence is generally (uTrorvTrojo-a/xeVoi?, b. 31).

There are four principal varieties of meaning in this Essentia,

or sensu dignlssimo : (1) TO TI
-fjv emu, (2) TO Ka$o/Vou, (3) TO

(4) TO vTTOKeifJLtvov.

We shall first speak about the fourth Substratum which is

the subject of all predicates, but never itself the predicate of any

subject. That which appears most of all to be Essentia is, TO

vTTOKfifjievov Trpturov. This name applies, in one point of view, to

Matter; in another, to Form
;
in a third, to the total result of the

two implicated together (p. 1029, a. 1) : e.g., the brass, the figure,

and the complete statue of figured brass. If, therefore, the Form
be prius, and more Ens, as compared with the Matter, it will be

also prius and more Ens as compared with the complete result.

We get thus far in the adumbration of Essentia that it is the sub

ject of all predicates, but never itself a predicate.

But this is not sufficient to define it : there still remains obscu

rity. It would seem that Matter is Essentia ; and that, if it be not

so, nothing else is discernible to be so
; fur, if every thing else be

subtracted, nothing (save Matter) remains. All things else are either

affections, or agencies, or powers, of bodies
; and, while length,
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breadth, depth, &c., are quantities belonging to Essence, Quantity
is not Essence, but something belonging to Essence as First Subject.

Take away length, breadth, depth, and there will remain only that

something which these three circumscribe
;
in other words, Matter

that which, in itself and in its own nature, is neither Quantity,
nor Quality, but of which, Quantity, Quality, and the other Cate

gories, are predicated. All these Categories are predicated of Essence,

and Essence of Matter ; so that Matter is the last remaining per so

(p. 1020, a. 12-24). Take away Matter, and there remain neither

aflii inativo nor negative predicates ; for these negative predicates
are just as much concomitants or accidents as the others (a. 25).

Upon this reasoning, it seems that Matter is tho true Essence.

Yet, on the other hand, this will bo seen to be impossible. For

the principal characteristic of Essence is to bo separable and Hoc

Aliquid. So that either Form, or the Compound of Form and Matter

together, must be the true Essence. But this last, tho Compound,

may be dismissed as evidently unsuitable for tho enquiry, not less

than Matter separately ; for it is manifestly posterior to either of

the two components (p. 1020, a. 30). We must therefore investi

gate the Form, though it is full of difficulty (a. 33).

\\ e shall begin the investigation from some of the Percipienda,
which are acknowledged as Essence; for it is useful to go across

from this starting-point to what is more cognizable (-rrpu t/ryou yo/&amp;gt;

TO /zcra/fruVetv ets TO yi ojpt/xojTe/jov p. 1020, I). 3. These words

ought properly to come immediately after jfarrfrtuv irpwrov p. 1028,

a. 35, and the intervening words now standing in the text, CTTCI 8

(v aj)Xfl irtpl auroG, ought to be transferred to a more proper phico

some lines lower down, immediately before the words, KCU -rrpwrov

(LTTUifj-fv p. 1020, b. 12. Itanitz has made this very just correction in

his Observatt. pp. 129-130, referred to in his Notes on tho Meta-

physica.). Every man learns in this way by proceeding from

what is less cognizable by nature to what is more cognizable by
nature. And the business (tpyov) of learning consists in making
what is most cognizable to nature, most cognizable to ourselves

also ; just as, in practical matters, proceeding from what is good
for each, to make- what is good by nature good also for each man s

self. For it will often happen that things first and most, cognizable
to each man s self, are only faintly cognizable, and have little or

nothing of Ens (b. 0). Yet still, wo must try to become cognizant,

of things fully knowable, by beginning with things poorly know-

able, but knowable to us (b. 12)

Taking up these Percipienda, for the purpose of searching for

Ivsscntia in them, we shall first advert to rt T/I-
CM at, which we
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discriminated as one of the characteristics of Essentia, saying

something about the rational explanation or definition of it (p.

1029, a. 12). The
r.rj.f..

of each subject is what is affirmed of

it per se (eon TO T.^.C. CKdaro) o Aeyerat Kaff avro a. 13). Your

essence is not to be musical
; you are not musical by yourself : your

essence is, what you are by yourself. Nor does it even include all

that you are by yourself. Surface is not included in the essence of

white
;

for the essence of surface is not tbo same thing as the

essence of white. Moreover white surface, the compound of both,

is not the essence of white ; because white itself is included

in the definition of white which cannot be tolerated. The defini

tion, which explains r.ry.c., must not include the very word of which

you intend to declare the r.r/.e. If you intend to declare the r.^.e.

of white surface by the words smooth surface, this does not declare

it all : you only declare that white is identical in meaning with

smooth (b. 22).

Now, since there are compounds in every one of the Categories,

we must enquire whether there is a r.rj.c. belonging to each of these.

Is there, for example, a r.rj.f.
fur white man ? Let the meaning of

these two words be included in the single word garment. Is there

a
T.T/.e. for garment ? What is it to be a garment ? You cannot

answer; for neither is this an enunciation per sc (p. 1029, b. 29).

Are we to say, indeed, that there are two distinct sorts of enuncia

tion per se : one including an addition (e* Trpoo-^eVecos), the other,

not ? You may define by intimating something to which tho

matter defined belongs; c.
&amp;lt;j.,

in defining white you may give the

definition of white man. Or you may define by intimating some

thing which is not essential but accessory to the matter defined
;

e. #., garment signifying white man, you may define garment as

white. AVhereas the truth is, that, though a white man is white,

yet to be white is accessory and not essential to him (p. 1030, a. 1).

But can we in any way affirm that there is any T.r/.e.
to garment

(taken in the above sense) ? Or ought we to say that there is

none (p. 1030, a 2; Bonitz. Obss. p. 120)? For the r.^.e. is of the

nature of roSe TI (oVep yap ToSen eon TO T.^.C. a. 3), or Hoc Aliquid,

t. e., a particular concrete ; but, when one thing is affirmed of another,

as when we say white man, this is not of the nature of ToSe TI, if

ToSc TI belongs to Essences alone (a. 5). Thus it appears that

ToSc TI belongs to all those matters of which the rational explanation

can be given by Definition. For to give the equivalent of a name

in many other words is not always to give a definition : if this

were so, a paraphrase of any length, even the Iliad, might bo called

a definition. There can be no definition except of a primary some-
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thing ; which is affirmed, without being affirmed as something
about another (a. 10). There will bo no r.7/.e., therefore, except
fur species of a genus ;

for in these alone what is affirmed is

not an affection or an accessory or by way of participation.

Respecting every tiling besides, there will be no T.T;.C. or definition,

but there may bo a rational explanation (Aoyos) of what the name

signifies, or a more precise explanation substituted in place of a

simpler (a. 1C).

Yet have wo not gone too far in restricting the applicability of

r.r;.t. and Definition? and ought we not rather to say, that both

the one and the other are used in many different senses (p. 1030,

a. 18)? For the Quid est (TO TL i(mv) signifies in one way Essence

and Hoc Aliquid, and in different ways all the other Categories each

respectively. To all of them Est belongs, though not in like

manner, but primarily to one and consequentially to the rest ;
so

also Quid cat belongs simply and directly to Essence, but in a certain

way to the others (a. 21). Respecting Quale, Quantum, and tho

rest, we may enquire Quid Est ? so that Quale also comes under the

Quid cst, though not absolutely or directly (ov\ aTrAuis, a. 25), but

analogously to Non-Ens
; for some assert in words that Est belongs

to Non-Ens also though not absolutely, viz., Non Ens cst Non-Ens

-(a. 26).

Now wo ought to bo careful how wo express ourselves about any

particular matter, but we ought not to bo less careful to determine

how tho matter itself really stands (p. 1030, a. 27 : 8et
/zei&amp;gt;

ovt/

(TKOTTilv Kai. TO 7roi&amp;gt;5 8et Acyeiv Trcpt KaoTor, ou
fj.i]V /xuAAov ye T)

TO

7ru&amp;gt;9
&amp;lt;x

ct* This contrast of TTUIS 8ei Aeyeif with TTU&amp;gt;S t^ei appears to

refer to what had been said two lines before:
Aoyt/cu&amp;gt;&amp;lt;

&amp;lt;u&amp;lt;ri ru-t?

eimi TO pr) ov verbal propositions distinguished from real.). The

phraseology used just before is clear, and we must therefore recog
nize that T.-q.e., as well as rL rri, belongs absolutely and primarily
to Esseutia, but in a secondary way to -the other Categories ;

that is

not absolutely, but TTOIW T.T/.C., TTOO-O) T.r/.e., &c. (a. 31_). For we
must either declare tho Categories to be simply ccquivoca, or wo
must recognize this addition and subtraction of the separate title

of each, like the non-cognizable cognizable (wnrfp MU TO /A?/ cYum/-
TOV (.TruTTrfTw a. 33. 1 do not undei stund these words, nor does the

Scholiast or Bonitz explain them satisfactorily.). But tho truth is,

that they are neither ccquivoca nor un/rora, but in an intermediate

grade of relation riot Katf
&amp;lt;V,

but TT/JOS cV (b. 3.). 1 eoplo may
express this in what phrases they like

;
but tho truth is, that there

is both
T.7/.e.

and Definition, directly and primarily, of Essence;

and of the other Categories also, but not directly and primarily.
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Of white man, you may give a rational explanation and a definition
;

but it will apply in a different manner to white and to the essence

of man (b. 12).

There is a farther difficulty to be noticed. How are you to

define any matter not simple but essentially compound, where two

or more elements coalesce into an indivisible whole, like hollow-

nosedness out of nose and hollowness. Here we have hollow-

nosedness and hollowness belonging to the nose per se, not as an

affection or accessory ;
not as white belongs to Kallias or man,

but as male belongs to animal, or equal to quantity, i.e., per se

(p. 1030, b. 20). The subject is implicated with the predicate in

one name, and you cannot enunciate the one apart from the other.

Such predicates belong to their subject per se, but in a different

sense (see Bonitz s note). You cannot properly define them, in the

sense given above (b. 27). If definitions of such arc to be

admitted, it must be in a different sense : Definition and
T.T;.*.

being recognized both of them as TroXXa^oJ? Xeyd/xei/a. Definition

therefore is the mode of explanation which declares the r.rj.c.,

and belongs to Essences, either exclusively, or at least primarily,

directly, and chiefly (p. 1031, a. 7-14).

We have now to enquire Whether each particular thing, and

its
T.r;.e., are the same, or different (p. 1031, a. 15). This will assist

us in the investigation of Essence; for apparently each thing is

not different from its own Essence, and the T.^.6. is said to be the

Essence of each thing.

In regard to subjects enunciated per accidens, the above two

would seem to be distinct. White man is different from the being
a white man. If these two were the same, the being a man would

be the same as the being a white man
;
for those who hold this

opinion affirm that man, and white man, are the same
; and, if this

be so, of course the being a man must also be the same as the being
a white man. Yet this last inference is not necessary ; for same is

used in a different sense, when you say, Man and white man are the

same, and when you say, The being a man and the being a white

man are the same. But perhaps you may urge that the two pre

dicates may become the same per accidens (i.e., by being truly pre

dicated of the same subject) ; and that, because ^ ou say truly,

Sokrates is white Sokrates is musical, therefore you may also say

truly, The being white is the same as the being musical. But

this will be denied (8o/ca 8 ov p. 1031, a. 28).

In regard to subjects enunciated per se, the case is otherwise :

here each thing is the same with its
r.T/.e. Suppose, c. y., there exist

any Essentine (such as 1 lato and others make the Ideas) prior to
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all others ;
in that case, if the avroayaOov were distinct from

TO ayaOu cTwu, and the avro^i^ov distinct from TO oxo emu, there

must )xi other Essences and Ideas anterior to the Platonic Ideas.

If we believe T.7;.e. to be Essentia, it must l&amp;gt;e an Essentia anterior

and superior in dignity to these Ideas of Plato. Moreover, if the

Essential or Ideas, and the T.TJ.C., l&amp;gt;e disjoined (uTroAeAiyzerui p.

1031, b. 3), the first will bo uncognizable, and the last will be non

existent (TCI 8 OL K COTCU ovra b. 4). For to have cognition of a

thing, i*, to know its
T.T/.C.

This will be alike true of all T.7/.c. ; all

of them are alike existent or alike non-existent (b. 9). If TO

OITI mm be not identical with TO oV, neither is TO
uyu0u&amp;gt;

eimi iden

tical with TO uyatfoV, &&amp;lt; . But that of which TO uyuftp ciwu is not

truly predicable, is not uyaOov (b. 11).

Hence we see that of necessity TO uyaOov is one and the same

with TO ayaOu flvai ; likewise TO KoAoY, with TO KoAw (.Ivat
; and so

in all cases where the terra enunciates a subject primarily and per
se, not a predicate of some other and distinct subject (p. 1031, b.

13 : oVa
p.i] KO.T d\A.o Xtyrjrai, uAAu naff avra Kai TTyjomz). This last

is the characteristic and suflicient mark, even if the Platonic Ideas

be not admitted ; and even more evidently so, if they be admitted

(b. 14). It is at the same time clear that, if the Ideas bo what
Plato declares them to be, the individual perceivable subjects here

cannot be Essences ;
for the Ideas are necessarily Essences, but not

as predicable of a subject. If they were Essences, in this last sense,

they would bo Essences per participaiionem ; which is inconsistent

with what is said about them by Plato (eowTai yap Kara ntOfiv
b. 18).

These reasonings show that each separate thing, enunciated per se

and not per accident, is the same with its T.T/.C. ;
that to know each

thing, is, to know its
r.rj.t ; that, if you proceed to expose or lay

them out, both are one and the same
(w&amp;lt;rr6

KCITU TT/V hOuriy ardyK-rj

lv TL cTi-tti
&amp;lt;I/z&amp;lt;a&amp;gt; p. 1031, b. 21

;
with Bonitz s explanation of x0eo-t&amp;lt;

in his Note).
But that which is enunciated per accidens (e.g., album, miiricum)

cannot bo truly affirmed to be one and the same with its T.TJ.C.,

because it has a double signification : it signifies both the accident

and the subject to which such accident belongs ;
so that in a certain

aspect it is identical with its
T.TJ.C., and in another aspect it is not

identical therewith (p. 1031, b. 26). The being a man, and the

being a white man, are not the same
;
but the subject for affection

is the same in both (b. 28 : ou TUI TO, TraOci Sc TCZUTO obscure).

The absurdity of supposing, that the T.7/.e.
of a thing is different

from the thing itself, would appear plainly, if we gave a distinct
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name to the r.^.e. For there must bo another r.^.e. above this,

being the r.r/.e.
of the first r.^.e. ;

and it would be necessary to pro

vide a new name for the second r.^.e. ;
and so forward, in an ascend

ing march ad infinitum. What hinders us from admitting some

things at once, as identical with their r.^.e., if the T.T/.C. be

Essentia?(b. 31). We see from the preceding reasoning that not

only the thing itself is the same with its T.Ty.e., but that the rational

explanation (Aoyos) of both is the same
;
for One, and the being One,

are one and the same not per accidens, lout per se (p. 1032, a. 2). If

they were different, you would have to ascend to a higher r.r/.c.

of the being One ;
and above this, to a higher still, without end

(a. 4).

It is therefore clear that, in matters enunciated per se and pri

marily, each individual thing is one and the same with its r.r/.e.
The

refutations brought by the Sophists against this doctrine, and the

puzzles which they start, e. g., Whether Sokrates and the being So-

krates are the same, may be cleared up by the explanations just

offered (p. 1032, a. 8). It makes no difference what particular

questions the objector asks : one is as easy to solve as another

(a. 10).

Of things generated, some come by ^Nature, some by Art, some

Spontaneously. All generated things are generated out of some

thing, by something, and into or according to something (p.

1032, a. 12). The word something applies to each and all the Cate

gories. Natural generation belongs to all the things whose gene
ration comes from Nature (CK &amp;lt;v

o-e&amp;lt;os) ; having TO e ov what we
call Matter, TO

v&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;

ov one of the things existing by nature (jwv

&amp;lt;vcra Tt ovTtav a. 17), and TO TI
,
such as a man, a plant, or

the like, which we call Essences in the fullest sense (/mAurra

ovo-tas).
All things generated either by Nature or Art have Matter :

it is possible that each of them may be, or may not be ;
and

this is what we call Matter in each (a. 20). As an universal

truth (/ca#oA.ov), Nature includes (1) That out of which, or Matter;

(2) That according to wliicli
(i&amp;lt;aO o), every thing which is gene

rated having a definite nature or Form, such as plant or animal ;

That l)y which, or nature characterized according to the Form,

being the same Form as the thing generated but in another indi

vidual
;

for a man begets a man (a. 24).

The other generations are called Constructions (Tron/o-ets),
which

are either from Art, or from Power, or from Intelligence. It is

with these as with natural generations : some of them occur both

by spontaneity and by chance
(/cat

d6 Ta.vrofia.Tov /cat UTTO

p. 1032, a. 2 (J
;
the principle of these last is apparently S
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the second of the three prinripia announced just before (?) ) ;
both in

tho one and in the other, some products arise without seed an well

as with seed, which we shall presently advert to.

The generations from Art are those of wliich the Form is in the

mind. Uy Form I mean the T.T/.C. of each thing and its Fir.^t

Essence (-n)v Trpom/v oiWur, p. 1032, b. 1). For, in a certain way,
the Form even of contraries is tho same

;
since the essence of

privation is the opposite essence : for example, health is the

essence of disease
;
for disease is declared or described as absence

of health, and health is tho rational notion existing in the

mind and in science. Now a healthy subject is generated by
such an antecedent train of thought as follows (yiyrcrcu ST; TO

vyus voipravros orru* b. 6) : Since health is so and so, there is

necessity, if the subject is to attain health, that such and such

things should occur, c.j/.,
an even temperature of the body, for

which latter purpose heat must bo produced ;
and so on farther,

until the thought rests upon something which is in the physician s

power to construct. The motion proceeding from this last thought
is called Construction (b. 10), tending as it does towards health.

So that, in a certain point of view, health may bo said to be gene
rated out of health, and a house out of a house

;
for the medical art

is the form of health and the building art the form of the house :

I mean the T.T/.C., or tho Essence without Matter, thereof
(1). 14).

Of the generations and motions hero enumerated, one is called

Rational Apprehension, viz., that one which takes its departure
from the Principle and the Form; the other, Construction, vi/.,

that which takes its departure from tho conclusion of the process
of rational apprehension (UTTO TOU TeAevrcuou TT}? vo7yfrcojs b. 17).

The like may be said about each of the intermediate steps : I mean,
if the patient is to be restored to health, he must bo brought to an

even temperature. Uut tho being brought to an even tempera tun-,

what is it? It is so and so
; it will be a consequence of his being

warmed. And this last again what is it? So and so; which

already exists potentially, since it depends upon tho physician to

produce it, the means being at his command (TOLTO 8 7)87;
V urruJ

b. 21).

We see thus that tho Constructive Agency (TO Troiofr) and the

point from which the motion towards producing health takes its

origin, is, when the process is one of Art, the Form present in

the mind
; and, when the process is one of Spontaneity, it proceeds

from that which would l&amp;gt;o the first proceeding of the artist,

if Art had l&amp;gt;een concerned. In tin; medical art, c. j., the artist

begins by imparting warmth. He does this by rubbing. Uut this
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warmth might perhaps arise in the body without any such rubbing
or interference by the artist. The warmth is the prime agent,
in the case of spontaneous production. The warmth is either a

part of health, or a condition to the existence of health, as bricks

are to that of a house (p. 1032, b. 30).

Nothing can be generated, if nothing pre-existed as has been

already said before. Some part of what is generated must exist

before : Matter pre-exists, as in-dwelling and not generated (rj

yap vXrj fj-cpos Ivvrrdp^eL yap KOU -yiyverat avrrj p. 1033, a. 1. I

do not understand these last words : it ought surely to be cwTrdp-

Xei yap KCU 01 yiyverai avrrj. Bonitz s explanation suits these last

words better than it suits the Words in the actual text.).

But something of the Form or rational explanation (TMV lv TOJ

Aoyw) must also pre-exist. In regard to a brazen circle, if we are

asked, Quid est ? we answer in two ways : AVc say of the Matter-
It is brass; We say of the Form It is such and such a figure.

And this is the genus in which it is first placed (p. 1033, a. 4).

The brazen circle has Matter in its rational explanation. But
that which is generated, is called not by the name of the Matter out

of which it is generated, but by a derivative name formed there

from; not eK6ivo, but eVeiWov. A statue is called not, Ai0os, but

Ai0a/os. But, when a man is made healthy, he is not said to be the

Matter out of which the health is generated ; because that which

we call the Matter is generated out of Privation along with the

subject. Thus, both the man becomes healthy, and the patient
becomes healthy ; but the generation is more properly said to come
out of Privation: we say, Sanus ex cegroto gcneratur, rather than,

Sanus ex homine gcneratur (p. 1033, a. 12). In cases where the Pri

vation is unmarked and unnamed, as, in the case of brass, privation
of the spherical, or any other, figure, and, in the case of a house,
the privation of bricks or wood, the work is said to be generated
out of them like a healthy man out of a sick man (a. 14). Never

theless the work is not called by the same name as the material out

of which it is made, but by a paronym thereof
;
not ivW but

V\LVOV (a. 18). In strict propriety, indeed, we can hardly say that

the statue is made out of brass, nor the house out of wood
;
for the

materla ex qua ought to be something which undergoes change, not

something which remains unchanged (a. 21).

It was remarked that in Generation there are three things or

aspects to be distinguished

1 . To
{&amp;gt;(/&amp;gt;

or, oOev
ry df&amp;gt;^r] rrjs yeve(Ta)S.

2. To c ov rather vA^ than (rrcpr/o-is.

3. Tt ytyverac.
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Having already touched upon the two first, I now proceed to the

third. \\hatis it that is generated ? Neither the Matter, nor the

Form, Imt the embodiment or combination of tho two. An artisan

does not construct either tho brass or the sphere, but tho brazen

sphere. If ho be said to construct tho sphere, it is only by accident

(Kara cru/i/fc/^Ko?), sinco the sphere in this particular case happens
to }&amp;gt;e of brass. Out of tho entire subject-matter, he constructs a

distinct individual Something (p. 1033, a. .

51). To make the brass

round, is not to make tho round, or to make tho sphere, but to make
a something different : that is the Form (of sphericity) embodied

in another thing (a. 3 2). For, if tho artisan made the round

or the sphere, he must make them out of something different, pre

existing as a subject: e.g., he makes a brazen sphere, and in this

sense that he makes out of that Matter, whicli is brass, this di lie-

rent something, which is a sphere. If he made the sphere itself

the Form of sphere ho mut make it out of some pre-existent sub

ject ; and you would thus carry back ad infinitum tho different acta

of generation and different pre-existent subjects (b. 4).

It is, therefore, clear that TO cTSos, or by whatever namo the shape
of tho percipiend is to bo called, is not generated, nor is generation

thereof possible ;
nor is there any r.rj.f. thereof; that is, of tho

Form abstractedly : for it i this very r.rj.t. which is generated or

becomes embodied in something else, either by nature, or by art,

or by spontaneous power (p. 1033, b. 8). The artisan makes a

brazen sphere to exist, for ho makes it out of brass (Matter), and

tho sphere (Form) : ho makes or embodies tho Form into this

Matter, and that is a brazen sphere (b. 11). If there bo any gene
ration of the sphere per sc (TOV irfaupa earn), it must bo Something
out of Something ;

for the Goneratumuiust always be resolvable into

a certain Matter and a certain Form. Let tho brazen sphere be a

figure in which all points of tho circumference are equidistant from

tho centre; here are three things to bo considered: (1) That in

which what is constructed resides; (-) That which does so reside;

(3) Tho entire Something generated or constructed -the bra/en

sphere. We see thus plainly that what is called the Form or

Essence itself is not generated, but the combination called according

to the Form is generated ; moreover that in every Generatum there

is Matter, so that tho Generatum is in each case this or that (b. ID).

Can it be true, then, that there exists any sphere or house beyond
those which we see or touch (i.e., any Form or Idea of a sphere,
such as IMato advocates)? If there existed any such, it could

never have become or been generated into Hoc Aliquid. It

signifies only tali: It is neither This nor That nor any thing
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defined : &quot;but it (or rather the Constructive Agency) makes or gene
rates ex hoc talc; and when this last has been generated, it is

Tale Hoc (p. 1033, &quot;b. 22), and the entire compound is Kallias, or

Sokrates, or this brazen sphere, while man, animal, c., are analo

gous to brazen sphere gemrrally. Even if there exist Platonic

Forms by themselves, they could be of no use towards generation

or the production of Essences. Frequently it is obvious that the

Generans is like the Genoratum, only a different individual. There

is no occasion to assume the Platonic Form as an Exemplar; for

,

the generating individual is quite sufficient of itself to be the cause

il of the Form in a new mass of Matter. The entire result is the

given Form in these particular bones and flesh called Kallias or

Sokrates : each is different so far as Matter, but the same in the

Form; for the Form is indivisible (p. 1034, a. 7).

But how does it happen that there are some things which are

generated sometimes by art, sometimes spontaneously (e. g., health),
while in other things (c. /., a house) spontaneous production never

takes place ? The reason is, that, in the first class of cases, the

Matter which governs the work of generation by the artist, and in

which itself a part of the finished product resides, is of a nature

to be moved or modified by itself, while, in the second, this is

not the fact; and to be moved, besides, in a certain manner and

direction ;
for there are many things which are movable by

themselves, but not in such manner and direction as the case which

we are supposing requires. For example, stones are incapable of

being moved in certain directions except by some other force, but

they are capable of being moved by themselves in another direc

tion; the like with fire. It is upon this that the distinction turns

between some results which cannot bo realized without an artist,

and others which may perhaps be so realized (a. 17).

It is plain from what has been said that, in a certain sense, eveiy

thing is generated from something of the same name, as natural

objects are (e.g., a man); or from something in part bearing the

same name (as a house out of the ideal form of a house), or from

something which possesses that which in part bears the same name;
fur the first cause of the generation is itself part of the thing gene
rated. The heat in the motion generates heat in the body ;

and

this is either health, or a part of health, or the antecedent of one

or other of these ; hence it is said to produce or generate health,

because it produces that of which health is concomitant and conse

quent (p. 1034, a. 30
;
see Bonitz s correction in his Note). Essence

is in these cases the beginning or principle of all generations, just

as in Demonstration it is the beginning or principle of all syllogisms
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(a. 33). In tho combinations and growths of Nature, the case

is similar. The seed constructs, as Art constructs its products;

for the seed has in it potentially the Form, and that from which

comes the seed is, in a certain manner, of the same name with

the product (b. 1). For we must not expect to find all gene
rations analogous to that of man from man woman also is

generated from man, moreover, mule is not generated from mule

though this is the usual case, when there is no natural bodily
defect (b. 3). Spontaneous generation occurs in the department of

Nature, as in that of Art, wherever the Matter can bo moved by
itself in the same manner as the seed moves it : wherever the

Matter cannot bo KO moved by itself, there can be no generation

except the natural, from similar predecessors (b. 7, e ai-run/

compare Bonitz s note :

&quot; non ex ipsis, sed c avrCjv TWV TTOIOVV-

TU&amp;gt;v).

This doctrine That the Form is not generated, does not belong
to Essence alone, but also to all the other Categories alike

Quality, Quantity, and the rest (p. 1034, b. 9). It is not the

Form Quality per sc which is generated, but tale lignum, lalix homo :

nor the Form Quantity per sc, but tantinn lignum or animal (b. 15J.

But, in regard to Essence, there is thus much peculiar and distinc

tive as compared with the other Categories : in the generation of

Essence, there must pre-exist as generator another actual and com

plete Essence ;
in the generation of Quality or Quantity, you need

nothing pre-existing beyond a potential Quality or & potential Quan

tity (b. 10).

A difficult question arises in this way : Every definition is a

rational explanation consisting of parts; and, as the parts of tho

explanation are to the whole explanation, so arc the parts of the thing

explained to the whole thing explained. Now is it necessary, or

not, that the rational explanation of the parts shall be embodied in

tho rational explanation of tho whole (p. 1034, b. 22)? In some

cases it appears to be so ;
in others, not. Tho rational explanation

of a circle does not include that of its segments; but the rational

explanation of a syllable does include that of its component
letters. Moreover, if the parts are prior to tho whole, and if the

acute angle be a part of the right angle, and the finger a part of the

man, the acute angle must bo prior to the right angle, and the finger

to the man. Yet the contrary seems to be the truth : the right angle
seems prior, also the man ; for the rational explanation of acute

angle is given from right angle, that of finger from man : in respect
to existing without the other, right angle and man seem priora.

In fact tho word part is equivocal, and it is only one of its meanings
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to call it that which quantitatively measures another (b. 33).

But let us dismiss this consideration, and let us enquire of what

it is that Essence consists, as parts (b. 34). If these are (1) Matter,

(2) Form, (3) The Compound of the two, and if each of these

three be Essence, Matter must be considered, in a certain way, as a

part of something, yet in a certain way as not so
;
in this latter point

of view, nothing being a part except those elements out of which the

rational explanation of the Form is framed (p. 1035, a. 2). Thus,
flesh is not a part of flatness, being the matter upon which flatness

is generated or superinduced, but flesh is a part of flat-nosed-

ness ; the brass is a part of the entii e statue, but not a part of the

statue when enunciated as Form, or of the ideal statue. You may
discriminate and reason separately upon the statue considered as

Form (apart from the complete statue) ;
but you cannot so discri

minate the material part per se, or the statue considered as Matter

only (a. 7). Hence the rational explanation of ihe circle does

not contain that of the segments of the circle; but the rational

explanation of the syllable does contain that of the component
letters. The letters are parts of the Form, and not simply the

Matter upon which the Form is superinduced ; but the segments
are parts in the sense of being the Matter upon which the Form of

the circle is superinduced (a. 1 2) : they are, however, nearer to the

Form than the brass, when the Form of a circle or roundness is

generated in brass (a. 13). In a certain way, indeed, it cannot be

said that all the letters are contained in the rational explanation of

the syllables; e.g., the letters inscribed in wax are not so contained,

nor the sounds of those letters vibrating in the air
; both these are

a part of the syllable, in the sense of being the perceivable matter

thereof (a. 17: cos r\.rj alcrOrjTy/).
Tf a man bo destroyed by being

reduced to bones, ligaments, ;nd flesh, you cannot for that reason

say, that the man is composed of these as of parts of his Essence,

but as parts of his Matter: they are parts of the entire man, but

not of the Form, nor of what is contained in the rational explana

tion ; accordingly they do not figure in the discussions which turn

upon rational explanation, but only when the discussions turn upon
the entire or concrete subject (a. 23). Hence, in some cases, things

are destroyed into the same principia out of which they are formed ;

in other cases, not. To the first class, belong all things which are

taken in conjunction with Matter, such as the flat-nosed or the

brazen circle ;
to the second class, those which are taken disjoined

from Matter, with Foim only. Objects of the first class, (i.e., the

concretes) have thus both principia and parts subordinate; but

neither the one nor the other belong to the Form alone (a. 31).
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The plaster-statue passes when destroyed into plaster, the brazen

circle into brass, Kallias into flesh and bones ; and even the circle,

when understood in a certain sense, into it.s segments, for the term

circle is used equivocally, sometimes to designate the Form of a

circle, sometimes to designate this or that particular circle parti

cular circles having no name peculiar to themselves (b. 3).

That which has been already said is the truth; yet let us try to

recapitulate it in a still clearer manner (p. 10:55, b. 4). The parts
of the rational explanation or notion, into which that notion is

divided, are prior to the notion, at least in some instances. But

the notion of a right angle is prior to that of an acute angle or

is one of the elements into which the notion of an acute angle is

divided; for you cannot define an acute angle without introducing
the right angle into your definition, nor can you define the semi

circle without introducing the circle, nor the finger without intro

ducing the man the finger being such and such a part of the

man. The parts into which man is divided as Matter, are pos
terior to man

;
those into which man is divided as parts of his

Form or Formal Essence, are prior to man at. least some of

them are so (b. 14). Now, since the soul of animals (which is the

Essence of the animated being b.
lf&amp;gt;)

is the Essence and the Form
and the T.

ij.
e. of a suitably arranged body; and, since no good defi

nition of any one part can bo given, which does not include the

function of that part, and this cannot be given without the mecha
nism of sense (b. 18), it follows that the parts of this soul, or some

of them at least, are prior to the entire animal, alike in the general

and in each particular case. But the body and its parts are pos
terior to the soul or Form, and into these, as parts, the entire man

(not the Essence or Form) is divided. These parts are, in a certain

sense, prior to the entire man, and, in a certain sense, not; for they
cannot even exist at all separately (b. 23) : the finger is not a linger

unless it can perform Jits functions, ?.r., unless it bo animated by a

central soul
;

it is not a finger in every possible state of the body
to which it belongs ;

after death, it is merely a finger by equivo
cation of language. There are, however, some parts, such as tho

brain or heart, to which the Form or Essence is specially attached

which are neither prior nor posterior but Ktmnl to tho entire ani

mal H&amp;gt;.
2~&amp;gt;).

.Man, horse, and such like, which are predicated universally
of particular things, are not Essentia; they are compounds of a

given Form and a given Matter (but of that first Matter) which

goes to compose Universals. It is out of the last Matter,
which comes lowest in tho series, and is already partially invested

Vol.. II. 7.
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with Form, that Sokrates and other particular beings are consti

tuted (p. 1035, b. 30).

Thus, there are parts of the Form or 7.17. e., parts of the Matter,

and parts of the Compound including both. But it is only iho

parts of the Form that are included as parts in the rational ex

planation or notion
;
and this notion belongs to the Universal

;

for circle and the being a circle, soul and the being a soul are

one and the same (p. 10LS6, a. 2). Of the total compound (this par
ticular circle), no notion, no definition, can be given : whether it be

a particular circle perceivable by sense, in wood or brass, or merely

conceivable, such as the mathematical figures. Such particular
* circles are known only along with actual perception or conception

(a. 6. Noeu&amp;gt; here means the equivalent of dcfraipelv
= xwpi&iv r-rj

Siavoia
&quot; die Thatigkeit des Abstrahircns, durch welche das Mathe-

matische gewonnen wird
&quot;

Schweglerad loc.Comm.,p. 101, Pt. IF.):

when we dismiss them as actualities from our view or imagination,

we cannot say clearly whether they continue to exist or not
;
but we

always talk of them and know them by the rational explanation
or definition of the universal circle (a. 7 : d-tXOorras 8 CK T?}S

ej/reAe^etas ov OTJ\OV Trorepov TTOTC cicriv
r)

OIK eicnr, aAA del Aeyoi/rai KCU

yi/ayjioi/Tai TW KaOoXov
Aoya&amp;gt;.

I apprehend that Aristotle is hero

speaking of the KVK\OS VO^TOS only, not of the Kv/cAos atcr^iyros or

Xa\.Kov&amp;lt;s
KVK\OS. lie had before told us that, when the

^OL\KOV&amp;lt;S
Ku/cAos

passes out of eVreXe^eta or
&amp;lt;$a/

jeTCU
&amp;gt;

it passes into
^a\Ko&amp;lt;;.

He can

hardly therefore mean to say that, when the ^aA/cous KVK\O&amp;lt;S passes

out of en-cAe^eta, we do not clearly know whether it exists or not.

But respecting the KVK\OS voryros or mathematical circle, he might
well say that we did not clearly know whether it existed at all

under the circumstances supposed : if it cease to exist, we cannot

say eis o
c$et)&amp;gt;eTai).

Matter is unknowable per so (KaO* avTr/v a. 9,

i.e., if altogether without Form). One variety of Matter is per

ceivable by sense, as brass, wood, and all moveable matter
;
another

variety is conceivable, viz., that which exists in the perceiv

able variety, but not qua perceivable the mathematical figures

of.
-fj

fv rots Guo-^ToTs vrrapxovora /XT) rj ato-^ru, otov ra fJiaOr]-

u. a. 12; i.e., making abstraction of the acts of sense, or of

what is seen and felt by sense, viz., colour by the eye, resistance

by the touch ;
and leaving behind simply the extension or possi

bility of motion, which is a geometrical line).

We have now laid down the true doctrine respecting ^ hole and

Bart, Priiis and Postering. And, if any one asks whether the right

angle, the circle, the animal, is prior or not to the parts into which

it is divided and out of which it is formed, we cannot answer abso-
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Intel y cither Yes or No. We must add some distinguishing words,

specifying what we assert to bo prior, and to what it is prior

(p. 10:10, a. 19). If by the soul you mean the Form or Essence

of tlu: living animal, by the circle, the Form of the circle, by the

right angle, the Form or Essence thereof, then this Form is

posterior in regard to the notional parts of which it is constituted, j

but prior in regard to the particular circle or right angle. But, if

by soul you meant the entire concrete animal, by right angle or

circle, these two figures realixed in brass or wood, then wo must

reply that any one of these is prior as regards the material parts

of which it is constituted (a. 25).&quot;

Another reasonable doubt arises hero (aTropemu 8 eucoru?

p. li
&amp;gt;:,

a. 26) as to which parts belong to the Form alone, which

t the entire Concrete. Unless this be made clear, we can define

nothing; for that which we define is the Universal and the Form,

and, unless we know what parts belong to the Matter and what do

not, the definition of the thing can never bo made plain (a. -

50).

Now, wherever the Form is seen to be superinduced upon matters

diverse in their own Form, the case presents no difficulty: every
one sees circles in brass, stone, wood, &c., and is well aware that

neither the brass, nor the stone, belongs to the Form or Essence of

the circle, since lie easily conceives a circle without either.
I&amp;gt;ut,

if a man had never seen any circles except bra/en circles, lie would

have more difficulty in detaching mentally the circle from the brass,

and would be more likely to look upon brass as belonging to the

Form of circle
; although, in point of fact, he would have no more

logical ground for supposing so than in the case just before sup

posed ;
for the brass might still belong only to the Matter of circle

(b. 2). This is the case with the Form of man. It is always seen

implicated with flesh, bones, and such like parts. Are these parts
of the Form of man? Or are they not rather parts of the Matter,

though wo are unable to conceive the Form apart from them, be

cause we never BOO it in conjunction with any other Matter? This
is at least a possibility, and wo cannot see clearly in what cases it

must bo admitted. Some theorists are so impressed by it as to push
the case farther, and apply the same reasoning to the circle and

triangle. Those theorists contend that it is improper to define a

circle and a triangle by figure, lines, continuity, &e., which (they

affirm) arc only parts of the Matter of circle and triangle; as flesh

and bones are parts of the Matter of man. They refer all of them
to numbers as the Form, and they affirm that the definition of the

dyad is also the definition of a line
(1). 12). Among the partisan/)

of Ideas, sumo call the dyad avroypafifuf) ;
others call it the Form of

/ 2
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a line; saying that in some cases the Form and that of which it

is the Form are the same, as the dyad and the Form of the dyad,
but that this is not true about line. (These two opinions seem to

be substantially the same, and only to differ in the phrase. AVTO-

ypafjifjiyj
means the same as TO cT8o?

TT}&amp;lt;? y/ia/A/xr}?
: it seems to have

been a peculiar phrase adopted by some 1 latonists, but not by all.

Others preferred to say TO e78os -n/s ypa^.^.) These reasonings
have already misled the Pythagoreans, and are likely to mislead

others also : they would conduct us to the recognition of one and

the same Form in many cases where the Form is manifestly diffe

rent : they lead us even to assume one single Form universally,

reducing every thing besides to be no Form, but merely Matter to

that one single real Form. By such reasoning, we should be forced

to consider all things as One (b. 20), which would be obviously
absurd.

We see from hence that there are real difficulties respecting the

theory of Definition, and how such difficulties arise. It is because

some persons are forward overmuch in trying to analyse every thing
and in abstracting altogether from Matter

;
for some things include

Matter along with the Form, or determined in a certain way, i.e.,

this along with that, or these things in this condition (p. 1036,

b. 22). The comparison which the younger Sokrates was accus

tomed to make about the animal is a mistaken one (b. 24) : it

implies that man may be without his material parts, as the circle

may exist without brass. But this analogy will not hold
;
animal

is something perceivable by sense and cannot be denned without

motion ;
of course, therefore, not without bodily members organized

in a certain way (b. 30). The hand is not a part of man, when it

is in any supposable condition, but only when it can perform its

functions, that is, when it is animated
;
when not animated, it is

not a part (b. 32). Clearly the soul is the first Essence or Form,
the body is Matter, and man or animal is the compound of both as

an Universal ; while Sokrates, Koriskus &c., are as particulars to

this Universal, whether you choose to take Sokrates as soul with

out body, or as soul with body (p. 1037, a. 5-10 : these words are

very obscure).

Respecting Mathematical Entia, why are not the notions of the

parts parts of the notion of the whole? c.y., why is not the notion

of a semi-circle part of the notion of a circle ? Perhaps it will be

replied that this circle and semi-circle are not perceivable by
sense : but this after all makes no difference ; for some things even

not perceivable by sense involve Matter along with them, and

indeed Matter is involved in every thing which is not T.
rj.

e.
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and Form aiV&amp;gt; Kaff avro. The semi-circles are not included as

parts of the notion of the universal circle ; but they are parts of

each particular circle : for there is one Matter perceivable and

another cogitable (p. 10:&amp;gt;&amp;lt;&amp;gt;. a. :*4. lionitz remarks that these words

from p. 10-U), a. 22 to p. 10:57, a.
f&amp;gt;,

are out of their proper place).
Whether there be any other Matter, besides the Matter of these

Mathematical Entia, and whether we are to seek a distinct Form
and Essence for them such as numbers, must be reserved for

future enquiry. This lias been one of our reasons for the preceding

chapters about perceivable Essences; for these last properly belong
to the province of Second Philosophy of the physical theorist (riys

&amp;lt;ifriKT/&amp;lt;j
KUI Seirrcpas &amp;lt;jAo(To^Hus tpyov p. 10157. a. 15). The physical

philosopher studies not merely the Matter, but the Form or notional

Essence even more (a. 17).

We are now in a position to clear up what was touched upon in

the Analytica (Anal. Poster. II. p. 92, a. 27 ; also, Do Interp. v.

p. 17, a. !.
{),

but not completed, respecting Definition. How is it

that the definition is One? We define man animal Inpi x : How is

it that this is One and not Many ? Man and white are two, when
the latter does not belong to the former : when it does so belong to

and affects the former, the two are One white man (p. 1037, b. 10) :

that is, they are One Kara TraOos. But the parts included in the defi

nition are not One KUTU TTU^OS, nor are they one KUTU ^iB^tv; for the

(lenus cannot be said to partake of the Differentiae. If it did, it

would at one and the same time partake of Opposite, for the Diffe

rentia} are Opposita to each other. And, even if we say that the

Genus does partake of the Differentiae, the same difficulty recurs,

when the Different ia3 are numerous. The Genus must partake
alike and equally of all of them

;
but how is it that all of them are

One, and not Many ? It cannot be meant that all of them belong

essentially to the thing; for, if that were so, all would be included

in the definition, which they are not. We want to know why or

how those Differentiae which are included in the definition coalesce

into One, without the rest: for wo call the deftniend lv n KOL roSc TI

(b. 27).

In answering this question, we take, as a specimen, a definition

which arises out of the logical subdivision of a Genus (p. lo;57, b. 28).

Definition is given by assigning the Genus and Dillerence: the

Genus is the Matter, the Difference) is the Form or Essence ; the two

coalesce into one at* Form and Matter. In the definition of man
animal hijM tt animal is the Matter and lipcs the Form

;
so that the

two coalescing form an essential One. It does not signify through
how many stages the logical subdivision is carried, provided it be
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well done ; that is, provided each stage be a special and appropriate
division of all that has preceded. Jf this condition bo complied

with, the last differentia will include all the preceding, and will

itself be the Form of which the genus serves as Matter. You
divide the genus animal first into &amp;lt;5ov VTTOTTOW u&amp;gt;oi/ d-n-ovv; you
next divide wov VTTOTTOW into (3ov inroTrovv &ITTOVV &amp;lt;3oi/ VTTOTTOVV

or perhaps into u&amp;gt;ov VTTOTTOVV (T^L^OTTOVV &amp;lt;5ov VTTOTTOVV

It is essential that the next subdivision applied to i3ov

VTTOTTOW should be founded upon some subordinate differentia spe

cially applying to the feet (p. 1038, a. 14: aurat jap 8ia(j&amp;gt;opal
TroSoV

17 -yap o-xto7ro8ia TroSoVv;? ns). If it does not specially apply to the

feet, but takes in some new attribute (e. g., TrreparroV, uTrrepov), the

division will be unphilosophical. The last differentia u&amp;gt;ov StVow

includes the preceding differentia VTTOTTOW : to say c3oj/ VTTOTTOW

$LTTOVV would bo tautology. \\ here each differentia is a differentia

of the preceding differentia}, the last differentia includes them all

and is itself the Form and Essence, along with the genus as Matter

(a. 25). The definition is the rational explanation arising out of these

differences, and by specifying the last it virtually includes all the

preceding (a. 29 : 6 opicr/xos Aoyos ecrrlv 6 CK T&amp;gt;V
Sia&amp;lt;^&amp;gt;opojv,

KCU. TOI TOJI/

TT}S TeAeirrcuas Kara yt TO 6p66v).

In the constituents of the Essence, there is no distinctive order

of parts ;
no subordination of prlns and postering ; all are

e&amp;lt;iually

essential and coordinate (ra^ts 8 OVK Za-nv wry ovo-ia-p. 1038, a. 33).

As we are treating now about Essence, it will be convenient

to go back to the point from which we departed, when we enu

merated the four varieties recognized by different philosophers.
These were (1) The Subject Substratum Matter, which is a

subject of predicates in two different ways : either as already an

Hoc Aliquid and affected by various accidents, or as not yet an Hoc

Aliqiiid, but simply Matter implicated with Entelechy (p. 1038,

b.
(5) ; (2) Form Essence the T.

?/.
e.

; (3) The Compound or

Product of the preceding two
; (4) The Universal (TO KaOokov). Of

these four, we have already examined the first three
; we now

proceed to the fourth.

Some philosophers consider the Universal to be primarily and

eminently Cause and Principle (p. 1038, b. 7). Pmt it seems

impossible that any thing which is affirmed universally can be

Essence. For that is the First Essence of each thing which

belongs to nothing but itself; but the Universal is by its nature

common to many things. Of which among these things is it tho

Essence ? Either of all or of no one. Not of all certainly ; and, if

it be the Essence of any one, the rest of them will be identical
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with that one ; for, whore the Essence is one, the things themselves

are one (b. 15). Besides, the Essence is that which is not pre
dicated of any subject : but the Universal is always predicated of a

subject.

Perhaps, however, we shall be told, that the Universal is not iden

tical with T.-q.e.,
but is Essence which is immanent in or

l&amp;gt;elongs
to

T.7/.C., as animal in man and horse. But this cannot be admitted.

For, whether we suppose animal to be definable or not, if it bo

essence of any thing, it must be the essence of something to which

it belongs peculiarly, as homo is the essence of man peculiarly ; but,

if animal is to bo reckoned as the essence of man, it will bo the

essence of something to which it does not peculiarly belong ;
and

this contradicts the definition of Essence (p. 1038, b. 15-23. This

passage is very obscure, even after Bonitz and Schwegler s explanatory
notes. 1 incline to Schwegler, and to his remark, Comm. II. p. 115,

that the text of b. 23 ought to be written V u&amp;gt; /XT) &amp;lt;L? r&amp;lt;W vTrup^ct.).

Again, it is impossible that Essence, if composed of any elements,
can be composed of what is not Essence, as of Quality; for this

would make Quality prius as regards Essence; which it cannot be,

either in reason (Aoyw), or in time, or in generation. If this were

so, the a fleet ions would bo separable from Essences (p. 1038, b. 28).

Essence, if composed of any thing, must bo composed of Essence.

Once more, if the individual man or horse are Essences, nothing
which is in the definition of these can be Essence

;
nor apart from

that of which it. is Essence
;
nor in any thing else. There cannot be

any man, apart from individual men (p. 1038, b. 34).

Hence we see clearly that none of the universal predicates arc

Essence : none of them signify Hoc Aliquid, but Tale. To suppose

otherwise, would open the door to many inadmissible consequences,

especially to the argument of the Third Man (p. 103!
,
a. !).

Another argument to the same purpose: It is impossible that

Essence can be composed of different Essences immanent in one

Entelechy. Two in the same Entelochy can never be One in

Entelechy. If indeed they bo two lit potentiii, they may coalesce

into one Entelechy, like one double out of two potential halves.

But Entelechy establishes a separate and complete existence

(p. 103H, a. 1); so that, if Essence is One, it cannot be made up of

distinct Essences immanent or inherent. Demokritus, who recotr-
1&quot;)

ni/ed only the atoms as Essences, was right in saying, that two of

them could not be One, nor one of them Two. The like is true

about number, if number be, as some contend, a synthesis of

monads. For either the dyad is not One; or else the monads
included therein are not monads cVrcAe^tia (a. I

-I).
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Here however we stumble upon a difficulty. For, if no Essence

can be put together out of Universals, nor any compound Essence

out of other Essences existing as Entelechies, all Essence must

necessarily be simple and uncompounded, so that no definition can

be given of it. But this is opposed to every one s opinion, and to

what has been said long ago, that Essence alone could be denned ;

or at least Essence most of all. It now appears that there can be

no definition of Essence, nor by consequence of any thing else.

Perhaps, however this may be only true in a certain sense : in one

way, definition is possible ;
in another way, not. We shall endea

vour to clear up the point presently (p. 1039, a. 22. Schwegler

says in his note upon this passage :

&quot; Die von Aristoteles haufig

beriihrte, doch nie zur abschliessenden Losung gebrachte, Grund-

aporie des aristotelischen Systems&quot; Comm. II. p. 117).

Those who maintain that Ideas are self-existent are involved in

farther contradictions by admitting at the same time that the

Species is composed out of Genus and Differentia. For, suppose
that these Ideas are self-existent and that avro^wov exists both in

man and horse : avro^wov is, in these two, either the same or dif

ferent numerically. It is, of course, the same in definition or

notion (Aoyu)) ; of that there can be no doubt. If it be numerically
same (oio-Trep av O-OLVTU) in man and in horse, how can this same

exist at once in separate beings, unless we suppose the absurdity that

it exists apart from itself (p. 1039, b. 1)? Again, are we to imagine
that this generic Ens, avro^wov, partakes at the same time of con

trary differentiae the dipod, polypod, apod? If it does not, how
can dipodic or polypodic animals really exist? Nor is the difficulty

at all lessened, if, instead of saying that the generic Ens partakes
of differentiae, you say that it is mixed with them, or confounded of

them, or in contact with them. There is nothing but a tissue of

absurdities (TTO.VTO. aroTra b. G).

But take the contrary supposition and suppose that the avro^iJoov is

numerically different in man, horse, &c. On this admission, there

will be an infinite number of distinct beings of whom the avrou&amp;gt;ov is

the Essence ; man, for example, since animal is not accidental, but

essential, as a constituent of man (p. 1039, b. 8). Avro^ov will thus

be Many (&quot;

ein Yielerlei
&quot;

Schwegler) ;
for it will be the Essence

of each particular animal, of whom it wr
ill be predicated essentially

arid not accidentally (ou yap KU.T uAAo Xeytrat i. c., this is not a case

where the predicate is something distinct from the subject). More

over all the constituents of man will be alike Ideas (e. &amp;lt;/.,

not

merely &amp;lt;3ov,
but &ITTOVV) : now the same cannot be Idea of ono

thing and Essence of another
; accordingly, avro^ov will be each
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one of the essential constituents of particular animals

voXvwoWj b. 14).

Again, whence comes
aiTo&amp;lt;pov itself, and how do the particular

animals arise out of it? How can the
&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;w

which is Essence, exist

apart from and alongside of ULTO TO ^oW? (p. 1039, b. 15.)

These arguments show how impossible it is that there can exist

any such Ideas as some philosophers affirm (p. lO- JO, b. 18).

We have already said that there are two varieties of Essence :

(1) The Form alone, (2) The Form embodied in Matter. The

Form or Essence in the first meaning, is neither generable nor

destructible ; in the second meaning it is both. To oi/au eTwu &amp;gt;

is neither generable nor destructible
;
TO T/]Sc rrj OLKLO. tivai is both -

the one and the other (p. 103U, b. 25). Of these last, therefore,

the perceivable or concrete Essences, there can bo no definition nor

demonstration, because they are implicated with Matter, which is

noway necessary, or unchangeable, but may exist or not exist,

change or not change. Demonstration belongs only to what is

necessary; Definition only to Science, which cannot be to-day
Science and to-morrow Ignorance. Neither Science, nor Demon

stration, nor Definition, applies to such things as may be otherwise :

these latter belong to Opinion ( TOU cvSe^o/xo ou uAAws cx tl/ P- 1040,

a. 1
).

You cannot have Science or Demonstration or Definition

about particular or perceivable things, because they are destroyed
and pass out of perception, so that you do not know what continues

to be true about thorn ; even though you preserve the definition in

your memory, you cannot tell how far it continues applicable to

them (a. 7). Any definition given i.s liable to be overthrown.

Upon the same principle, there cannot bo any definition of the

Platonic Ideas ; each of which is announced as a particular, distinct,

separable, Ens (p. 1&amp;lt;&amp;gt;4,
a. H). The definition must be composed

of words of the words of a language generally understood- and
of words which, being used by many persons, are applicable to other

particulars besides the definiend (you define Alexander as white,

thin, a philosopher, a native of Aphrodihias &c., all of which an;

characteristics applicable to many other persons besides). The de-

liner may say that each characteristic taken separately will apply
to many things, but that the aggregate of all together will apply
to none except the definiend. We reply however, that ^taov biirow

must have at least two subjects to which it applies ro &amp;lt;3oi/ and

TO f&amp;gt;LTTovv. Of course this is all the more evident about eternal Kntia

like the Platonic Ideas, which are prior to the compound and parts

thereof
((,&amp;lt;JH&amp;gt;V

and niiruvv are each prior and both of them parts of

,
and separable, just B8 avrocU^ponrof is separable (a. 14-
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20); for either neither of them is separable, or both are so. If

neither of them is separable, then the Genus is nothing apart from

the Species, and the Platonic assumption of self-existent Ideas falls

to the ground ;
if both are separable, then the Differentia is self-

existent as well as the Genus (a. 21): there exist some Ideas prior
to other Ideas. Moreover, the Genus and Differentia, the component
elements of the Species, are logically prior to the Species : suppress
the Species, and you do not suppress its component elements ;

suppress these, and you do suppress the Species (a. 21). We reply
farther that, if the more compound Ideas arise out of the less

compound, the component elements (like o3oi/ StVow) must needs

be predicablo of many distinct subjects. If this be not so

always, how are we to distinguish the cases in which it is true

from those in which it is not? You must assume the existence

of some Idea which can only be predicated of some one subject, and
no others. But this seems impossible. Every Idea is participate

(a. 27).

These philosophers do not reflect that definition is impossible of

eternal Essences (which the Platonic Ideas are), especially in cases

where the objects are essentially unique, as Sun, or Moon, or Earth

(p. 1040, a. 21)). When they try to define Sun, they are forced to

use phrases which are applicable to many in common
;
but Sun,

(and each Idea) is particular and individual, like Kleon or Sokrates.

\Vhy does none of them produce a definition of an Idea ? If any
one tried, he would soon see the pertinence of the above remarks

(b. 3). (Alexander, Bonitz, and Suhwegler, all observe incidentally
that the reasoning of what immediately precedes is weak and sophis
tical. Bonitz, p. 352, gives a good summary of the chapter, con

cluding :

&quot; Hoc capite non id ipsum demonstrat, res singulas non
esse substantias, sed rerum singularuin non esse definitionem nequo
scientiam

;
niuiirum quum substantiao vel unice vel potissimum

esse definitionem deinoustratum sit, c. 4, hoc si comprobat, illud

simul est comprobatum.&quot;)

It is farther evident that many apparent Essences are not strictly

and truly Essences ;
for example, the parts of animals

;
since not one

of them is separated from the whole (ovOev yap Ke^wpur/xeVoi/ avrw
ecrTiV p. 1040, b. 6

;
Alexander says ad Joe. : ov&amp;lt;ria&amp;lt;s e/&amp;lt;eu/u

&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;a/xej/

oo-a

Ka.61 tturu. OVTO. SiVarat TO oiKttov tpyov aTroreAtt^
* ovtna yap ov&tv uAA.o

f.(TT\v
77 TO

a&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;

ov TO (.Kacrrov epyov CKTT\7jpovTai oucria yap KCLL elSos

TrAr/pow). When any one of them is separated, it exists only in

the character of Matter earth, fire, air; none of them, in this sepa
rate condition, being an unity, but only like a heap of grains of gold
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or tin before they are melted and combined into one. Wo might

suppose, indeed, that the parts of the body, and the parts of the

soul, of animated beings, come near to Essence, both one and the

other, alike potentially and actually (b. 12), because they have

principles of motion in their turnings (*a/&amp;gt;i7ra&amp;lt;V),
so that in some

cases they continue separately alive after division. Still the

functions of the part alone must be really regarded as nothing
more than potential, wherever the oneness and continuity of the

whole is the work of Nature (b. 15), and not a mere case of contact

or forcible conjunction.

Nevertheless the being One, or Unity (p. 1040, b. 10), is not

itself the Essence of things. Unum is predicated in the same

manner as Ens
;
the two may always bo predicated together : the

Essence of Unum is One ; and things of which the Essence is

Unum Xumero, are themselves numerically one. Neither Unum nor

Ens is the Essence of things any more than the being an Element,

or the being a Principle, can bo the Essence thereof: we have

farther to enquire what the Principle is, in order to bring the

problem into a more cognizable shape (b. 20). Unum and Ens
are more near to Essence than either Element, Principle, or Cause :

nevertheless neither Unum nor Ens is Essence ; for nothing which

is common to many things is Essence. Essence belongs only to

itself and to that which has itself. Farther, Unum cannot be in

many places at once
;
but that which is common is in many places

&quot;

at once. Jt is thus plain that nothing Universal exists apart or .

separate from particulars (b. 27).

The advocates of the (Platonic) Ideas are right in aflirming them

to be separate, if they be Essences; but they are wrong in calling
that which is predicable of many things (the Universal) an

Idea (p. 1040, b. 2 . )- When asked, What are these indestructible

Essences of which you speak, as apart from the visible individual

objects? they had no intelligible answer to give. Accordingly

they were forced to make these Essences the same specifically with

the destructible (individual) objects; for these we do know ( b. il.
J).

They simply prefixed the word UUTO to the names of sensible objects

avTodvOpwTT&i, avToimros. But these Ideas might still exist, even

though we knew not what they were; just as eternal Essences like

the stars would still exist, even though wo had never seen them

(p. 1041, a. 2).

Let us again examine what wo call Essence, and what sort of

thing it is
; and let us take another point of departure, which may

perhaps help us to understand what that Essence is which is apart
and separate from perceivable Essences (p. 1041, a. 9). \Ve know
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that Essence is a certain variety of Principle or Cause
;
and from

this premiss we will reason (a. 10). Now the enquiry into Cause,
or the Why, always comes in this shape : Why does one thing

belong to another? The enquiry, Why a thing is itself? is idle.

The fact the on must be assumed to be clear and known in the

first instance. You know that the moon is eclipsed, as matter of

fact
; you proceed to enquire into the cause thereof (a. 1 1-24).

Why does it thunder? or, to enunciate the same question more

fully, Why is there noise in the clouds? The qucesitum is always
one thing predicated of another (a. 26). Why are these materials,

bricks and stones, a house ? Here the answer sought is, the Cause ;

and that is the r.r/.e., speaking in logical or analytical phraseology

(A o y i K a) s i. e., that which belongs to the A. o y o s T?}S ouo-tas).

In some cases, this qucesitum is a Final Cause, as in the case of a

bed or a house
;
in others, an Efficient or Movent Cause

;
for that

also is a variety of Cause, generally sought for in regard to things

generated or destroyed; but the other (viz., TO r.^.e., &quot;ipsa
rei

forma ac notio, aut concepta in animo artificis, aut inclusa Swa/m
in ipsa natura ac sernine rei

&quot;

Bonitz, Comni. p. 359) is sought for

in regard to cu/cu.

The true nature of the qucBsitum is often unperceived, when the

problem is announced without stating distinctly the subject and

predicate in their mutual relations (cV TOIS ^ /caroAAryAws Aeyo/xeVois,

p. 1041, a. 33). For example, avOpu-n-os Sia ri Icmv ; is ambiguous
by imperfect enunciation. As it stands, it might be supposed to bo

intended as uv$pco7ros 8ia rt ta-nv avOpMiros ; which would be a ques
tion idle or null. To make it clear, you ought to distinguish the

two members to which the real quasiturn refers (b. 2), and say
Sio. TL raSe

rj
roSe Icrrlv

uy0/)ti&amp;gt;7ros ; your real enquiry is about the vkrj

or Matter, why it exists in this or that manner. Why are these

materials a house? Because the Essence of a house belongs to them

(b. G). Some r.7/.e., some sort of cTrai, must belong to the Matter

(b. 4). Why is this Matter a man? or why is the body disposed in

this particular way a man ? Here we enquire as to the Cause which
acts upon a certain Matter

;
and that is the Form whereby the

thing is
;
which again is the Essence (b. 8).

Hence it is plain that a distinction must bo taken between the

Simple and the Compound. The enquiry above described, and the

teaching above described, cannot apply to the Simple, which must
be investigated in another way (p. 1041, b. 0). Compounds are of

two sorts aggregates like a heap (mechanical), and aggregates like

a syllable (organic or formal). In these last there are not merely
the constituent elements, but something else besides (b. 1G). The
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syllable ha is something more than the letters b and a ; flesh is

something more than fire and earth, its constituent elements. Now
this somt-thing more cannot bo itself a constituent clement ; for,

if that were so, flesh would be composed of three constituent

elements instead of two, and wo should still have to search for

the #nnrthing beyond, and this ulterior process might be repeated ad

injinitiuu (b. 22). Nor can the something beyond l&amp;gt;e itself a com

pound of several elements, for wo should still have to find the

independent something which binds these into a compound. It is

plain that this something beyond must be in its nature quite distinct

from an element, and must be the cause why one compound is flesh,

another compound a syllable, and so about all the remaining com

pounds. Now this is the Essence of each compound the First

Cause of existence to each (b. 25). The Element (rrroixor) is that

into which the compound is separated, as included Mutter (eY-

vjrtLpxiw &amp;lt;L&amp;lt; v\rjv) : b and , in the syllable ba (b. 32). There are

some things which arc not the Essences of objects (white, fin-

example, is not of the Essence of man, but an attribute); but, in

all cases where compounds have come together according to Nature

and by natural process, that Nature also which is not Element but

Principle is the Essence (b. 28 : CTTCI 8 (.via OVK orxricu TWV Trptty/xdroj^,

dAA ixrai ovcruu Kara (frvaiv KOL &amp;lt;v&amp;lt;7t o-weo-T?/KafTt, faiVfir) av KOI avrrj T)

&amp;lt;ro-i9 oi cna, 77
ermv ov (TToi\tiov aAA

U/&amp;gt;X
T
/- Schwegler in his note,

p. 135, proposes to correct this passage by striking out KCU before

the words aur?/ T/ &amp;lt;wns ova-fa, lint, if this were done, it would

make the passage mean that r\rj or oroi^eim is not oucrta, and that

the other &amp;lt;t (ns which is not
&amp;lt;rroix&amp;lt;uov,

is to be regarded exclusively

as oiViu. Now this is certainly not the doctrine of Aristotle,

who expressly declares vAr; to bo ouo-ia ; see H, p. 1042, a. 32.

Retaining the *at, the passage will then mean that not merely vA.?/,

but ahu (^I (TL&amp;lt;: which is not vAr;, is

BOOK II.

IN this Book, Aristotle begins by recapitulating the doctrines and

discussions of the. preceding. His purpose had been declared to bo

the investigation of the Causes, Principles, and Elements of Essences.

Now Essences are diverse : some universally admitted, as the

natural elements and simple bodies, also plants, animals, and

the parts of each, lastly, tho heaven and the parts thereof; others

not universally admitted, but advocated by some philosophers, as

tho Ideas and Mathematical Eutia ; others, again, which wo arrive
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at by diaToctical discussion, as TO T.^.C., tlio Substratum (Logical
Entia oc TOJV A.6yW, p. 1042, a. 12), tho Gcmis more Essence
than the Species, tho Universal more Essence than Particulars.

The (Platonic) Ideas make a near approach to tho Genus and
the Universal; they are vindicated as Essences upon similar

grounds. Next, since TO T.^.C. is Essence, and since the Definition

is tho rational explanation of T.-^.e., wo found it necessary to discuss

Definition ; and, since the Definition is a sentence having parts,
we were called upon to examine these parts, and to explain what

parts belonged both to Essence and to Definition. We decided

farther, after discussion, that the Universal and the Genus were not

Essence
;
the Platonic Ideas and the Mathematical Entia we post

poned for the moment, and we confined ourselves to the perceivable

Essences, recognized by all (a. 25).

Now all these perceivable Esseiitioe include Matter. Tho Sub
stratum Matter in one way is Essence ; while, in another way, the

Form and the
X6yo&amp;lt;s

is Essence : and finally the Compound of the two
is Essence. Matter is Hoc Aliquid, not eVcpycia but only Swa/xet.
Form is an Hoc Aliquid separable by reason (TW Xo

-yw xwPto
&quot;

TO/J/ P-

1042, a. 29). Tho Compound of the two, the complete Hoc Aliquid,
is capable of existing separably, in an absolute sense (which is

true also of some Forms), and is liable alone to generation and
destruction (a. 30).

It is clear that Matter also, not less than Form, is Essence
;
for in

all changes from opposite to opposite, there is a certain substratum

to such changes. Thus, in changes of Place, there is a substratum

which is now here, presently there ;
in changes of Quantity, what is

now of such and such a size, is presently greater or less; in changes
of Quality, what is now healthy is presently sick

;
in changes of

Essence, what is now in course of generation is presently in course

of destruction, or what is now the substratum of some given Form

(and is thus II c Aliquid) is presently the substratum of Privation,

and thus no j nger Hoc Aliquid. Among these four varieties

of change (KO.T OVO-LO.V, Kara TTOOTOV, Kara TTOLOV, Kara TOTTOV) the three

last are consequent upon the first, but the first is not consequent

upon all the three last
;
for we cannot maintain that, because a

thing has Matter capable of local movement, it must therefore have

generable and destructible Matter (p. 1042, b. 6).

Having discussed tho Essence of perceivable things so far forth

as potential, we now proceed to the same Essence so far forth

as actual (rj Suva/xci ovaia
77 ws evepyeea orcria TWV alcrOryrCiv p. 1042,

b. 10). What is this last? Demokritus recognizes a primordial

body one and the same as to Matter, but having three differences
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in figure, in position, in arrangement. But it is plain tli.it this

enumeration is not sufficient and that there are many other differ

ences, to each of which corresponds a special acceptation of ICTTL

(TO ItTTL Tocrnvrn^ux; AcyeTui b. 2
!). Suine differences depend upon

the mode of putting together constituent materials (cnvfleW TT)&amp;lt;J vAj/s

b. 1(5), as mixture, tying, gluing, pegging, itc. ; some upon posi

tion, as threshold, coping, &c. ; some upon time; some upon place;
some upon affections of perceivable things, such as hardness, soft

ness, dryness, moisture, density, rarity, &c. ;
some upon combina

tions of the foregoing; some again simply upon excess or defect in

(juantity. To one or other of these, timv has reference in each

particular case. \\ o say This is a threshold, because it lies in

a particular manner : In (or To be TO ttvai) signifies in this case that

particular manner of lying. To be ice, is to have become solidified

in this particular manner (b. 28). We must therefore look for the

summa genera of the differences ;
in some cases TO emu will bo

defined by all these differences: thus more or less dense, more or

less rare, belong to the genus excess and defect; differences of

figure, smoothness, roughness, &c., belong to the genus straight and

curve ; in other cases, to be, or not to be, will depend upon
mixture, as the genus (p. 1043, a. 1).

If then the Essence is the cause why each thing is what it is,

we must seek in these differences the cause why each thing is what

it is (p. 1&amp;lt;)4. J, a.
;{).

None of these differences indeed is itself

Essence, not even when it is embodied or combined with Matter;

but it is in each the analogue of Essence, and must bo employed in

defining, just as in real and true Essence we define by predicating
of Matter the Actuality or Formality (w lv TUI&amp;lt;&amp;gt; oiVuus TO TT/S vA^s

Karrfyopovfjicvov UVTJ/ &amp;gt;} fvtpyua a. 6). Thus, if we define a threshold,

we say- a piece of wood or stone lying in this particular way; if

we define ice, we say water fro/en or solidified in this particular

way, &o. The Form or Actuality of one Matter s different from

that of another; so also is the rational explanat &amp;gt;n or Definition ;

in some cases it is composition, in others mixture, &amp;lt;fcc.,
and so forth.

If any one defines a house by saying that it is stone- or brick, he

indicates only the potential house, for these are the Matter (a. 15);
if he defines it a vessel protecting bodies or property, he then

assigns the Actuality f eW/iyemi ) ;
if ho includes both of the above

in his definition, he then gives the third Essence completed out

of the two together (TT/I/ r^(-n]v *a! rr/v cV Toimm/ orrriav a. 18). To
define from the differences, is to define from the side of the Actu

ality or Form : to define from the included elements (CK rwv i.v\nra^-

\UVTWV) is to define from the Hide of the Matter (a. JO).

We see herefrom what perceivable Essence is, and how it is:
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partly, of the nature of Matter; partly, of Form arid Actuality or

Energy : again, the third or Concrete, out of both combined (p. 1043,

a. 28). Sometimes, it is not clear whether the name signifies this

third Concrete, or the Form and Energy. Thus, when yon say a

house, do you mean a protective receptacle built of bricks? or do

you mean simply a protective receptacle- the Form simply, without

specifying the Matter? When you say a line, do you mean a dyad
in length Form in Matter ? or simply a dyad Form alone ? AYhen

you talk of an animal, do you mean soul in body ? or simply soul,

which is the Essence and Actuality of a certain body ? The word
animal may be applied to both, not indeed univocally, as implying

generic resemblance, but (quasi-univocally, or senii-univocally) by
analogical relationship to a common term (ov\ w t

A.oyu&amp;gt; Aeyo/xe-

voi/, uAA* ok Trpos eV a. 36). This distinction however, though

important in some respects, is unimportant so far as regards the in

vestigation about perceivable Essence
; for the

r.iy.e. belongs to the

Form and the Actuality (a. 38). Soul, and the being soul, are

identical ; but man, and the being man, are not identical ;
unless

the soul be called man. Thus this identity exists in some cases,

but not in others (b. 4). A syllable is not composed merely of

letters and synthesis, nor is a house simply of bricks and synthesis;
for the synthesis or the mixture does not proceed out of the

elements which are put together or mixed (b. 8). The like is true

in other cases; e.g., if the threshold is a threshold by position,

the position does not proceed out of the threshold, but rather the

threshold out of the position. Nor again is man simply animal

and biped. If these two are the Matter, there must be .something

apart from and beyond them, something not itself an element nor

proceeding out of an element the Essence ;
which is indicated by

abstracting from the Matter (b. 13). This, as being the Cause of

Existence and of Essence (alnov TOV elvat /cut TT}S cnxnas b. 14) is

what is meant when Essence is spoken of.

This Essence or Form must be eternal; or at least, if destructible,

it has never been destroyed ;
if generablc, it has never been gene

rated. For we have shown already that no one either constructs

or generates Form : the Hoc Aliquid is constructed
;
the product of

Form and Matter is generated (p. 1043, b. 18). As yet it has not

been made clear whether the Essences of destructible things are

separable or not : in some cases at least, they certainly are not in

those cases, namely, where there can exist nothing beyond the par

ticular things, as a house or an implement (b. 21). Perhaps, indeed,

these are not truly Essences neither these particular things nor

any other things which have come together not by natural pro
cess

;
for we might indicate Nature alone as the Essence in dcstruc-
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tible things (T7/r yu/&amp;gt; &amp;lt;^v(Tiv fj.oi rjv
av TIS 6(u) T&amp;gt;/r

Iv rot?
&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;6apTOLS

tntriav b. 23. Aristotle seems to say in wliat precedes, that there

is no yeveo-15 or
&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;6ofni

of awria; see Z. p. 1033, b. 17. l&amp;gt;ut how is

this to bo reconciled with K. p. 10f&amp;gt;0, b. 18 : oiWus //o/
y&amp;lt;i/&amp;gt; Trmr?/*;

yeVeo-is ecrirv, oriy/i^s 8* or* IITTLV? Seo Schwegler s Coinm. explaining

ytyvo/ievov and t^&tpo/Ltcvov, 1 t. II. pp. 82, 83).

Hence wo see that the difficulty started by Antisthenes and others

equally unschooled (dircuScvrot) is not without pertinence. They
say that, as a definition is a sentence of many words, predicating

something of something, so you cannot define Quid ct : you can

only deiine and inform persons Qnale Quid cut : you can only tell

]x?oplc what the definiend is like, not what it is in itself: you can

tell them that silver is like tin, but you cannot tell what silver is.

Upon this theory, definition may be given of Compound Essence,

whether perceivable or cogitable ; but not of the primordia of which

the compound consists. The definition must predicate a something,
which is of the nature of Form, of another something, which is of

the nature of Matter (p. 1043, b. 31).

If Essences are (as the Platonists say) in a certain sense Numbers,

they arc so in //// sense
;
not (as these philosophers affirm) in the

character of assemblages of Monads. For the definition is a sort of

number, divisible into indivisible units; and the number is so like

wise. If you add any thing to, or deduct any thing from, a number

(let the thing added or deducted be never so small), it will be no

longer the same number; in like manner, neither the definition

nor the r.rj.c.,
will be the same, if any thing be added or subtracted

(p. 1044, a. I). Each number must have something which makes

its component units coalesce into one number, though the Platonic

philosophers cannot tell what that something is
;
either the units

are a mere (uncemented) heap, or else you must say what is that

something which makes them one, out of many (a. .

r

&amp;gt;).

The defini

tion also is one
; yet these philosophers cannot explain what makes

it one. The units of the number and that of the definition, is to

lie explained in the same way, and that of the Essence also
;
not a.s

a monad or a point, but in each case like an Entelechy and a

peculiar nature (i*x &quot;&amp;gt;&amp;lt;; Acyowi rives, mov /loms rts &amp;lt;mm
7} (my/;?),

aAA cWtAt^tiu K(ii
&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;rrris

TI&amp;lt;&amp;gt; tKatrnj a. 0). A given number admits

of no degrees, more or less; neither does a given Essence, unless it

be taken emlxtdied in Matter (a. 10).

Respecting the Material Essence (TTC^I 8 TT/S v/\i/o}&amp;lt;; oiW?--p.
1044, a. 15), we must not forget that, if there be one and tin-

same First Matter common as a principle to all (ieiierata or

Fientia, there is nevertheless a certain Matter special or peculiar
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(proximate) to cacli
(O/AU&amp;gt;&amp;lt;

tort TIS ouccta eKurrrou a. 18 ;
oiKeia Kat

Trpoo-exr/s Alexander). Thus the Materia Prima of phlegm is,

sweet or fat things ;
that of bile is, bitter things and such like.

Perhaps these two come both from the same Matter
;
and there are

several different Matters of the same product, in cases where one

Matter proceeds from another. Thus phlegm proceeds from fat and

sweet, if fat proceeds from sweet
;
and even from bile, if bile be

analysed into its First Matter from whence phlegm may proceed

by a different road (a. 23). One thing may proceed from another

in two different ways : either D may proceed from C, because C is

its immediate Matter, already preformed up to a certain point, and

thus on the way to a perfectly formed state
;

or D may proceed
from C, after the destruction of C and the resolution of C into its

Materia Prima (Si^^s yap roS IK rouSe, 77 on irpo oBov ctrrai
r)
on

avaXvOevTos tis TTJV apx&amp;gt;j
v a - 24). From one and the same Matter

different products may proceed, if the moving cause bo different :

from the same wood there may proceed a box or a bed. What pro
duct shall emerge does not, however, depend only upon the Moving
Cause, but often upon the Matter also ;

thus a saw cannot be made
out of wool or wood. If the same product can proceed out of dif

ferent Matter, this is evidently because the Art or Moving Cause

is the same : if this last be different, and the Matter different also,

the product will of course be different (p. 1044, a. 32).

When a man asks us, What is the Cause ? we ought to reply,

since the word has many senses, by specifying all the causes which

can have a bearing on the case (p. 1044, a. 34). Thus, What is

the Cause of man, as Matter ? Perhaps the katamenia. What,
as Movent ? Perhaps the seed. What, as Form ? The r.-^.c.

What, as ov ZvtKa ? The End. These two last are perhaps both

the same (a. 36). Moreover we ought to make answer by speci

fying the proximate causes (not the remote and ultimate). Thus,

What is the Matter of man ? We must answer by specifying the

proximate matter
;
not fire and earth, the ultimate and elemental (b. 2).

This is the only right way of proceeding in regard to Essences

natural and generable ;
since the Causes are many, and are what

we seek to know. But the case is different in regard to Essences

natural, yet eternal. Some of these last perhaps have no Matter

at all
;
or at least a different Matter, having no attribute except

local rnovability (b. 8. Alexander says in explanation : Aeyei Se

T-f]v
v
fjL7ra.fr

OLV TUIV OKTOJ o^atpojy fuSa -vXrjv ov yevvrjrijv
KOL

&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;6apTi]V

u/\Au p.ovov Kara. TOTTOV KLVTJTIJV p. 527, 2025, Bon.).

Again, in regard to circumstances which occur by Nature, but

not in the way of Essence, there is no Matter at all : the subject
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itself is the Essence. Thus in regard to an eclipse : What is its

Cause? What is its Matter? There is no Matter, except the

moon which is affected in a certain way. &quot;What is the Cause, as

Muveiit here light-destroying? The earth. Perhaps there is no

ov ci tKu in the case. But the Cause in the way of Form is the

rational explanation or definition ; and this must include a specifi

cation of the Movent Cause, otherwise it will be obscure. Thus,

the eclipse is, privation of light ; and, when you add by the earth

intervening, you then specify the Movent, and make your defini

tion satisfactory (b. 1
f&amp;gt;).

In defining sleep we ought to say what part of the system is

first affected thereby; but this is not clear. Shall we indicate

only the animal (as substratum) ? But this is not enough. Wo
shall be asked, What part of the animal? Which part first? The

heart, or what other part ? Next, by what Cause ? Lastly, how
is the heart affected, apart from the rest of the system ? To say

Sleep is a certain sort of immobility, will not be a sufficient defini

tion. We must specify from what primary affection such immo

bility arises (p. 1044, b. 20).

Since some things exist, and do not exist, without generation or

destruction (as Forms, and Points, if there be such things as Points),

it is impossible that all Contraries can bo generated out of each

other, if every generation l&amp;gt;e both aliquid and ex (ilt qno. Allnis homo

ex niyro Jmmhie must be generated in a different way from album ex

nif/ro. Now Matter is only to be found in those cases where there

is generation and change into each other
;
in other cases, where no

change takes place, there is no Matter. There is a difficulty in

understanding how the Matter of each substance stands in regard
to the contrary modifications of that substance (p. 1044, b. 20). Jf

the body is potentially healthy, and if disease is the contrary of

health, are we to say that both these states are potential?
Is water potentially both wine and vinegar? Or are we to say
rather that the body is the Matter of health, and that water is the

Matter of wine, in the way of acquisition by nature and by taking
on the Form to which it tends

;
and that the body is the Matter of

sickness, and wine the Matter of vinegar in the way of privation
and of destruction contrary to nature (b. ;{4)? However, there is

here some difficulty : Since vinegar is generated out of wine, why
is not wine the Matter of vinegar, and potentially vinegar? Why
is not the living man potentially a corpse ? Is it not rather the

truth, however, that these are accidental or contra-natural destruc

tions (Kara rrr/y/^c/&amp;gt;;Ko?
a! tfrOofmt b. ,W, i.e., not in the ivgnlar

appetency and aspirations, according to which tho destruction of
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one Form gives place to a better) ;
and that through such destruc

tion the same Matter which belonged to the living man becomes

afterwards the Matter of the corpse ;
likewise the Matter of wine

becomes, through the like destruction, Matter of vinegar by a

generation like that of night out of day ? Changes of this sort

must take place by complete resolution into the original Materia

Prima (ets TJJV v\i]v Sei c-n-aveXOeiv- a. 3) ; thus, if a living animal

comes out of a dead one, the latter is first resolved into its ele

ments, and then out of them comes the living animal. So vinegar
is first resolved into water, then out of the water comes wine

(a. 5).

We shall now revert to the difficulty recently noticed, about

Definitions and Numbers. What is the cause that each number
and each definition is One ? In all cases where there are several

parts not put together as a mere heap, but where there is a Whole
besides the parts, there must be some cause of this kind. With

some bodies, contact is such cause
;
with others, viscosity (yAto-xpo-

rrj&amp;lt;&amp;gt; p. 1045, a. 12), or some other affection. But the definition is

one complex phrase, not by conjunction like the Iliad, but One

by being the definition of one subject (a. 14). Now what is

it which makes the subject man, One ? Why is ho One and not

Many, say animal and a biped more especially if there exist, as

the Flatonists say, a Self-animal and a Self-biped? Why are not

these two aura the man (8ta ri yap OVK eKeira aura 6 avBpwiros

eori; a. 17), so that individuals are men by participation not of one

Self-man, but of the two Self-animal, Sulf-biped ? On this theory

altogether, it would seem that a man cannot bo One, but must be

Many -animal and biped. It is plain that in this way of inves

tigation the problem is insoluble.

But if, as we say (p. 1045, a. 23), there be on one side Matter, on
the other side Form on one side that which is in Potency, on the

other side that which is in Act (a. 24) the problem ceases to be
difficult. The difficulty is the same as it would bo if the definition

of liimation were, round brass : the word Itimation would be the

sign of that definition, and the problem would be, What is the Cause

why round and brass are One ? But the difficulty vanishes, when
we reply that one is Matter, the other Form. And, in cases where

generation intervenes, what is the Cause why the potential Ens is

actual Ens, except the Efficient (trapa TO Trotrja-av a. 31) ? There
is no other Cause why the sphere in potency is a sphere in actuality :

Huch was the r.vy.e. of each (TOVT fy TO
T.T/.C. e/mre

/xj)
a. 33). Of

Matter there are two varieties, the Cogitable and the Perceivable ;

and, in the Definition, a part is always Matter, a part is Form or
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Energy ; as when wo define the circle a piano figure. (Aristotle

argues: On the Platonic theory that Ideas or Forms are Entia,

separate from particulars, self-existent, and independent of each

other, no cause can be assigned for the coalescence of any two or

more of them into one; e.g. animal and biped, into man. ]&amp;gt;ut upon
my theory, Form and Matter, Power and Act, are in their own
nature relative to each other. It is their own inherent nature to

coalesce into one, or for Power to pass into Act. This is the cau.se

of their unity : no other cause can bo found or is necessary. Sec

Alexander, p. ,~&amp;gt;.U.)
In those cases where there is no Matter, either cogitable or per

ceivable, as in the Categories, Hoc Aliquid, Qualo, Quantum, iVr.,

each of them is, in itself and at once, both Ens and I mim (p. 104.&quot;),

b. 2). Hence neither Ens nor Unum is included in the Definitions,

and the r.7/.c. is, in itself and at once, both Ens and (&quot;num. No
other cause can bo assigned why each of these is Ens and I num ;

each of them is so, at once and immediately ; yet not as if they were

all included in Ens or Unum as common genera ; nor as if they
were apart and separable from particulars (b. 7).

Philosophers, who do not adopt this opinion, resort to various

phrases, all unsatisfactory, to explain the coalescence or unity of

the elements included in the Definition. Some call it /AC $C&amp;lt;.&amp;lt;&amp;gt;,
but

they give no cause of the /x$cis ;
others o-ui/ownu, or (rwSeo /Aos, or

o-iV6Wi&amp;lt;&amp;gt; of soul with body, as definition of life. Hut we might just
as well use these phrases on other occasions, and say that to be well

was a synthesis of the soul with health; that the brazen triangle
was a

mVoc&amp;lt;r/Ao?
of brass with triangle; that white was a synthesis

of superficies with whiteness (p. 1045, b. l.
r

&amp;gt;).

These; phrases carry no

explanation; and these philosophers get into the difficulty by taking
a wrong point of departure. They first lay down Power as different

from Entelechy, and then look for an explanation which makes them
one (amov 8 on

8wa/iea&amp;gt;s
KUI erreAe^aus //7vmri Xayov tvmrouw MU

Sta&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;opav p. 104.&quot;), b. 1(5. Schwegler observes that tho two last words
are loosely put, and that the clear words to express what Aristotle

means would be :
rjrov&amp;lt;Ti Xoyov ivcnroiov wr&amp;lt;m0ciTs

8ia&amp;lt;^opap Comm.
1 1. p. 154.). But the truth is that Power and Enteleehy are not essen

tially two, but only dilVerent aspects of one and the same. The Last

Matter and the Form are the same; but the first is in potency, the

becond in perfect actuality (&quot;
Stolfund Form, Potenzielles und Aetu-

elles, sind eins und dasselbe auf verschiedenen Entwieklungs-
stufen&quot; Schwegler II. p. 151). To enquire in any particular
caso what is the cause of this One, is tho same as to enquire gene
rally the cause of I nity. Each thing is a certain One : the I od-n-
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tial and the Actual are One, in a certain way (b. 20). So that no

other Cause can be found except the Movent or Efficient that which

moved the matter out of Potency into Actuality. As to those things
which have no Matter, each of them is One immediately and per se

(b. 23).

BOOK 0.

IN discriminating the meanings of Ens, we noticed one Kara Swa/xti/

KOL tVepyetav (apart from Ens according to the Categories). We shall

now proceed to discuss these two terms Swa/xts and VTeXe^tta
=

eVepyaa (p. 1045, b. 35).

It is elsewhere mentioned (A. p. 1010) that 8iVa/us has many
senses, of which some (like the geometrical, &c.) are equivocal or

metaphorical, so that we shall pass them over here (p. 1040, a. 0).

But there is one first and proper sense of &W/us, from which many
others diverge in different directions of relationship or analogy

(a. 10). That first and proper sense is a principle of change in

olio vel quatenus aliud, or a principle of change ah olio vel quatenus
aliud (dp^r/ fjiTa/3o\rj&amp;lt;s

lv aAAu)
rj y aAAo apxn fAtTa/So^rjs VTT aAAou

y y aAAo a. 11, 14. The same definition is given in terms some

what different at p. 1048, a. 28 : TOVTO Xeyo/xcv oWarov o Tre^u/ce KLVCLV

aAAo
77 KCveicrOai VTT aAAou, T) aTrAaJs rj rpoTrov TWO.. This Aristotle

calls
rj

Kara Kivrjcnv SiW/xis expressed by Bonitz, Comrn., p. 379 :

&quot;

agendi patiendive nisum quendam.&quot;). The notion of Swa/xts how
ever extends more widely than this first sense of Svra/us Kara KLVTJO-IV.

It includes other cases, as where we say that Hermes is StW/xei in

the wood, and that the half foot is Swa/xei in the whole foot (p. 1048,

a. 33 ; Bonitz distinguishes this last sense as Moglichkeit, from the

first sense as Vermogen, p. 379).

We begin by speaking about the first and proper sense 8iW/xis

rj
Kara /ciVryo-iv. One variety thereof is, when a thing has power of

being passively affected so and so when there resides in the thing
a principle of passive change (dp^^ /xera^oX^s TraO-rjTiKrjs p. 1046, a.

13) by something else or by itself quatenus something else. (These
last words are added because a sick man has the Swa/xts of being
cured either by a physician, or by himself if he be a physician ; but
then in this last case he is to be looked upon in two different cha

racters, as physician and as patient: he cures himself as physician,
he is cured as patient.) Another variety of Swa/xi? Kara KLV^LV is,

when a thing has power of resisting change for the worse or destruc

tion by any exterior principle of change (a. 14); as hardness in

iron. Sometimes this StW/xis is restricted to the cases in which a
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person can do the thing in question well: no man L* said to have

the power of speaking or singing unless he can perform these

functions pretty well (a. 18).

In all these varieties, the general notion of 8iW/xis Kara KIIITJO-LV in

included (p. 1040, a. 10). The active and passive 8ira/us are, in

one sense, one and the same ;
in another sense, distinct and different.

For one of them resides in the patient, the other in the agent
(i. 27 ) : sometimes the two come by nature together in the same

thing; yet the patient does not suffer from itself as patient, but

from itself as agent. Impotence (dSwo/ua) is the privation contrary
to this

8iVa/xt&amp;lt;j.
Privation has many different meanings (a. 32).

Among these principles of change, some reside in the inanimate

substances, others in the animated
; not only in the soul generally,

tut also in the rational branch of the soul (p. 1040, a. 38). Accord

ingly some Swa/xets are Rational, others Irrational. All arts and

Constructive sciences are Suva^uts (or &amp;lt;J.()\(IL p-fTafiXryriKal iv &amp;lt;IAAa&amp;gt;
7}

T) dAA.0 b. 3). In the rational capacities, the same capacity covers

toth contraries; in the irrational, each bears- upon one of the two

contraries exclusively; thus, fire will only heat but not chill, while

the medical art will produce either sickness or health. The reason

is, that Science is based upon rational explanations or definitions ;

and the same rational explanation declares both the thing itself and

the privation thereof; though not indeed in the same manner: it

declares, in a certain way, both together, and, in a certain way,

chiefly the positive side (b. 10). Accordingly these sciences are

sciences of both the contraries at once : namely, per w, of one side

of the Antiphasis ;
not per se

t
of the other side

; since the rational

explanation also declares, directly and per e, only one side, while

it declares the other side in a certain way indirectly, mediately,

per accidens i.e., by negation and exclusion (uTro^mcrci /cat arrtx^opa

b. 14). For the Contrary is the highest grade of privation; and

this is the exclusion of one side of the alternative
(7; yap errc/n/o-is

7/ TTfHjlTT] TO tVUVTLOV, (IVTfJ 8 UTTofaifML OoTtpOV p. 1040 b. 15; Rollltz

says that TO cvavrtov is the subject of this proposition, and
7} aW/nims

the predicate). Both of two contraries cannot reside, indeed, in the

same subject ;
but Science is a 8iW/us through rational explanation

or reason in the soul which has within it a principle of motion;

accordingly the soul can bring to pass either of the two contraries,

through reference to the same rational notion or explanation which

comprises both
(l&amp;gt;.

! !).

The Megaric philosophers recognize no fiir/as apart from

ivipywa; affirming that no one has any jMjwer, except at the moment.

when he is actually exercising it. These philosophers are wrong
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(for various reasons indicated : p. 1046, b. 30 p. 1 047, a. 20). Power

and Act are distinct. A particular event is possible to happen, yet
it, does not happen; or possible -not to happen, yet it does happen

(p. 1047, a. 22). That is possible, to which, if the act supervene
whereto such possibility relates, nothing impossible will ensue

(a. 25). The name evepyaa, appended to that of cn-e/Ve^aa (?) 7iyx&amp;gt;s

TT/I/ cVreAexetav trwriOefieinfjB,. 30), has come to be applied to other

things chiefly from reference to motions
;
for motion is par excellence

fvcpyeia. Hence Non-Entia are never said to be moved, though
other predicates may be applied to them : we may call them Stavor/ra

and eTntfu/Ar/ra, but never KivovfJLcva; for, if we did, we should bo

guilty of contradiction, saying that things which are not ivcpycta are

. Among the Non-Entia there are some which are Entia

: we call them Noii-Entia, because they are not cWeAc^eta

(b. 2).

If the definition above given of TO SwaroV be admitted, wo see

plainly that no one can say truly: This is possible, yet it will never

happen (p. 1047, b. 3, seq.).

Among all the various SiW/xcis, some are congenital, such as iho

perceptive powers (ai&amp;lt;T$?)&amp;lt;rean/ p. 1047, b. 31) ;
others are acquired

by practice, such as playing the flute; others by learning, like the

arts : these two last varieties we cannot possess without having

previously exercised ourselves in them actively (b. 34), but tlio

others, which are more of a passive character, we may possess with

out such condition. This distinction coincides with that which was

drawn previously between the rational and the irrational ^iW/^eis

or capacities : the rational capacities belonging only to a soul, and

to the rational branch thereof. Now every SwaroV lias its own

specialities and conditions: it is itself a given something, and it is

surrounded with concomitants of special time, place, neighbourhood,
&c. (p. 1048, a. 1). The irrational capacities must necessarily pass
into reality, whenever the active and the passive conditions come

together, because there is but one reality to arise
;
but the rational

capacities not necessarily, because they tend to either one of

two contrary realities, both of which cannot be produced. &quot;Which

of the two contraries shall be brought to reality, will depend upon
another authority the appetency or deliberate resolution of the

soul : to whichsoever of the two, each possible, such sovereign

appetency tends, that one will be broiight to pass, when agent
and patient come together and both are in suitable condition

(a. H); and under those circumstances, it will necessarily (avdyKr)

a. 14) be brought to pass. AVc need not formally enunciate the

clause
&quot;

if nothing extrinsic occurs to prevent it
&quot;

: for this is
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already implied in the definition of 8ira/u? which is never affirmed

as absolute and unconditional, but always under certain given
conditions (a. 18: l&amp;lt;m 8&quot; ov Triurtog, dAA* t\6vrw TTWS). Accord

ingly tho agent will not bo able to bring about both sides of the

alternative at once, even though appetite or deliberate resolution

may prompt him to do it (a. 21).

Having thus gone through the variety of SiVa/u? called
17

Kara

Kiitja-iv, we shall now give some explanations of evtpycta ;
in tho

course of which wo shall be able to illustrate by contrast, the other

variety of SiVa/xts, which was indicated above (p. l H8, a. 30).

EvtpytuL is used when tho thing exists, not 8wa/xct: meaning by

Si-ru/zei Mich as Hermes in the wood or the half-yard in the whole

yard. \Ve shall explain our meaning, by giving an induction of

particulars ;
for definition cannot be given of every thing. Wo

must group into one view the analogies following (W&amp;lt;
Set TTCLVTOS fytov

T/T(U , dAAu Kai TO avaXoyov o~uvopav&. 37) : As the person now

actually building is to the professional builder not so engaged ; as

the animal awake is to the animal asleep; as the animal seeing is

to the animal possessed of good eyes but having them closed ; as

that which is severed from matter is to matter (TO airoKfKpip.cvov

b. 3); as the work completed is to the material yet unworked; so

is cVcpyctu to Srra/zts. The antithesis is not similar in all these pairs

of instances, but there is a relationship or analogy pervading all

(o&amp;gt;9
TOITO tV TOUTO)

1) TT/JOS TOVTO, To8* (.V TUl8c
*] TTpOS Tt&amp;gt;8c 1). 8). Jll

o of the pairs, the antithesis is tho same as that of KUOJO-IS TT^OS

;
in others, it is tho same as that of otWu TT/JOS TWO.

\&amp;lt;\-i]v

(b. 9). In one member of each pair, wo have
r;

efe/jyeiu d&amp;lt;^o&amp;gt;pur/xen; ;

in tho other TO &WU.TUV (b. 5 -cvepyeta hero is reality severed and

determinate, as contrasted with 8vra/us potentiality huddled together

and indeterminate. &QQ Schwegler s note :

&quot; Potenxialitat und Aktua-

litat hind n.-ine VerhultnisshegrifTo
&quot;

p. 172, seq.J. But in all tho

above-named examples, that which is now
8ir&amp;lt;i/m may como

actually to bo tVc/yc(a : tho person now slecjiing may awake
;

the;

person whose eyes are now closed may open them and see
;
tho

Hermes now in the wood may bo brought out of the wood and exist

jus a real statue. It is otherwise with The Infinite, Vacuum, YC.

These exist 8iW/zet only, and can never como to exist cVepyeiu, or in

dependently. The Infinite can exist tvepytia only for OUT cognition.
The fact that the bisection thereof is never exhausted that wo may
go fn dividing as long as we choose gives to the potential Infinite

a certain actuality, though it cannot be truly separated (b. 10).

\\ e must farther explain in what cast s it is proper to say that a

tiling is Swofict, and in what eases it is not proper. You cannot
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properly say that earth is potentially a man : you may perhaps say
that the semen is potentially a man; yet even tins not certainly,
since other conditions besides semen are required (p. 1049, a. 2).

The physician cannot cure every patient, yet neither is the cure

altogether a matter of chance (UTTO TV^S a - 4) : there is a certain

measure of cure possible, and that is called TO vytoLvov Swa//.a. The
definition thereof, taken from the side of the agent, would be

that which will come to pass if he wills it, without any impedi
ment from without

;
from the side of the patient when no im

pediment occurs from within him (a. 8). In like manner, a house

exists Swcyici, when all the matter for it is brought together, with

out need either of addition or subtraction or change, and when
there is no internal impediment ;

and so with other products of art,

where the principle of generation is extrinsic to themselves. In

natural products, where the principle of generation is intrinsic, we
treat them as potentially existing, when this principle is in a

condition to realize itself through itself, assuming no external im

pediments to interfere. Thus we do not call the semen potentially
a man, because, before it becomes such, it must undergo change in

something else, and therefore stands in need of some other prin

ciple ; we call it so only when it is in such conditions that its own

principle suffices. Earth is not said to be a statue Swu/xa, until it

has first been changed into brass (a. 17). We call the product not

by the name of the Matter itself, but by an adjective appellation
derived from the next adjacent Matter; thus we call a box, not

wood, but wooden : wood is then a box SiW^a. But we say
this only of the proximate or immediate Matter, not of the remote

or primary Matter. We must go back through successive stages

to the first or most remote Matter ;
thus wood is not earth, but

earthy : earth therefore is potentially wood. The earth may be

aeriform
;
the air may be fiery ;

the fire has no analogous adjective

whereby it can be called, and is thus the first or last Matter. But

it is not said to be potentially any thing except the vvvOtrov com
bined with Form immediately above it. Matter may be either

proximate or remote : Potentiality is affirmed only of the proximate
Matter.

Since all the different meanings of Trius have been enumerated

and distinguished, it is plain that in all those meanings Actuality
is prius as compared with Potentiality : whether the

SiW/n&amp;lt;j
be

u.p)(i] fJiTa.(3\r]TiKr] ( KU ^TIKV}) lv aAAo&amp;gt;
7] uAAo, like Art

;
or

upx&amp;gt;)

Kwrfruo) &amp;gt;} o-rcm/o} eY UI TUJ y UI TO, like Nature (p. 1049, b. 5-10).

Actuality is prinx both
Aoyu&amp;gt;

and oiWa : it is also prius xporo&amp;gt;
in a

certain sense, though not in a certain other sense.
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It is prius Xoyid, because the Actual is included in the definition

of the Potential ; that is, it must be presupposed and foreknown,

before you can understand what the Potential is (p. 1049, b. 17;.

You explain ooco8o/xocos or opariKos by saying that he is

oiK-o8o^.ttv *j upav : you explain oparov by saying that it is

upufrOai. : TO Swarov, in ite first and absolute meaning, is Swaruv

because it may come into Actuality (b. 13).

It is priux xpovw in the sense that the Potential always lire-

supposes an Actual identical specie, though not identical numero,

with that Actual to which the Potential tends. Take a man now

existing and now seeing, or corn now ripe in the field : these

doubtless, before they came into their present condition, must have

pre-existed in Potentiality ;
that is, there must have pre-existed

a certain matter seed or a something capable of vision which at

one time was not yet in a state of Actuality (p. 1049, b. 23). P&amp;gt;ut

prior to this matter there must have existed other Actualities,

by which this matter was generated : the Actual is always gene
rated out of its Potential by a prior Actual, e.g., a man by a

man, a musical man by a musical man
; there being always some

prior inovent, which must bo itself already in Actuality (b. 27).

\\ e have already declared that every thing generated is some

thing generated out of something, and by something which is

identical in secies with the thing generated (b. 29). Hence it

seems that there can be no builder who has built nothing, no

harj&amp;gt;er
who has never harped ;

for the man who is learning to harp
learns by harping (b. 32) ;

which gave occasion to the sophistical

pu//le -That one, who does not possess the knowledge, will never

theless do that to which the knowledge relates. The learner does

not possess the knowledge ; yet still he must have possessed some

fragments of the knowledge : just as, in every thing which is in

course of generation, some fraction must have been already gene
rated

;
in every thing which is moved, some fraction has been

already moved (b. M).
Lastly, Actuality is prius as compared with Potentiality (not

merely Aoyu&amp;gt;,
/cat

^&amp;gt;oi
a COTIV ^9, but alsoj orrna (p. lO.^O, a. 4). In the

first place, that which is latest in generation is first in Form and

in Essence; a man compared with a child, man as compared with

semen. Man alread} possesses the Form, semen does not. Next,

every thing generated marches or gradually progresses towards

itw principle and towards it end. The principle is the or &amp;lt;I CK,

and the generation is for the sake of the end. Now the end or

consummation is Actuality, and for the sake of this the Potentiality

is taken on (/\/JL/JUI crut a. 10;. Animals do not MV in order that

they may have sight; they have sight in order that they may see:
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they do not theorize in order that they ma}* possess theoretical

aptitude, but the converse ; except indeed those who are practising
as learners. Moreover, Matter is said to exist potentially, because

it may come into Form
; but, when it exists actually, it is then in

Form (a. 16). (Alexander says: OJOTC Kav TOVTU TrpOTtpa (rj evepyeia)

ok ec^erov KOL TaVo-ov KOL eis Kooyxov ayov 6Wa/zecos p. 550, 10,
I&amp;gt;on.)

The case is the same where the end is nothing beyond a particular
mode of motion (e.g., dancing): the dancing-master has attained

his end when he exhibits his pupil actually dancing. In natural

productions this is no less true than in artificial : Nature has

attained her end, when the product comes into eVepyaa ;
that is,

when it is actually at work, from whence the name wtpyeia is

derived (TO -yap Zpyov TeAos, ?}
Se erepycia TO tpyov /cat o-vvrtiva Trpos

rrjv IvrfXiytiav a. 23).

In some cases (as we have often remarked) the ultimatum is

use, without any ulterior product distinct from the use, e.g.,

the act of seeing is the ultimatum of the visual power (p. 1050,

a. 24) ;
in other cases there is something ulterior and distinct, as a

house from the building power. In the former of these cases,

Actuality is the end of 6\W/us ;
in the latter it is more the end

than 8wa/xt5. (&quot;O/Acos
ovOlv TJTTOV f.vOa fjilv reAos ZvBa. Sc /xuAAov TtAos

T^S owayw.eoos ccrriv
r] yap oiKoSo/x^o is Iv TU&amp;gt; otKoSo/xotyxeru), Kat aft a

ytyfCTai Kai eo-Tt rrf OLKLO. a. 29. This passage is obscure : see the

comments of Alexander, with the notes of Schwegler and Bonitz,

who accuse Alexander of misunderstanding it
; though it, appears to

me that neither of them is quite clear. I understand Aristotle

to reason as follows:
&quot;Opaais

is the TeAo?, the eVe/jya, the con

summation of the visual power called oi/as; but otV-oSo/x^o-ts is not the

,
the eVepyao, the consummation of the building power called

This last has its TCAOS, cVepyeta, consummation, in the

ulterior product oi/aa. Nevertheless oiKoSo/x^o-ts, residing as it does

Iv TU&amp;gt; otKoSo/Aot /zeVo), and coming into existence simultaneously with

the house, is more the cud, more akin to the end or consummation,
than the building power called otKoSoyMi/o/.)

In cases where there is an ulterior product beyond and apart
from the exercise of the power, the Actuality (consummation)
resides in that product (p. 1050, a. Ml). In cases where is no such

ulterior product, the Actuality resides in the same subject wherein

the power resides. Thus sight resides in him who sees, and life in

the soul. Hence also happiness resides in the soul; for happiness
is a certain kind of life (b. 1).

It is thus plain that Actuality is the Essence and the Form, and that

it is prius rfi oiWa compared with Potentiality. And, as has been

already remarked, one Actuality ahvays precedes another, in time, up
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to the eternal Prime Movent (p. 1050, b. 5). Moreover, cW/&amp;gt;yaa laprius

to
8iW/xt&amp;lt;;

in respect to speciality and dignity (ropum-cpu* b. 6). For

eternal things are prlora in essence to destructible things, and notliing

is eternal Si-m/xet, as the reason of the case will show ns (b. 8).

All Potentiality applies at once to both sides of the Antiphasis

to tho affirmative as well as to the negative. That which is not

possible, will never occur to any thing ;
but every thing which is

possible may never come to Actuality (TO Bvvarov 8e TTUV li Sf^erat

fjiij evcftyilv p. 10
&quot;&amp;gt;0,

b. 10). That which is possible to be, is also

possible not to be. Now that which is possible not to be, may
perhaps not bo (fv^x(Tai M 6 &quot;/tu k. ^) &amp;gt;

kllt that which may not

be, is destructible, either absolutely (that is, in respect to Essence),

or in respect to such portions of its nature as may not be, that is,

in respect to locality or quantity or quality. Accordingly, of those

tilings which are absolutely, or in respect to Essence, indestructible,

nothing exists StW/xtt absolutely or in respect to Essence, though
it may exist Swdptt in certain respects, as in respect to quality or

locality); all of them exist evepyaa (b. 18). Nor does any thing
exist 8iW/xci, which exists by necessity ; yet the things which exist

by necessity are first of all (i.e., priora in regard to every thing

else); for, if they did not exist, nothing would have existed.

Moreover, if there be any Eternal Motion, or any Eternal Motum, it

cannot be Motum 8iW/At except in respect to whence and whither;
in that special respect, it may have Matter or Potentiality (b. 21).

Accordingly, the Sun, tho Stars, and the whole Heaven, are

always at work, and there is no danger of their ever standing still,

which some physical philosophers fear (dci t&amp;gt;e/ryet
o ?yAios p. 1050,

1). 22); nor are they fatigued in doing this. Motion with them is

not a potentiality of both members of the Antiphasis, either to be

moved or not to be moved. If the fact were so if their Essence wi-i c

Matter and Power, and not Act the perpetual continuity of (one side

of the alternative) motion would be toilsome to them
; but it is not

toilsome, since Actuality is their very Essence (b. 28). Likewise

mutable things (which are destructible), Mich as earth and fire,

imitate these indestructible entities, being ever at work
;
for these

elements possess motion by themselves and in themselves, each

changing into another (b. 30; compare J)o Gen. et Con-, p. ;;.;7,

a. 2). Hut tho other 8iW/iAi9 are all potentialities of both sides of

the Antiphasis, or of both alternatives. Tho rational 8t&amp;gt;m/*ets can

cause motion in such and such way, or not in such and such way ;

tho irrational 8wa/xis may bo present or absent, and thus embrace

lioth hides of the alternative (b. .

{:).

Hence we draw another argument for not admitting the Platonic
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doctrine of Ideas, affirmed by the dialecticians (ot eV rots Aoyots

p. 1050, b. 35). If there existed such Ideas, they would be only

$vva./jiei&amp;lt;s
in respect to the Ivcpyeia existing in their particular embodi

ments. Thus an individual cognizing man would be much more

cognizant than avrocTrior^/xr; ;
a particular substance in motion would

be much more in motion than /aV^cm or avroKtVi?eris itself. For

CHrroe7n,aT?7/r&amp;gt;7
or auTO/anyo-is are only &amp;lt;Wu/xeis

to the eTrurny/xoV n or

the Kivavfievov TI, which belong to evcpycia (b. 36). (We may re

mark that in the Platonic Parmenides, p. 134, C., an argument the

very opposite to this is urged. It is there contended that Cognition

per se (the Idea) must be far more complete arid accurate than any
cognition which. we possess.)

It is thus plain that evcpyeia is prius to Swa/us, and to every

principle of change (p. 1051, a. 2). It is also better and more
honourable than Suva/us even in the direction of good. AVe have

already observed that Swo/us always includes both of two contraries,

in the way of alternative : one of these must be the good, the other

the bad. Now the actuality of good is better than the potentiality

of good ; the actuality of health is better than the potentiality of

health, which latter must also include the potentiality of sickness,

while the actuality of health excludes the actuality of sickness.

On the other hand, the actuality of evil is worse than the

potentiality of evil; for the potentiality is neither of the two

contraries or both of them at once (a. 17). Hence we see that

evil is nothing apart from particular things ; since it is posterior in

its nature even to Potentiality : there is therefore neither evil, nor

error, nor destruction, in any of the principia or eternal Essences

(a. 19). (The note of Bonitz here is just :

&quot;

Quern in hac argumen-
tatione significavi errorem judicium morale de bono et malo im-

misceri falso iis rebus, a quibus illud est alienum ei non dissimilem

Arist. in proxima argumentatione, si recte ejus sententiam intelligo,

vidotur admisisse, quum quidem malum non esse Trapa TU Trpay/xara,

seorsim ac per se existens, demonstrare conatur.&quot; Aristotle here as

elsewhere confounds the idea of Good, Perfection, Completeness,

&c., with that of essential Priority. But what he says here oi /c

IO-TI TO KO.KOV Trapa TO. Trpay/xara can hardly be reconciled with what
he says in the Physica (pp. 189, 191, 192) about o-rep^cris, which he

includes among the three
ap;(&amp;lt;u ,

and which he declares to be KdKOTroios

p. 192, a. 15.)

Lastly, we discover geometrical truths by drawing visible dia

grams, and thus translating the Potentialities into Actuality. If

these diagrams were ready drawn for us by nature, there would be

no difficulty in seeing these truths
; but, as the case stands, the
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truths only inhere in the figures potentially (p. 1051, a. 2:&amp;gt; : et 8* ty

SiT/prj/xeva, (jxirfpa. av ijv vvv 8* eartrupx Swa/xei). If the triangle had

a lino ready drawn parallel to its side, wo should have seen at onco

that its three angles were equal to two right angles. Potential

truths are thus discovered by being translated into Actuality. The

reason of this is, that the Actuality is itself an act of cogitation, so

that the Potentiality springs from Actuality (umoi/ 8* OTI vor/o-ts 17

ere/jyeitt
OKTT e cvcpyetas r; 8tW/nis a. ;50. It is not therefore true

what the Platonists say that the mathematical bodies and their

properties are ovcruu Kal evepyetai: they are only Swapus, and they
are brought into being by our cogitation or abstraction). It is tme
that each individual diagram drawn is posterior to the power of

drawing it (a. 32).

Having gone through the discussion of Ens according to the first

of the ten Categories, and of Ens Potential and Actual, wo have

now to say something about Ens as True or False in the strictest

sense of the words (TO 8c KvptwTara vv uAr^es T) i^ei^o? p. 1051, b. 1).

These words mean, in reference to things, either that they are

conjoined or that they are disjoined. To speak truth is to affirm

that things which are disjoined or conjoined in fact, are disjoined
or conjoined; to speak falsely, the reverse. The appeal is to the

fact : it is not because we truly call you white, that you are white
;

it is because you really are white, that we who call you white speak
truth (b. 0). If there are some things which are always conjoined,

others always disjoined, others again sometimes conjoined some

times disjoined, propositions in reference to the first two classes

affirming conjunction or disjunction, will be always true or always
false, while in reference to the third class propositions may bo

either true or false, according to the case (b. 10).

But what shall we say in regard to things Uncompounded ? In

respect to them, what is truth or falsehood to be or not to be ?

(ra u.&amp;lt;rvv6tT(L p. 1051, b. 18). If we affirm white of the wood, or

incommensurability of the diagonal, such conjunction of predicate
and subject may bo true or false

; but how, if there bo no predicate
distinct from the subject ? Whore- there is no distinction between

predicate and subject, where tlio subject stands alone, in these

cases, there is no truth or falsehood in the sense explained above :

no other truth except that tho mind apprehends and names the

subject, or fails to do so. You either know tho subject, or you do

not know it : there is no alternative but that of knowledge or

ignorance ;
to bo deceived is impossible about the question (Jnid

cut (TO fj.iv Oiyf.iv
xal

tf&amp;gt;tiva.i. nA^cs, ov yap TUUTO Kfrrue/xuns K&amp;lt;U
&amp;lt;(i&amp;lt;rts,

TO 8 ayvotiK /*/ 8tyyd.ViV UTTUTT/^ I/ITU yap TTffn TO TI eVrti OI K u
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uAA
*/
Kara O-W/A/^/^KOS 1). 25. The last words arc thus explained

by Bonitz :
&quot; nisi forte per alnisum quondam vocabuli ipsam

ignorantiam dixeris errorem
&quot;

p. 411.). All those imcompounded

subjects exist actually, not potentially : if the latter had been true,

they would have been generated and destroyed ;
but Ens Tpsuin

(TO ov avro b. 29) is neither generated nor destroyed; for, if it had

been, it must have been generated out of something. Respecting
all those things which exist in Essence and Actuality, you can

not be deceived : you may apprehend them in cogitation, or fail

to apprehend them. The essential question respecting them

is, whether they exist in such or such manner or not ; as it is

respecting the One and the Uncompounded whether, being an

existent, it exists thus and thus or not (b. 35). Truth consists in

apprehending or cogitating them (p. 1052, a. 1) : the contrary

thereof is non-apprehension of them or ignorance (uyrota), yet not

analogous to blindness ;
for that would be equivalent to having no

apprehensive intelligence (ws av ei TO VOT^TLKOV 0X005 ^7) e^oi TIS a. 3
;

one is not absolutely without VOVJTIKOV, but one s vov;o-ts does not

suffice for apprehending these particular objects).

Respecting objects immovable and unchangeable, and appre

hended as such, it is plain that there can be no mistake as to the

&quot;When (KCU-U.
TO TTOTC p. 1052, a. 5

; i.e., a proposition which is tnio

of them at one time cannot bo false at another time). No man

will suppose a triangle to have its three angles equal to two

right angles at one time, but not at another. Even in these

unchangeables, indeed, a man may mistake as to the AYhat : he may

suppose that there is no even number which is a prime number, or

lie may suppose that there are some even numbers which are prime,

others which are not so
; but, respecting any particular number, he

will never suppose it to bo sometimes prime, sometimes not prime

(a. 10).

(In respect to the meaning of TU aavvOtTa p. 1051, b. 17 Bonitz;

and Schwegler differ. Boiiitz says, Comm. p. 409 :

&quot;

Composite quas

elicit non sunt intelligenda3 ea3 qua3 ex pluribus elemcntis coalue-

ruiit, sed ea3 potius, in quibus curn substantia conjungitur accidens

aliquod, veluti homo albus, homo sedens, diagonalis irrationalis, et

similia.&quot; Schwegler says, p. 187: &quot; Unter den
/AT) o-wOeral ouo-iat

versteht Arist. naher diejenigen Substanzen, die nicht ein O-VV&CTOV

oder avvoXov sondern dvev { Xr/s (ov Swa/xei) und schlcchthin evepyeup,

also reino Fonnen sind, und als solche kein Werden uiid Yergehen
haben.&quot; Of these two di Heron t explanations, I think that the

explanation given by Bonitz is the more correct, or at least the more

probable.)
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Wi: have to speculate respecting Essence
;
for that which we are

in search of is the principles and causes of Essences (p. 1069, a. 18).

If we look upon the universe as one whole, Essence is the first part

thereof : if we look upon it as a series of distinct units (ei TW c^e^r/s,

a. 20), even in that view ouo-ta stands first, TTOLOV next, TrocroV third
;

indeed these last are not Entia at all, strictly speaking (a. 21)
I mean, for example, qualities and movements, and negative attri

butes such as not-white and not-straight ; though we do talk of

these last too as Entia, when we say Est non-album. Moreover

Essence alone, and none of the other Categories, is separable. The
old philosophers (ol upx &quot;01) aro ]n tnc niain concurrent with us on

this point, that Essence is priuB to all others ; fur they investigated
the principles, the elements, and the causes of Essence. The philo

sophers of the present day (Plato, &c.) declare Universals, rather

than Particulars, to bo Essences ; for the genera are universal, which

these philosophers, from devoting themselves to dialectical dis

cussions, affirm to be more properly considered as Principles and

Essences (a. 28) ;
but the old philosophers considered particular

things to be Essences, as fire and earth, for example, not the

common bod} or Body in general (ov TO KOWOV CTW/AU a. 30).

Now there are three Essences. The Perceivable includes two

varieties: one, the Perishable, acknowledged by all, e. ?., animals

and plants ; the other Eternal, of which we must determine the

elements, be they many or one. There is also the Immovable,
which some consider to be separable (oAA?; 8e uKiV^ros /cat Tavnjr

Tires cli cu &amp;lt;ucri ^aipurr?)^ p. 10Gi&amp;gt;,
a. iJil

;
oi rrta IW/TT) KUI OKIVTTJTOS

Schwegler s note): either recognizing two varieties thereof, distinct

from each other the Forms and Mathematical Entia ; or not

recognizing Forms as separable Entia, but only the Mathematical

Entia (a. :5&amp;lt;&amp;gt;j.

Now the first, or Perceivable Essences, belong
to physical science, since they are movable or endued with

motion; the Immovable Essences, whether there IMS two varieties

of them or only one, belong to a science distinct from physical.

The Perceivable and the Immovable Essences have no common

principle (b. !).

The Perceivable Essence is subject to change (/ACTu/3A//T7/J. Since

change takes place either out of Oppobitcs or out of Interme

diates, and not out of every variety of Opposites, but only out of

Contraries (CK TT}? oiV-tias dwrtx^ao CtoSj CK -nfi oixaus
tTT&amp;lt;/*//&amp;lt;rtoj&amp;lt;i

Alex-

voi,. ii. U P.



370 METAHIYSICA, A. APP. III.

ander, pp. 644, 645, Bon. ;
the voice, e.g., is not white, yet change

does not take place from voice to white, these being disparates, or

of different genera : TO, yivti Sia&amp;lt;epovra
OUK l^ei oSoi/ ts aXXrfXa.

I. iv. p. 1055, a. 6), there must of necessity be a certain Substratum

which changes into the contrary condition ;
for contraries do not

change into each other. The substratum remains, but the con

traries do not remain : there is therefore a third something besides

the contraries; and that is Matter (p. 1069, b. 9). Since then

the varieties of change are four : (1) yeVecris and
&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;$opa (Kara TO TI),

(2) av^rjO L S KOL (frOicris (KOTO. TO TrocroV), (3) oAAouocris (KOTO. TO TrdOos

Or KOTO. TO TTOloV), (4) (f)Opd (KO.TO, TO7TOV O1 KttTtt TO
7TOt&amp;gt;),

Cadi of

these changes will take place into its respective contrary : the

Matter will necessarily change, having the potentiality of both

contraries (b. 14). Ens being two-fold, all change takes place out

of Eus Totentia into Ens Actu, e.g., out of potential white into

actual white ; and the like holds for Increase and Decrease. Thus
not only may there be generation from Non-Ens accidentally,

but all generation takes place also out of Ens
;
that is, out of

Ens Potentia, not Ens Actu (b. 20). This Ens Potentia is what

Anaxagoras really means by his Unum, which is a better phrase
than 6/xoO -n-avra; what Empedokles and Anaxagoras mean by
their /ziy/m ; what Demokritus means when he says 6/xoO TroWa.

They mean that all things existed at once potentially, though
not actually ;

and we see that these philosophers got partial hold

of the idea of Matter (wore T^S vX.^ av etev T^/xeVoi b. 24). All

things subject to change possess Matter, but each of them a dif

ferent Matter ;
even the eternal things which are not generated

but moved in place, possess Matter not generated, but from whence

whither
(i. e., the Matter of local movement pure and simple direc

tion : Kttt TWV diSiW oora
p.i] yevvrfra. KIVYJTO. Se

&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;opa,

oAA ov ytwrjTrjV

(uA-Tyj/),
oAXu, iroQev TTOI b. 26).

Since there are three varieties of Non-Ens (p. 1069, b. 27;

Alexander and Bonitz explain this T/OI^WS differently), it may
seem difficult to determine, out of which among the three

Generation takes place. But the answer is, that the Potential

Ens is not potential of every thing alike and at haphazard, but

potential in each case from something towards something (ct 8^ ri

can Swa/xet, aAA O^MCDS ou TOV TU^O^TO?, aAA eVepoi/ e^ trepov b. 29).

Nor is it enough to tell us that all things are huddled together

(o/xoi)
irdvTa ^p-rjfjLara b. 30) ; for they differ in respect to Matter or

Potentiality. If this were not so, how is it that they are of infinite

diversity, and not all One? The Nous ( .., according to the theory
of Anaxagoras) is One

;
so that, if the Matter were One also, it would
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become in actuality that which it was at first in potentiality, and
the result would bo all One and the Same (b. Ji2).

The Causes are thus three and the Principles are three : the

pair of Contraries, one of them Form (Adyos KOL 1805), the other

Privation, and the third Matter (p. 10G9, b. ,35). liut we must

keep in mind that neither Materia Priina nor Forma Prima
is generated. For in all Chancre, there is something (the Matter)
which undergoes change ; something by which the change is

effected (the Prime Movent, { ( ov /xer, rov TrpoSrov KWOVVTOS

p. M70, a. 1); and something into which the change takes place

(the Form). The brass becomes round ; but, if both the brass

becomes and the round becomes, you will be condemned to an

infinite regression : you must stop somewhere (JmyKr; 8?; o-rjyVui

a. 4). Moreover, every Essentia is generated out of another

Esscntia of the same name and form (cV cruvoW/xou a. 5). All

generated things proceed cither from Nature, Art, Fortune, or

{Spontaneity. It is Nature, where the principle or beginning is

in the subject itself; it is Art, where the principle or begin

ning is in something apart from the subject; Fortune is the

privation of Art
; Spontaneity is the privation of Nature (at 8c

AoiTrut atrtai orepyrras TOVTOJI/ a. 9). Essentite are threefold: (1)

Matter, which appears to be Hoc Aliquid but is not so, for detached

members or fragments, simply touching each other without coales

cing, are matter and substratum (i. ^., prepared for something ulte

rior) ; ( 2) Nature, which is really Hoc Aliquid a certain definite

condition, into which generation takes place (?/
Se &amp;lt;I OT.&amp;lt;; KOL ro^t TI,

i5 T/V,
KCLL is TIS a. 12); (;}) The Concrete of the two preceding

the individual object called Sokrates or Kallias. In some cases

there is no Hoc Aliquid except in this Concrete or Compound ; thus

in artificial objects or productions, such as a house or health, there

is no Form except the Art itself: the ideal house, pre-existing in

the mind of the builder, is generated and destroyed in a diflei-

ent sense from the real house. Jt is in the case of natural objects,

if in any case, that there exists a Hoc Aliquid independent of the

concrete individual fa. 17).

Ili-nco Plato was not wrong in saying that Forms were coextensive

with natural objects (oTrdrra
&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;ixret p. 1070, a. 18), if there are Forms

distinct from these objects: such a.s fire, flesh, head, which are all

properly Matter. The l&amp;gt;ast Matter (or that which has come most

under the influence of Form) belongs to that which is in the fullest

sense Essentia (or the individual concrete named Sokrates or Kallias

- a. 20). The Moving Causes pie-exist, as real individual beings or

object**: the Formal Causes come into existence simultaneously with

1&amp;gt; i: 1
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the individual real compound. When the patient becomes well,

then health comes at the .same time into existence : when the brazen

sphere comes, the sphericity of it comes at the same time (a. 24).

AVhether any thing of the Form continues after the dissolution of

the individual compound, is a problem to be investigated (a. 25).

In some cases nothing hinders but what it may continue
;

for

example, the soul may be of such a nature : I do not mean every
soul for every soul perhaps cannot continue but the Novs or

rational soul (a. 27). Still it is plain that this affords no support to

the theory of self-existent separate Ideas
;
for every individual man is

begotten by another individual man. In like manner also with

respect to the arts
;
for the medical art affords the Form or rational

explanation of health (a. 30; i. c., health is generated, not by the

Idea of Health, but by the medical art, or by the artist in whom
that art is embodied).

Causes and principles, in one point of view, are different for

different subjects; but in another point of view, they are the same

for all
;
that is, if we speak generally and according to analogy

(if we confine ourselves to the most general terms, Form, Priva

tion, Matter,&c.). In respect to Essentia, Relatio, and the remainder

of the Categories, a difficulty arises to say whether the causes,

elements, and principles of all the Categories are the same. It would

be strange if they were all the same
;
because then Essentia;, as well

as Relata, would proceed out of the same causes and elements. For,

what can these latter be ? They cannot be extra-categorical ;
since

there exists no general class apart from or besides Essentia and

the other Categories (p. 1070, b. 1). Nor can any one Category be

the element of the others : for the element is prius to that of which

it is the element. Nor again can Essentia be the element of Relata
;

nor is any one of the nine Categories the element of Essentia.

Again, how is it possible that the elements of all the Categories

can be the same ? No element can be the same as that compound
of which it is an element : neither B nor A can be the same as B A.

If, therefore, there were such elements, they must be extra-cate

gorical ;
which is impossible. Nor can the element in question

(the supposed one and the same) be any cogitable, such as Ens

or Unum ;
for every individual Concrete is both Ens and Unum,

and the element cannot be identical with the compound put together

out of it. Neither Essentia nor Relatio could be said to exist, if Ens

were the element out of which they are composed ; but these

Categories exist necessarily : therefore there is no one and the same

element common to all the Categories (b. {)).

Yet we ought perhaps rather to repeat, what was observed before,
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that in one sense, the elements of all are the same ;
in another

sense, different. Take for example the perceivable bodies. &quot;We find

hero hot as the Form, cold as the Privation
;
as Matter, there is

that which is, primarily and per sc
y
both hot and cold potentially :

the hot and the cold are both Essential; likewise other things of

which these are the principles, e.j/., flesh and bone, which of ne

cessity are different from the principles out of which they proceed

(b. loj. Flesh and bone have these elements and principles ; other

tilings have oilier elements and principles. The same specific prin

ciples cannot be assigned to all, but only principles analogous to

these in each case, as saying, in general terms, that there are three

principles Form, Privation, Matter. Each of these is different

in every different
1

genus; thus in colour, the principles are white,

black, surface, light, darkness, air, and out of these are generated

day and night (b. 21).

The three preceding causes are all intrinsic or immanent (CKV-

jrdpxwra). liut there are other causes also extrinsic, such as the

Movcnt. So that Principle and Element are not exactly identical
;

for Principle as well as Cause includes all the four : TO KIVOVV
*/

UTTULV

is a Principle, and is itself an E.ssentia (p. 1070, b.
2.&quot;&amp;gt;).

Thus
the analogous Elements are three, while the Principles or Causes

are four : but the four are specifically different in each different

case. Thus, health is Form
; sickness is Privation; body is Matter;

the medical art is Movent. House is Form ; disorder of a certain

sort is Privation
;
bricks are Matter; the building art is Movent.

We thus make out four Causes; yet, in a certain sense, there will

be only three (b. . 52 ). For, in natural products, a man is the Movent
Cause of a man

;
in artificial products (cvroisaTro Siavoias) the Movent

is Form or Privation. In a certain sense, the medical art is health, and

the building art is the Form of a house, and a man begets a man.
And farther, over and above these special movent causes, there is

the L rimum Movens of all (b. . I,
5).

We distinguish what is separable from what is not separable.
Now Essentia;, and they only, are separable ; accordingly they are

the causes of every thing else, since without Essentiie there cannot

be either affections or movements (p. 1&amp;lt;71, a. 2). Such causes

would bo soul and body, or reason, appetite, and body. Again,
in another sense, the principles of all things are generieally the

same, though specifically different; such are Potentia and Actus.

In Koine cases, the same thing exists now potentially, at another

time actually ;
thus wine, though actually wine, is potentiallv

vinegar; flesh is actually flesh, potentially a man. I otentia and

Actus will merge in the above-mentioned causes Form, Privation,
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Matter, Movent
( a. 7). For the Form (if it be separable), the Con

crete (of Form and Matter), and Privation (like darkness or sick

ness) all these exist actually ;
while Matter exists potentially,

capable either of Form or Privation. Things differ potentially and

actually sometimes through difference in the Matter, sometimes

through difference in the Form. Thus, the cause of a man is, in the

way of Matter, the elements fire and earth
;
in the way of Form,

his own Form, and the same Form in another individual his father ;

and besides these, the Sun with its oblique motion
;
which last is

neither Matter, nor Form, nor Privation, nor the like Form in

another individual, but a Movent Cause (dAAa KWOVVTO. a. 1 7).

Wo must remember, besides, that some things may be described

in general terms, others cannot be so described. The first prin

ciples of all things are, speaking in general terms, Hoc Primum Actu

and Aliud Primum Potential. These universals do not really exist

(p. 1071, a. 19), for the principium of all individuals is some other

individual. Man indeed is the principium of the Universal Man,
but no Universal Man exists (a. 21

j.
Peleus is the principium of

Achilles
; your father, of you ;

this B, of that B A
; B, the universal,

ofB A the universal. Next (after the Movent) come the Forms of Es

sences ;
but the different genera thereof (as has been already stated),

colours, sounds, essences, quantities, &c., have different causes and

elements, though the same when described in general terms and by

analogy ;
also different individuals in the same species have different

causes and elements, not indeed different in species, but different

individually ;
that is, your Matter, your Movent, your Form, are

different from mine, though in general terms and definition they
are the same

(ru&amp;gt;

KaOuXov Sc
^oy&amp;lt;*&amp;gt;

TO.VTO. a. 29).

When therefore, we enquire, What are the principles or elements

of Essences, of lielata, of Qualities &c., and whether they are the

same or different? it is plain that, generically speaking (allowing
for difference of meaning 7roX/\a^oJ?, p. 1071, a.

,&amp;gt;1), they are the

same in each ; but, speaking distributively and with reference to

particulars, they are different, and not the same. In the following

sense
(o&amp;gt;8i

a. 34), they are the same, namely, in the way of

Analogy (TU&amp;gt; dvaAoyoi&amp;gt;). They are always Matter, Form, Privation,

the Movent
;
hence the causes of Essences are causes of all other

things, since, when Essences disappear, all the rest disappears along
with them : besides all these, there is the Primum Movens Actuale,

common to all (en TO Trpwrov ci TcAe^eia a. 36). In the following

sense, again, they are different when we cease to speak of genera,

and pass from equivocal terms to particulars : wherever there are

different opposites (as white and black, health and sickness) and
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wherever there are different Matters (KCU en &amp;lt;u vXat p. 1071, 1). 1
;

vAat in the plural, rare).

We have thus declared, respecting the principles of Perceivable

Essences, what and how many they are
; in what respect the same,

and in what respect they are different. Essences are threefold ;

two Physical and one Immovable. Wo shall proceed to speak of

this hist. There exists, of necessity, some Eternal, Immovable

Essence. For Essences are the first of all existent things ; and, if

they all bo perishable, every thing is perishable. But it is impossible
that Motion can ever have been generated or can over bo destroyed;
for it always existed : it is eternal. There is the like impossibility
about Time : for, if Time did not exist, there could bo nothing jwtua
and nothing pottteriua (p. 1071, b. 8). Both Motion and Time are

thus eternal ;
both are also continuous

;
for either the two aro

identical, or Time is an affection (TTO^O?) of Motion. Now no mode
of Motion is continuous except local motion

;
and that in a circle

(for rectilinear motion cannot bo continuous and eternal). There

must be a Movent or Producent Principle (KLVTJTIKOV T) TTOIT/TIKOI

b. 12); but, if the Movent existed potentially and not actually,

there could not be motion continuous and eternal ;
for that which has

mere power may never come into act. There will bo no uso

there-fore in such eternal Essences as Plato assumes in his Ideas,

unless there bo along with them some principle of potential change

(CI/ZT; TIS Swa/xenj eWcrrai a/ X ) /nTa/?aAA,O/ b. 15). Nor indeed will

even that be sufficient
(t. e., any principle of merely potential change),

nor any other Essence (such as Numbers Schwegler) besides or

along with the Platonic Ideas; for, if this principinm shall not

come into Actuality (ei /XT) eVe/r/7/o-a b. 17), the motion which
we postulate, continuous and eternal, will not result from it. Nor
will it even be sufficient that tho Movent Principle should bo

supposed to bo in actuality or operation (01-8* d ey/ryjcr, p. 1071, b.

18), if its Essence bo Potentiality: the motion resulting therefrom

cannot bo eternal ; for that which exists potentially may perhaps
not exist at all. The Movent Principles therefore must bo some

thing of which the Essence is Actuality (b. ID), and which shall

be without Matter, for they must be eternal, otherwise nothing
else can bo eternal. They must therefore bo essential Actualities

(b. 22).

Here however, a difficulty suggests itself. It seems that every

thing which is in actuality must also bo in potentiality, but that

every thing which is in potentiality does not in every case come
into actuality : HO that Potentiality seems the prim of tho two

(Soxct yap TO p.f.v ivwyuvv TTULV &vvav6tu, TO Of. 6vv(ip.tvov ov TTU.V cVc^yt^
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p. 1071, b. 24
; Bonitz compares p. 1000, a. 1 : u-

But, if tin s were true, no Entia could exist
;

for it may be that

they exist potentially, but not yet exist actually (b. 2G). There

is the like impossibility, if wo adopt the theory of those theologians

(Orpheus, Hesiod, &c.) who take their departure from Night, or of

those physical philosophers who begin with a chaotic huddle of

all things. In both cases such original condition is one of mere

potentiality ;
and how can it ever bo put in motion, if there

is to be no cause in actuality ( ei ^Olv corai evcpyeia. amov
b. 29)? Matter will never cause motion in itself, but must

wait for the carpenter s art; nor will the earth, but must wait

for seed.

It is for this reason that some philosophers, like Plato and

Leukippus, represent Actuality as eternal
;
for they say that motion

has always existed. But they do not say what variety of motion,
nor why that variety, to the exclusion of others. For nothing is

moved at haphazard ;
there must always be some reason why it

is moved in one way rather than another : for example, by nature in

0110 way ; by other causes, such as violence or Nous, in some other

way (p. 1071, b. 36). But it is not competent to Plato to assume

what he sometimes does assume as principium (p. 1072, a. 2

allusion to Plato Phaidrus 245, E), viz., a Self-Movent
;

for

Plato affirms (in Timfeus 34, B) that the soul is postcrius, and

coajval with the Kosmos. The doctrine just mentioned That
the Potential is prior to the Actual is true in one sense, but not

true in another; we have already explained liow (etpr/rat Se TTWS a. 4.

Schwegler thinks, note p. 254, that this etp/rcu refers to what has

been said in Book
, p. 1049, b. 3, seq. ;

and this seems probable,

though Bonitz in his note contests it, and refers to his own theory,
set forth in his Proocmium pp. 24, 25, that Book A is a separate
treatise of Aristotle, completely distinct from all the rest of the

Metaphysica. This theory of Bonitz may be in the main true
;
but

it is still possible that Book may have been written previously,
and that Aristotle may here refer to it, as Schwegler supposes.).
That Actuality is prior to Potentiality, is conformable to the

doctrine of Anaxagoras, Nous in his doctrine existing in Actuality ;

also to that of Empedokles, Avho introduces Friendship and Enmity ;

and again, to that of Leukippus, who affirms Motion to be eternal.

So that Chaos or Night (i.r., mere Potentiality) did not prevail
for an infinite anterior time, but the same things came round in

perpetual vicissitude or rotation ; which consists with the doctrine

that Actuality is prior to Potentiality. If the same condition comes

round periodically, we must necessarily assume something Actual,
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which perpetually actualizes in the same manner (Set TL ud

bMraiTu* fi tpyovr p. 1072, a. 10). Again, if generation and destruc

tion are to take place, we must assume something else Actual, which

actualizes in a manner perpetually changing (oAAo Set (Ivan. act

eVepycuv uAAo&amp;gt;s KCU uA/\a&amp;gt;s a. 12). This last must actualize some

times per sc, sometimes in a different way ;
that is, according

to some other influence, or according to the First (or Uniform)
Actual. But. it will necessarily actualize according to the First

Actual ;
which will thus bo a cause both to itself, and to the

variable Actual. Now the First Actual is tho best; for it is the

cause of perpetual sameness, while the other is cause of variety ;

both together are tho cause of unceasing variety. But this is how
tho motions really stand. Why then, should we look out for other

principles (a. 18)?

Now, since the preceding views are consistent with tho facts and

maybe true(ri 8* ovro&amp;gt; T cVSt^crat p. 1072, a. 18) and, if they be

not true, we shall bo compelled to admit that every thing proceeds

either from Night, or from confused Chaos or Non-Ens we may
consider tho problem as solved. There exists something always in

unceasing circular motion : this is evident not merely from reason,

but from fact. The First Heaven (Aplancs or Fixed Star sphere)
will therefore bo eternal. There must therefore exist something
which causes this unceasing motion, or some Prime Movent. But,

since Movens Immobile, Movens Motum, Motum non Movens, form

a scries of three terms, and since tho two last of these certainly

exist, we may infer that the first exists also
;
and that the Prime

Movent, which causes tho motion of tho Aplanes, is immov
able (a. 20-25. This passage perplexes all tho commentators

Schwegler, Bonitz, Alexander, &c. It can hardly be construed

without more or less change of tho text. I do not see to what real

things Aristotle can allude under the description of Mota which are

not Moventia. There is much to be said for Pierron and /cvort s

translation, p. 220 :
&quot; Conimo il n y a que trois sortes d etres co

qui c st mu, ce qui meut, et le moyen termo entre co qui est mil et

ce qui meut : c est un Gtre (/. r., this middle term is an etre) qui meut
sans &amp;lt;*:tro mu.&quot; Bonifz disapproves this interpretation of the word

fj-urov, and it is certainly singular to say that between Morrns and

Motum, tho term Morcnn xcd non Motum forms a medium : Mot inn wd
non Mown* would form just as good a medium.). This 1 iimo

Movent, which causes motion without being itself moved, must bo

eternal, must be Essentia, and must be an Actuality.
Now both tho Appetibile (TO opcKTor) and the Cogitabile (TO

) cause motion in this way, i. c., without being moved
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themselves; moreover the Primum Appetibile and the Primum

Cogitabile are coincident or identical (p. 1072, a. 27). For that

which appears beautiful, is the object of dexire
;
but that which

is beautiful, is the first object of will (a. 28). Cogitation is the

principiuni of the two (the primary fact or fundamental element) :

we will so and so, because we think it good ;
it is not true that we

think it good because we will it (opeyo/xefla Se Start 8o/cet, /xaAAov 17

BoKfl Start
opc.y6fjif.da a. 20). Now the Cogitant Mind (VoGs) is moved

by the Cogitabile, and, in the series of fundamental Contraries, the

members of one side of the series are Cogitabilia per se (while those

of the other side are only Cogitabilia per allud ro^rr; 8
j] erepa

avo-TOL^ia KO.& avTrjv a. 31
;

see Alex., p. 608, 16, Bon.). These

Cogitabilia per se are first as to Essentia (/. e., compared with the

Cogitabilia per allud, they are logically priora) : and again, among
Essential, that variety which is simple and actual comes first (/. e.,

it is logically j&amp;gt;rms,
as compared with the compound and the poten

tial). Now Unum is not identical with Simplex : Ununi signifies

that which is a measure of something else, while Simplex denotes

a peculiar attribute of the subject in itself (a. 34). But the

Pulchrum and the Eligibilo per se belongs to the same side of

the series of Contraries, as the Cogitabilia per se : and the Primum
Pulchrum or Eligibile is the Best or akin thereunto, in its own

particular ascending scale (b. 1).

That TO ov eVe/ca is among the Immovables, may be seen by our

Treatise De Bono, where we give a string of generic and specific

distributions
(r; Siaipeo-ts 877X01 -p. 1072, b. 2

; see the interpretation

of Alexander, adopted both by Schwegler and by Bonitz). For TO ov

eVe/co. is used in a double sense : in one of the two senses it ranks among
the Immovables : in another it does not (rrt yap Sirrov ro ov eVera,

b. 3 StrraV is Schwegler s correction, adopted by Bonitz). It causes

motion, in the manner of a beloved object ; and that which it

causes to move, causes motion in the other things (/aret 8e (L&amp;lt;&amp;gt; epw/xej/ov

TO of. Kivovfjitvov ruAAa /civet b. 3
,
TO of. Kivovfjifvov is the conjecture of

Schwegler and Bonitz).

Now, if any thing bo moved, there is a possibility that it may be

in a condition different from that in which it actually is. If the

first actuality of the Movable be translation or motion in space,

there is a possibility that it may be otherwise than it is as to place,

even though it cannot be otherwise than it is as to Essentia

(p. 1072, b. 7).

But, as to the Prime Movent, which is itself immovable, and

which exists in actuality, it is impossible that that can be other than

what it is, in any respect whatever (p. 1072, b. 8), For the first
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of all changes is local motion, or rotation in a circle, and this is

exactly what the Prime Movent imparts (but does not itself possess).

It exists by necessity, and by that species of necessity which implies
the perfect and beautiful : and in this character it is the originating

principle. For there are three varieties of necessity: (1) That

of violence, in contradiction to the natural impulse ; (2) That with

out which good or perfection cannot be had; (3) That which is

what it is absolutely, without possibility of being otherwise. From
a principle of this nature (/. e., necessary in the two last senses)

depend the Heaven and all Nature (b. 14).

The mode of existence (Siayory?;) of this Prime Movent is for ever

that which ice enjoy in our best moments, but which we cannot

obtain permanently ;
for its actuality itself is also pleasure (p. 1072,

b.
1(1). As actuality is pleasure, so the various actualities of

waking, perceiving, cogitating, are to us the pleasantest part of our

life ; while hopes and remembrances are pleasing by derivation

from them (but these states we men cannot enjoy permanently and

without intermittence). Cogitation pr.r e (i.e., cogitation in its

most perfect condition) embraces that which is best per se ; and

most of all when it is most perfect. The Noiis thus cogitates itself

through participation of the Cogitabile : for it becomes itself cogi

table by touching the Cogitabile and cogitating : so that Cogitans
and Cogitabile become identical. For Noiis in general (the human
Nous also) is in potentiality the recipient of the Cogitabile, and of

Kssentia or Forms
; and it comes into actuality by possessing these

Forms. So that what the Prime Movent possesses is more divine

than the divine element which Nous in general involves
;
and tho

actuality of theorizing is the pleasantest and best of all conditions

(voTpros yaft ytyveTat OLyydvwv KUI voaiv, OJOTC TCLVTOV vovs /cat voryrov. TO

yaf) &CKTLKOV TOV vorjrov KILL r/ys ornrta? vot S- evepyct 8 t^iav OJOT CK cu o

LLU.XX()l&amp;gt; TOVTOV U 8oKCt 6 VOV$ OtiOV X tl/ KO- 1 7
/ 0*MpLlL TQ&tOTOV KOL

dfHmov b. 24. This is a very difficult passage, in which one

cannot be sure of interpreting rightly. Nono of tho commen
tators are perfectly satisfactory. Tho pronoun CKCIVO seems to

refer to
7}

i
o//&amp;lt;ns /

KU^ a{m]v three lines back. Tho contrast

seems to be between the Prime Movent, arid Nous in general,

including the human Nous. To SMTLKUV cannot refer to the Prime-

Movent, which has no potentiality, but must refer to the human

Nous, which is not at first, nor always, in a state of actuality.

MuAAoy seems equivalent to
$CIOTC/&amp;gt;OI&amp;gt;.

The human Nous has Odvv

TI, by reason of its potentiality to theorize.).

Thus it is wonderful, if God has perpetually an existence liko

that of our best moments; and still more wonderful, if he hax a
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bettor. Yet such is the fact. Life belongs to him : for the actu

ality of Koiis is life, and God is actuality. His life, eternal and

best, is actuality per se (or par excellence}. We declare God to bo

an Animal Optimum ^Eternum, so that duration eternal and con

tinuous (atoiv &amp;lt;rvv)(^&amp;lt;s) belongs to him : for that is God (TOUTO yap 6

0eos p. 1072, b. 30).

The Pythagoreans and Speusippus are mistaken in affirming that

Optimum and Pulcherrimum is not to be found in the originating

principle (&amp;lt;n/ a^xi?) &amp;gt;

on ^ne ground that the principles of plants
and animals are indeed causes, but that tho beautiful and per
fect appears first in the results of those principles. For the seed

first proceeds out of antecedent perfect animals : the first is not

seed, but the perfect animal. Thus we must say that the man is

prior to the seed : I do not mean the man who sprang from the

seed, but the other man from whom the seed proceeded (p. 1078,

a. 2).

From tho preceding reasonings, it is evident that there exists an

Essence eternal, immovable, and separated from all the perceivable
Essences. \Ye have shown (in Physica ;

see Schwegler s note) that

this Essence can have no magnitude ;
that it is without parts and

indivisible (p. 1073, a. 6). For it causes in other subjects motion for

an infinite time
;
and nothing finite can have infinite power. For

this reason the Prime Movent cannot have finite magnitude; but

every magnitude is either finite or infinite, and there is no such

thing as infinite magnitude ;
therefore the Prime Movent can have

no magnitude at all. We have also shown that it is unchangeable
in quality, and without any affections (u.7ra$es KCU dvaAAotWov). For

all other varieties of change are posterior as compared with loco

motive change or motion in space, which is the first of all. As the

Prime Movent is exempt from this first, much more is it exempt
from the others (a. 13).

We must now consider whether wo ought to recognize one

such Movent or Essence only, or several of the same Essences?

and, if several, how many? Eespecting the number thereof we
must remember that our predecessors have laid down no clear or

decisive doctrines
(a7ro&amp;lt;a&amp;lt;m ?, p. 1073, a. 1G). The Platonic theory

of Ideas includes no peculiar research on this subject (a. 18). Tho
Plutonists call these Ideas Numbers : about which they talk some

times as if there were an infinite multitude of them, sometimes as

if they were fixed as reaching to tho dekad and not higher but

they furnish no demonstrative reason why they should stop at

the dekad. AVe shall proceed to discuss the point consistently

with our preceding definitions and with the nature of the subjects
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(a. 23). The Prineipium, the First of all Entia, is immovable Loth

JXT *e and prr accidens : it causes motion in another subject, to

which it imparts the first or locomotive change, one and jeternal

(a. 2.~&amp;gt; ). The Motiim must necess;irily be moved by something;

the Prime Movent must bo immovable per w ; eternal motion

must be caused by an eternal Movent ; and one motion by one

Movent (a. 30). lint wo see that, over and above the simple rota

tion of the All (or First Heaven), which rotation we affirm to

be caused by the Primum Movens Immobile, there arc also other

eternal rotations of the Planets; for the circular Celestial Body, as

we have shown in the Physica, is eternal and never at rest (a. 32).

\Vc must therefore necessarily assume that each of these rotations

of the Planets is caused by a Movent Immovable per .sr by an

eternal Essence (a. 3,
r

&amp;gt;).

For the Stars and Planets are in their

nature eternal Essences : that which moves them must be itself

eternal, and prior to that which it causes to be moved
; likewise that

which is prior to Essence must itself be Essence, and cannot be any

thin^ else (a. 37). It is plain, therefore, that there must neces

sarily exist a number of Essences, each eternal by nature, immov
able per i\ and without magnitude, as Movents to the Heavenly
italics and equal in number thereto (a. 38). These Essences are

arranged in an order of first, second, &c., corresponding to the order

of the planetary rotations (b. 2). But what the number of these

rotations is, we must learn from Astronomy that one among
the mathematical sciences which is most akin (oiK-cioTcm;?) to the

First Philosophy; for Astronomy theorizes about Essence per
ceivable but eternal, while Arithmetic and Geometry do not treat

of any Essence at all (Vcpt ovSe/uu? overtax b. 7
). That the rotations

are more in number than the rotating bodies, is known to all who
have any tincture of Astronomy ;

for each of the Planets is

carried round in more than one rotation (b. 10). But what the

exact number of these rotations is, wo shall proceed to state

upon the authority of some mathematicians, for the sake of in

struction, that the reader may have some definite number present
to his mind : for the rest, ho must both investigate for himself

and put questions to other investigators ; and, if he learns from

the scientific men any thing dissenting from what wo here lay

down, he must love both dissentients but follow that one who
reasons most accurately (^L^.f.lv fjLtv d/i&amp;lt;orepovs,

TrtiOurOui St rot?

u/cpt/?c&amp;lt;rrcpots
b. 1G).

Aristotle then proceeds to unfold the number and arrangement of

the planetary spheres and the corrective or counter-roll ing (ureXir-

Toi trus) spheres implicated with them (p. 1073, b. 17 p. 1&amp;lt; 7-I, a. 14).
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lie afterwards proceeds: Let the number of spheres thus be forty-

seven; so that it will be reasonable to assume the Immovable
Movent Essences and Principles to be forty-seven also, as well as

the perceivable spheres (alcrOrjTds p. 1074, a. 16) : we say reasonable,

(erAoyov), for we shall leave to stronger heads to declare it necessary.

But, since there cannot be any rotation except such as contributes

to the rotation of one of the Planets, and since we must assume

that each Nature and each Essence is exempt from extraneous

affection and possessed per se of the Best as an end, so there will

be no other Nature besides the forty-seven above enumerated, and

this number will be the necessary total of the Essences (a. 21). For,
if there were any others, they would cause motion by serving as

an end for some rotation to aspire to (/aroiei av d&amp;gt;s reAos oiWi

&amp;lt;ry)us
a. 23) ;

but it is impossible that there can be any other

rotation besides those that have been enumerated.

We may fairly infer this from the bodies which are carried in

rotation (CK roiv
&amp;lt;epo^,evoov p. 1074, a. 24). For, if every carrier

exists naturally for the sake of the thing carried, and if every
current or rotation is a current of something carried, there can exist

no current either for the sake of itself or for the sake of some other

current. Every current must exist for the sake of the Planets, and

with a view to their rotation. For, if one current existed for the

sake of another, this last must exist for the sake of a third, and so

on
;
but you cannot go on in this way ad infinitum ; and therefore

the end of every current must be, one or other of the Divine Bodies

which are carried round in the heavens (a. 31).

That there is only one Heaven, we may plainly see. For, if there

were many heavens, as there are many men, ihe principium of each

would be one in specie, though the principia would be many in

numcro (p. 1074, a. 33). But all things that are many in number,
have Matter, and are many, by reason of their Matter

; for to all

these many, there is one and the same Form (Aoyos) definition or

rational explanation : e.g., one for all men, among whom Sokrates

is one (a. 35). But the First Essence has no Matter
;
for it is an

Actual (TO Se TI ?)V flvai OVK t^et v\-rjv TO Trpcorov crreAe^eia yap
a. 3(5). The Primum Movens Immobile is therefore One, both in

definition and in number
; accordingly, the Motum that which is

moved both eternally and continuously is One also. There exists

therefore only one Heaven (p. 1074, a. 38).

Now it has been handed down in a mythical way, from the old

and most ancient teachers (p. 1074, b. 1) to their successors, that

these (Eternal Essences) are gods, and that the divine element com

prehends all nature (on Ocoi rt tlcriv OVTOI /ecu 7rpt^ TO Otlov TT/V o\r)v
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&amp;lt;j)i&amp;lt;a-iv

b. 3). The other accompaniments of the received creed have

been superadded with a view to persuading the multitude and to

useful purposes for the laws and the common interest (b. 4) ; where

fore the gods have been depicted as like to men and to some other

animals, combined with other similar accompaniments. ]f a man,

abstracting from these stories, accepts only the first and fundamental

truth That they conceived the First Essences as gods, he will con

sider it as a divine doctrine (0io.s ui&amp;gt; tlprjorOat ro/x/o-etei b. 9), pre
served and handed down as fragments of truth from the most ancient

times. For probably all art and philosophy ami truth have been

many times discovered, lost, and rediscovered. To this point alone,

and thus far, the opinion of our fathers and of the first men is

evident to us (b. 14).

There are however various difficulties connected with the Nous
;

for it would seem to bo more divine than the visible celestial

objects, and yet we do not understand what its condition can be to

be such (p. 1074, b. 17). For, if it cogitates nothing but is in the

condition of slumber and inaction, what ground can there be for

respecting it (ji av to/ TO
&amp;lt;rtp.vuv

b. 18)? And, if it cogitates

something actually, yet if this process depends upon something

foreign and independent (i.e., upon the Cogitatum), the Nous
cannot be the best Fssenco

;
since it is then essentially not Cogi

tation in act, but only the potentiality of Cogitation ; while

its title to respect arises from actual Cogitation. Again, whether
we assume its Essence to be Cogitation actual or Cogitation

potential, what does it cogitate? ]t must cogitate either itself,

or something different from itself; and, if the latter, either

always the same Cogitatum, or sometimes one, sometimes another.

But is there no difference whether its Cogitatum is honour

able or vulgar? Are there not some things which it is absurd

to cogitate? Evidently the Nous must cogitate what is most
divine and most honourable, without any change; for, if it did

change, it must change for the worse, and that very change
would at once (7^17) bo a certain motion ; whereas the Nous is

essentially immovable (b. 27). First of all, if the Essence of the

Nous be, not Cogitation actual but, Cogitation potential, we may
reasonably conceive that tho perpetuity of Cogitation would be

fatiguing to it (b. 29) ; next, we see plainly that there mu.-t

exist something else more honourable than the Nous; namely,
the Cogitatum; for to cogitate, and tho act of cogitation, will

}&amp;gt;elong
even to one who cogitates tho vilest object, if cogitation

of vile objects bo detestable (^CVKTOP, b. 32) for not to see some

things is better than to see them Cogitation cannot be the
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best of all things (i.e., Cogitation absolutely, whatever be the

Cogitatum).
Since the Nous is itself the best of all things, it must employ its

cogitation upon itself and nothing else. Its cogitation will thus

bo Cogitation of Cogitation (avrov apa VOCL, eiTrep ecrri TO Kpancrrov, KO.I

ecrriv
17 vor/cris voT/crews VOJ/Q-IS p. 1074, b. 35). Yet, if we look to the

human mind, Cognition, Perception, Opinion, Mental Discourse, &c.,

appear always as having direct reference to something else, and as

referring each to itself only in an indirect and secondary way (det

uAAov aurr/s 8 Iv Trapepyu b. 36) ;
and farther, if to cogitate is one

thing and to be cogitated another thing, in which of the two points
of view will the bene of the Nous consist ? To be Cogitation, and to

be a Cogitatum, are not logically the same (ouSe yap TO.VTO TO eTvai

vor/crei /cat voou/xei a) b. 38).

But may we not meet these difficulties by replying that there are

some things in which Cognition is identical with the Cognitum?
that is, in those Cognita which are altogether exempt from Matter ?

In Constructive cognitions without Matter, the Form and the T.
?/.

e.

is both Cognitum and Cognitio ;
in Theoretical cognitions without

Matter, the Notion and the Cogitation is itself the Cognitum (6 Aoyos
TO Trpajfjia

KOL
f] VOT^O-I?). Since it appears, therefore, that, wherever

there is no Matter, Cogitatum and Nous are not different, the same

will be true of the divine Nous : its Cogitatio and its Cogitatum
will be identical (p. 1075, a. 5).

One farther difficulty remains, if we suppose the Cogitatum to

be a Compound (jrwOerov) ; for, on that supposition, the Cogitans

would change in running through the different parts of the whole.

But the reply seems to be, that every thing which has not Matter

is indivisible and not compound (p. 1075, a. 7). As the human

Nous, being that which deals with compounds, comports itself for

a certain time for it does not attain its benc in cogitating this or

that part of the compound, but in apprehending a certain total

or completion which is something different from any of the parts

so does the divine Nous, engaged in cogitation of itself, comport
itself in perpetuity (a. 10).

Another point to be considered is in what manner the nature of

the Universe (17
TOU o\ov ^ o-ts p. 1075, a. 11) includes Bonum and

Optimum. Is Bonum included as something separate and as an

adjunct by itself transcendent? Or is it immanent, pervading the

whole arrangement of the constituent parts? Or does it exist in

both ways at once, as in the case of a disciplined army; for, in this

latter, Bonum belongs both to the array and to the general, and

indeed more to the latter, since the array is directed by the general,
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not the general by tho array. All things in the universe are mar
shalled in a certain orderly way the aquatic creatures, the aerial,

and the plants ;
but all things are not marshalled alike. The uni

verse is not such that there is no relation between one thing and

another: there is such a relation; for every thing is marshalled

with a view to one end, though in different degrees. As, in a

family, the freemen have least discretion left to them to act at hap

hazard, but. all or most of their proceedings are regulated, while

slaves and oxen are not required to do much towards the common

good, but are left for the most part to act at hazard, in this way
the principium of each is arranged by nature (a. 23). For example,

every thing must necessarily come to the termination of one indi

vidual existence to make room for another : there are also some

other facts and conditions common to all things in tho universe

(Aeyo.)
8 ulov ei&amp;lt; ye TO &iaKf)iOi]i ai di dyKT) a.Tru.mv (.\Btiv a. 23

;
SCO

the explanation of
Siu/&amp;lt;p#/}mt, given by Bonitz, I oimn. p. 519 not

very certain).

In concluding this exposition, we must not lose sight of the

absurdities and impossibilities which attach to all others, nor

what is advanced by the most ingenious philosophers before us,

nor which of their theories carries with it tho fewest difficulties

(p. 107.&quot;), a. 21).

That all things proceed from Contraries, all these philosophers

agree in affirming. But it is not true that all things are generated,
nor that they are generated from contraries; for the celestial sub

stance is not generated at all, nor has it any contrary. Moreover,
in those cases where there really are contraries, these philosophers
do not teach us how generation can take place out of them; for

contraries themselves have no effect upon each other. Now our

doctrine solves this difficulty reasonably, by introducing a tvrtlum

quid (p. 1075, a. 31) Matter. Some of these philosophers errone

ously consider Matter to be itself one of the contraries: they con

sider tho Unequal as matter or substratum to the Equal ;
or the

Many as matter or substratum to the One; (Evil, as opposed to

Good). We resolve this in the same way: our Matter is one, is

contrary itself to nothing, but may bo potentially either of two
contraries. Farthermore, if wo admit the doctrine that Evil

itself is Matter or one of the elements, the inference will follow

that every thing whatever, except tho Unum itself, partakes of

Evil (a. 0).

Some philosophers do not admit either Good or Evil to bo

principles at all ; but they are manifestly wrong ;
for in all things

Good is most of all tho principle (p. 1075, a. 37). Others again are

VOL. II. 2 C
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so far right that they recognize Good as a principle : but they do

not tell us Jioio it is a principle whether as End, or as Movent, or

as Form.

Empedokles lays down a strange doctrine : he makes Friend

ship to be the Good (p. 1075, b. 2). But, in his theory, Friendship
is principle partly as Movent, for its function is to bring together

(o-vmyet yap b. 3) ; partly as Matter, for it is itself a portion
of the mixture (/xoptov rov

^.t-y/xaros
b. 4). Now, even granting

the possibility that the same thing may be per accidens (Kara

o-v/A/Se/fy/cos b. 5, i. e., by special coincidence in any one par
ticular case) principle as Movent, and aL-o principle as Matter,

nevertheless the two are not the same logically and by defini

tion. Under which of the two, therefore, are we to reckon Friend

ship ? It is moreover another strange feature in the theory
of Empedokles, that he makes Enmity to be indestructible

;
for

this very Enmity is with him the nature and principle of Evil

(b. 8).

Anaxagoras declares Good to be the principle as Movent
; for, in

his theory, Nous causes motion
;
but it causes motion with a view

to some end, which is of course different from itself; so that the

real principle is different from Nous: unless indeed he adopted one

of our tenets ;
for we too say that, in a certain sense, the medical

art is health (p. 1075, b. 10 ;
Z. vii. p. 1032, b. 10). It is moreover

absurd, that Anaxagoras does not recognize any contrary to Good
and to the Nous (b. 11). (Bonitz remarks, Comm. p. 522 : Aristotle

means that Anaxagoras was wrong, because he failed
&quot; ad earn

devenire rationem, ut intellectum sui ipsius intelligentiam ideoque
sui ipsius TeAos esse statueret

&quot;

; farther, he remarks, on the line

b. 10 O.T07TOV KO.I TO VCLVTLOV
/XT/ 7TOl^(7at TO) ttya$(W KOL TO) VO&amp;gt; .

&quot;

Quid enim ? nonne pariter et eodem jure vows d/uyr/s, quern posuit

Anaxagoras, ab omni contrarietate et oppositione immunis sit, ac

primus motor apud Aristotelem ?
&quot;

Aristotle would have replied

to this :

&quot; I recognize principles of Evil under the names of v\.r) and

o-Ttprjo-is ; the last of the two being directly opposed to Form

(Kegularity or Good), the first of the two being indifferent and

equally ready as a recipient both for evil and for good. My Prime

Movent acts like an epw/xevov in causing motion in the Celestial

Substance : the motion of this last is pure Good, without any
mixture of Evil. But, when this motion is transmitted to the sub

lunary elements, it becomes corrupted by vX-rj and orep^o-is, so that

Evil becomes mingled with the Good. Anaxagoras recognizes no

counteracting principles, analogous to vX-rj and aTtprjo-is, so that Evil,

on his theory, remains unexplained.&quot;)
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Those philosophers who lay down Contraries as their principles,

do not make proper use of these Contraries, imless their language
be improved or modified (p. 1075, b. 12). Nor do they tell us why
some things are destructible, other things indestructible

;
for they

trace all things to the same principles. Some make all things to

proceed from Non-Ens ; others, to escape that necessity, make all

things One (and thus recognize no real change or generation at all

the Eleates, b. 10). Again, not one of them tells us why gene
ration must always be, or what is the cause of generation. Once

more, those who recognize two contrary principles must necessarily

recognize a third superior to both (b. 18); and the Platonists with

their Ideas are under the like necessity. For they must assign

some reason why particular things partake of these Ideas.

Other philosophers, moreover, must consistently with their

theories recognize something contrary to Wisdom and to the most

venerable Cognition. But we are under no such necessity ; for

thero is nothing contrary to the First
(T&amp;lt; 7iyjumi&amp;gt;).

All contraries

involve Matter, and are in potentiality the same : one of the

two contraries is ignorance in regard to the other
;
but the First

lias no contrary (p. 1075, b. 24).

Again, if there be no Entia beyond the Perceptibilia, there can

be no beginning, no arrangement in order, no generation, no

celestial bodies or proceedings (/.f.,
all these will remain unex

plained). There will always be a beginning behind the beginning,
ad injinitum ; as thero is in the theories of all the theologians and

physical philosophers (p. 1075, b. 27). And, even if we recognize,

beyond the Perceptibilia, Ideas or Numbers, these are causes of

nothing ; or, if causes of any thing, they are certainly not causes

of motion. How, moreover, can Magnitude, and a Continuum arise

out of that which has no Magnitude ? Number cannot, either as

Movent or as Form, produce a Continuum (b. HO).

Again, (Contraries cannot be principles, because) no Contrary can

be essentially Constructive and essentially Movent (p. 1075, b. 31);
for Contraries involve Matter and Potentiality, and may possibly,

therefore, not exist. And, if thero bo Potentiality, it will come

prior to Actuality: upon that supposition therefore (/. ., of Con
traries as the fundamental principles) Entia could not bo eternal.

But Entia are eternal ; therefore these theories must be in part
amended : we have shown how (b. 34).

Farther, none of these theories explains how it is that numbers
coalesce into One

;
or soul and body into One ; or Form and Matter

into one Concrete. Nor can they explain this, unless they adopt

2 r 2
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our doctrine, that the Movent brings about this coalition (p. 1075,

b. 37).

Those philosophers (like Speusippus) who recognize many dif

ferent grades and species of Entia (first the Mathematical Number,

&c.), with separate principles for each, make the Essence of the

Universe to be incoherent (eVeio-oSiojS^ p. 1076, a. 1) and set up

many distinct principles ;
for none of these Essences contributes to

or bears upon the remainder, whether it exists or does not exist.

Now Entia are not willing to be badly governed (TO. Se ovra ov

jSovXcTai TroXtrereo-^at KOIKES.
&quot;

ot K ayaOov iroXvKoipavir) els

p. 1076, a. 4).
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IV.

1)10 (MELO.

ROOK L

CM. 1. The science- of Nature has for its principal object

Bodies, Magnitudes, and the various affections and movements of

Bodies and Magnitudes; also the beginnings or principles of this

sort of Essence. The Continuous is that which is divisible into

parts perpetually divisible ; and Body is that which is divisible in

every direction. Of magnitudes, some (lines) are divisible only in

one direction
;
others (planes) only in two directions ; others again

(bodies) in three directions. This is the maximum : there is no

other magnitude beyond; for three are all, and to say &quot;in three

directions&quot; is the same as to say &quot;in all directions.&quot; As the

Pythagoreans say, The Universe and All Things are determined

by Three : in End, Middle, and Beginning, lies the number of the

Universe, or the Triad. We have received these as laws from

nature, and we accordingly employ this number (Three) for solem

nities in honour of the (iods. Moreover, we apply our predicates
on the same principle; for we call Two, and The Two Both, but

we do not call them All. Three is the first number to which we

apply the predicate All. Herein (as was observed before) we

follow the lead of Nature herself. Since therefore these three

phrases All Things, Tho Universe, The Perfect or Complete do

not specifically differ from each other, but are distinguished only
in respect of the matter or occasions on which they are applied,

Body is the only kind of Magnitude which can be declared Perfect

or ( omplete, that is, All
;
for it is the only magnitude determined

or defined by the Three. Being divisible in three directions, it is

divisible every way; other magnitudes are divisible either only in

one way or only in two. Magnitudes are both divisible and con

tinuous according to the number by which they are designated
Continuous in one direction, in two, in three, or all. All divisible

magnitudes are also continuous : whether all continuous magnitudes
are divisible, is not yet clear. But what in clear is that there is

no upward transition to a higher genus beyond Body, as there

is from line to surface, and from surface to Body. If there were,

Body would not be perfect or complete as a magnitude ;
forthetran-
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sition would bo made at the point of deficiency ;
but the perfect or

complete can have no deficiency: it stretches every way. Such is

each body included as a part in the universe : it has dimensions in

every direction. Yet each is distinguished from its neighbour by
contact, and each therefore in a certain sense is many. But the

Universe (TO TTOLV) including all these parts is of necessity perfect

and complete ; extending not merely in one way, and in another

way not, but
7700/177,

as the word literally means (ss. 1-4).

CH. 2. Respecting the nature of the Universe, we shall enquire

presently whether in the aggregate it be infinite or of finite mag
nitude. But first let us speak about its different constituent species,

proceeding on the following basis. I affirm that all natural bodies

and magnitudes are per se, locally movable ;
and that Nature is to

them a beginning or principle of motion. Now all Local Motion

(known by the name of
&amp;lt;opa)

is either Rectilinear or Circular, or

compounded of the two
;
for these two are the only simple motions,

by reason that the only two simple magnitudes are the rectilinear

and the circular. The circular is motion round the centre ; the

rectilinear is motion either downwards towards the centre or up
wards from the centre. These three are the only simple modes of

motion or currents : as I said in the last chapter that body was

made complete in the number three, so also the motion of body
is made complete in the number three. Now, as there are some

bodies (such as fire, earth, and their cognates) which are simple

(/.e., which have in themselves a natural beginning or principle of

motion), and others which are compounds of these, so also there

must be simple motions belonging to the former and compound
motions belonging to the latter; such compound motions being
determined by the preponderant element therein. Since, therefore,

circular motion is a simple mode of motion, and since simple modes

of motion belong only to simple bodies, there must of necessity be

a particular variety of simple body, whose especial nature it is to

be carried round in circular motion. By violence, indeed, one body

might be moved in a mode belonging to another
;

but not by
nature. Moreover, since motion against nature is opposite to

motion conformable to nature, and since each mode has one single

opposite, simple circular motion, if it be not conformable to the

nature of this body, must be against its nature If then the body

rotating in a circle be fire or any of the other elements, its

natural mode of motion must be opposite to circular motion. But

each thing has only one opposite; and up and down are each

other s opposite!?. If then the body which rotates in a circle rotates

thus against nature, it must have some other mode of motion con

formable to nature. But this is impossible: for, if the motion



A PP. IV. A BODY WITH NATURAL CIRCULAR MOTION. 391

conformable to its nature bo motion upwards, the body must bo

fire or air; if motion downwards, the body must be earth or

water (and there is no other simple mode of motion that it

can have). Moreover, its rotatory motion must bo a first

motion
;
for the perfect is prior in nature to the imperfect. Now

the circle is perfect ;
but no straight line is perfect : neither an

infinite straight lino, for in order to be perfect, it must have an end

and a boundary ;
nor any finite straight line, for each has something

without it and may be prolonged at pleasure. So that, if motion

first by nature belong to a body first by nature, if circular motion

(as being perfect) bo prior to rectilinear motion, and if rectilinear

motion belong to a first or a simple body, as we see both in fire and

in earth, wo may be sure a fortiori that circular motion belongs to

a simple body, and that there is, besides the four elements hero,

prior to them and more divine than them, a different body of special

nature and essence. Indeed, since circular motion is against the

nature of these four elements, there must be some other different

body to whose nature it is conformable. There must thus be some

simple and primary body, whose nature it is to be carried round in

a circle, as earth is carried downwards and fire upwards. On the

assumption that the revolving bodies revolved against their own

nature, it would be wonderful and oven unreasonable that this one

single mode of motion, being thus contrary to nature, should bo

continuous and eternal; for in all other things we see that what is

contrary to nature dies away most speedily. Now, if the revolving

body were fire, as some affirm, the revolving motion would be just

as much contrary to its nature as motion downwards; for the

natural motion of fire is upwards or away from the centre. Reason

ing from all these premisses, wo may safely conclude that, distinct

from all these bodies which are hero around us, there exists a

body whose nature is more honourable in proportion to its greater
distance from us here (ss. 1-13).

CH. 3. We plainly cannot affirm that every body is either heavy
or light: meaning by heavy, that which is carried by its nature

downwards or towards the centre ; by light, that which is carried by
its nature upwards or away from the centre. Heaviest (or earth)
is that which underlies all other downward moving bodies, lightest

(fire) is that which fioatx above all upward moving bodies. Air

and water are both light and heavy, relatively, but relatively

to different terms of comparison; thus, water is heavy as

compared to air and fire, light as compared to earth. But

that
l&amp;gt;ody

whose nature it is to revolve in a circle, cannot

possibly have either heaviness or levity ;
for it cannot move in

a right line, either upwards or downwards, nor either by nature
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or against nature. Not by nature, for, in that case, it must bo

identical with some one of the four elements ;
not against nature,

because, if it moved upwards against nature, this would prove that

motion downwards was conformable to its nature, and it would

thus be identical with earth : we have already seen that, if a body
moves upwards against nature, it must move downwards according
to nature, and vice versa. Now the same natural motion which

belongs to any body as a whole, belongs also to its minute frag

ments (to the whole earth and to any one of its constituent clods).

Accordingly the revolving body in its local movement of revolution

cannot possibly be dragged in any other direction, either upward
or downward, neither the whole nor any portion thereof. It is

alike reasonable to conceive it as ungenerable, indestructible, in

capable both of increase and of qualitative change (amides /cat avaX.-

AoiWov). It cannot be generated, because every thing generated

comes out of a substratum and an opposite, into which it relapses on

being destroyed. Now the revolving body has no opposite ;
for we

have already seen that opposite bodies have their currents of motion

opposite, and there is no current of motion opposite to that of

circular rotation. Nature has rightly excepted this ungenerable
and indestructible substance from the action of contraries, in which

generation and destruction occur. It is also incapable of in

crease or diminution, because these processes take place through
the accession of new cognate materials ; and in this case there are

none such. It is farther incapable of qualitative change, because

this always implies the being affected favourably or unfavourably

(7ra#os) ; and this last never takes place, in plants or iu animals,

without some increase or diminution in quantity (ss. 1-5).

This Celestial Substance is thus eternal, ungenerable, indestruc

tible, noway increased nor diminished, neither growing old nor

capable of disturbing affections nor changeable in quality. Herein

the evidence of reason and that of phenomena concur. For all men,
Hellenes and Barbarians, have some belief respecting the Gods,

and all who believe Gods to exist assign to the divine nature the

uppermost place in the Kosmos; an immortal place going naturally

along with immortal persons. Our perceptions confirm this suffi

ciently, at least when we speak with reference to human belief.

For not the smallest change has ever been observed in the celestial

substance, throughout all past time. Under these impressions, the

ancients gave to it the name which it now bears ; for the same

opinions suggest themselves to us not once, nor twice, but an

infinite number of times. Hence the ancients, regarding the First

Body as something distinct from Fire, Earth, Air, or Water, called

the uppermost place Oilier, from its being always running (UTTO
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TOL- Qtiv act), the adverbial designation bring derived from eternal

duration. Anaxagoras employs this name improperly : be calls Fire

by the name of /Ether (K. 6).

It is plain, from all we have said, that the simple bodies cannot

be more in number than those just indicated; fora simple body
must of necessity have a simple mode of motion, and there are only
three simple modes of motion one circular and two rectilinear, ono

of these being from the centre, the other towards the centre (s. 7).

Cir. 4. That Circular Rotation has no motion opposed to it, may
be shown by several different arguments. If there were any, it

would certainly be rectilinear motion ;
for convex and concave,

though each respectively opposed to the other, are, when both put

together, opposed a a couple to rectilinear motion. But each

variety of rectilinear motion has another variety of rectilineal-

motion opposed to it
; and each thing has but one opposite. More

over the oppositions between one motion (or one current
-&amp;lt;opa)

and another are founded upon oppositions of place, which are three

in number: (1) Above and Below; (2) Before and Behind; ( l)

I fight and Left. Now the motion in circular rotation from A to 1&amp;gt;

is not opposite to that from B to A: the opposition of motion is

along the straight line which joins the two; f&amp;lt;&amp;gt;r an infinite number

of different circles may be drawn, not interfering with each other,

but all passing through the same two points A and B. In the

8;ime semicircle, the opposition between the current from A to 1?

and that from B to A, is along the line of diameter not along the

line of circumference. If one circular current were really opposed
to any other circular current, ono or other of the Iwo would have

existed to no purpose; for both have the same object. That is to

say : what is carried round in a circle, let it begin from any

point whatever, must necessarily come round equally to all the

opposite places, above, below, before, behind, right, left. If the

two (presumed) opposite circular currents were equal, they would

neutralize each other, and there would be no motion at all of

cither of them. If ono of the two were the more powerful, it would

extinguish the other; so that to suppose the existence of both is to

suppose that one or both exists in vain
(/.&amp;lt;;.,

can never bo realized).

\\e say that a sandal exists in vain (/Aun^), when it cannot bo

fastened on. But God and Nature do nothing in vain (ss. 1-8 ).

( H. 5. Most of the ancient philosophers admitted an infinite

body; but thin may be shown to be impossible. The question is

very important; for the consequences which follow from admitting
tin- Infinite as principium, allcct our speculations concerning the

whole of Nature (s. \).
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Every body is of necessity either simple or compound. The
infinite body therefore, if it exists, must of necessity be either one

or the other. But there can be no infinite compound composed of

simple bodies finite in magnitude and in number; so that, if an

infinite body exist, it must be simple. We shall first enquire
whether the Fir.st Body, whose nature it is to move in a circle, can

be infinite in magnitude. Now, if it were infinite, the radii thrown

out from the centre would be infinite, and the distance between

them would also be infinite
;
that is, no finite peripheral line can

be found touching all the extremities of the radii without : if any
such line be assumed, you may always assume a greater. We call

Number infinite, because the greatest number cannot be given ;

and the like may be said about this distance. Now, as an infinite

distance cannot be passed over, no circular motion passing over it

is possible, so as to come round to the point of departure. But we
see plainly that the First Body or the Heaven does come round in

a circle
; and it has been shown by reasoning a priori that there

is a variety of body whose nature it is to move in a circle. Such

a body therefore as the First (revolving) Body cannot be infinite

(ss. 2, 3).

Four other arguments are added, proving the same conclusion

(s. 4, seq.). One of them is : That an infinite square, circle, or

sphere, is an impossibility; each of these figures being defined

or determined. As there can be no infinite circle, so neither can

an infinite body be moved round in a circle (s. 7).

Cir. 6. As the First Body cannot be infinite, so neither can those

bodies be infinite whose nature it is to move to the centre and from the

centre neither the centripetal nor the centrifugal body. For these

two currents are opposite in nature
; opposite currents being charac

terized by the opposite places to which they tend. But of two op-

posites, if the one be fixed and determinate, the other must be fixed

and determinate also. Now the centre is determined ;
for the cen

tripetal body, let it fall from what height it will, can never fall lower

than the centre&quot;; and, since the centre is determined, the upper

region or extremity must also be determined. The places at each

extreme being thus determined, the intermediate space must be

determined also
; otherwise there would exist motion undetermined

or infinite, which has been shown in a former treatise to be impos
sible (Thysica, VIII. viii.) ; and therefore that body which either is

therein, or may possibly be therein, must be determined. But it

is a fact that the centripetal body and the centrifugal body can be

therein
;
for centripetality and centrifugal ity are of the nature of

each respectively fss. 1, 2).
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Hence wo sec that there can be no infinite body. There are other

reasons also. AH the centripetal body is heavy, if it be infinite, its

gravity must also bo infinite
; and, if gravity cannot be infinite,

neither can any heavy body be infinite. The like about any light

body, such as the centrifugal (s. 3).

He then shows (by a long process of reasoning, not easy to follow)

first, that there cannot be an infinite body with finite gravity; next,
that there can bu no infinite gravity. Accordingly there can be no

infinite body at all, having gravity. At the end, he considers that

this is established, (1) by the partial arguments (8tu TW KO.TO. /xepo?)

immediately preceding; (2) by the general reasonings in his other

treatises respecting first principles, in which he explained the Infinite

in what sense it existed and did not exist ; (. 5) by an argument about

the Infinite, upon which he touches in the next chapter (ss. 413).
CH. 7. Every body is of necessity either infinite or finite. If

infinite, it is as a whole either of like constituents or of unlike. If

the latter, either of a finite number of species, or of an infinite

number. The last is impossible, if our fundamental assumptions
are allowed to stand. For since the simple modes of motion are

limited in number, the simple bodies must bo alike limited
;
each

simple mode of motion belonging to its own special simple body, and

each natural body having always its own natural motion. But, if

the Infinite be composed of a finite number of species, each of these

constituent parts must bo infinite
; that is, water and fire must be

infinite. Yet this too is impossible ; for wo have seen that there

cannot be either infinite levity or infinite gravity (the attributes of

fire and water). Moreover, if these bodies be infinite, the places
which they occupy, and the motions which they make, must also bo

infinite
;
but this also wo have shown to bo inadmissible, if our

fundamental assumptions are admitted. The centripetal body can

not be carried to an infinite distance downward, nor the centrifugal

body to an infinite distance upward. That which cannot come to

pass, cannot be in course of coming to pass ; thus, if a thing cannot

come to bo white, or a cubit long, or domiciled in Egypt, it

cannot bo in course of becoming white, or a cubit long, &amp;lt;fcc. It can

not be in course of being carried to a terminus which cannot bo

reached. It might be argued that fire, though discontinuous and

dispersed, might still be infinite, in the sum total of its different

masses. But body is that which is extended in every direction:

how can there bo many bodies unlike to each other, yet ouch of

them infinite? Each of them, if infinite at all, ought to be infinite

in every direction (KH. 1-5).

We thus see that the Infinite cannot consist of unlike constituent*.
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But neither can it consist of constituents all similar. For, first,

there are only three simple motions, and one of the three it must
have ; but we have shown that it cannot have either centripetal or

centrifugal motion (i. e., that it cannot have either infinite gravity
or infinite levity); nor can it again have ciicular motion, for the

Infinite cannot be carried in a circle : this would amount to saying
that the Heaven is infinite, which we have shown to be impossible.

The Infinite indeed cannot be moved in any way at all ; for, if

moved, it must bo moved either according to nature, or contrary to

nature (violently), and, if its present motion be violent, it must

have some other mode of motion which is natural to it. But, if it

have any such, this assumes that there exists some other place

belonging to it, into which it may bo conveyed an obvious

impossibility (ss. 6, 7
).

Farthermore, the Infinite cannot act in any way upon the Finite,

nor be acted upon thereby (ss. 8-10). Nor can the Infinite be acted

upon in any way by the Infinite (ss. 11, 12).

If then every perceptible body possesses powers, as agent or

patient or both, there can be no perceptible body which is infinite.

But all bodies which are in any place are perceptible ;
therefore no

body which is in any place can be infinite. There is 110 infinite

body, indeed there can be no body at all, outside of the Heaven ;

for that which is outside of the Heaven is in a place. Even if

perceivable only up to a certain point (//.expi TIJ/OS), even if merely

intelligible, it would still be in a place, and would therefore come
under the foregoing argument that there is no body outside of

the Heaven (ss. lo, 14).

The foregoing reasoning may bo summed up, in more general

language (AoyiKoirrepot/), as follows : The Infinite assumed as homo

geneous cannot be moved in a circle, since the Infinite has no centre ;

nor in a straight line, since this would imply a second infinite place
into which it must be moved according to nature, and a third infinite

place into which it must be moved against nature, and since in either

case the force which causes it to be moved must be infinite. But we
have already argued, in treating of Motion (Pliys. VIII. x.) that no

thing finite can have infinite power, nothing infinite can have finite

power ; and, if that which is moved according to nature can also bo

moved contrary to nature, there must of necessity be two Infinites

Mo veils and Motimi. Yet what can that be which causes the Infinite

to move? If it cause itself to move, it must be animated (c^i/or^n/):

but how can an infinite animated being (OKH/) exist? And, if there

be any thing else which causes it to move, there must exist two Infi

nites, each distinguished from the other in form and power (ss. 15-17).
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Again, oven if wo admit the doctrine of Leukippus and Domokri-

tns That the whole is not continuous, but discontinuous, atoms

divided by intervening spaces still the Infinite is inadmissible.

For the nature and essence of these atoms is all the same, though

they are different from each other in figure and arrangement ;

accordingly the motion of all must be the same : if one is heavy or

centripetal, all must be so alike
;

if one is light or centrifugal, all

must bo so alike. But either of these motions would imply the

existence of centre and periphery ;
which does not consist with an

infinite whole. In the Infinite, there is neither centre nor periphery ;

no terminus prefixed either for upward or downward motion ; no

own place either for centripetal or centrifugal matter. Therefore in

an infinite universe, there can be no notion at all (ss. 18, 10).

CH. 8. There cannot bo more than one Kosmos. All things both

rest and are moved, either by violence, or according to nature. In

that place to which it is carried by nature, it also rests by nature :

in that place to which it is carried by violence, it rests by violence.

If the current which we see towards the centre is by violence, the

opposite current must be natural
;

if earth is carried by violence

from thence hitherward, its natural current must be from hence

thitherward ; and, if being here it rests without violence, its current

towards hero must be a natural one. For there is one only which

is natural. Now, if there bo many Kosmi, they must be alike in

their nature, and must bo composed of the same bodies, having the

same nature and powers fire, earth, and the two intermediate

elements: for, if the bodies here are not tho same as those in other

Kosmi if the same names are given in an equivocal sense and do

not connote tho same specific attributes tho name Kosmos must bo

equivocal also, and there cannot bo many true or real Kosmi, in tho

same sense. To the parts or elements of each Kosmos, therefore,

the centripetal and centrifugal currents are natural; for tho simple
currents are limited in number, and each element is so named as to

connote one of them specially; and, if the currents are the same, the

elements must also be the same everywhere. If there were another

Kosmos, the earth in that would tend towards tho centre of our

Kosmos, and tho fire in that would tend towards the periphery of

our Kosmos. But this is impossible; since in that caw? the earlli in

that, Kosmos would run away from tho centre of its own Kosmos,
and tho fire therein would run away from its own periphery.
Kither wo must not admit the same nature in tho simple elements

of the numerous Kowni
; or, if wo do admit it, we must recognize

only one centre and one periphery. This difficulty prevents our

recognizing more than one Kosmos (HS.
1-(&amp;gt;J.
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It is unphilosophical to affirm that the nature of these simple
elements becomes changed according as they are more or less distant

from their own places. The difference is at best one of degree, not

one of kind. That they are moved, we see plainly ; there must
therefore be some one current of motion natural to them. Accord

ingly every portion of the same element (or of elements the same in

kind) must tend towards the same numerical place towards this

actual centre (?rpos roSe rt /xeow), or that actual periphery ; and, if

the tendency be towards one centre specie, but towards many centres

numero, because particulars differ numero alone, and not specie, still

the attribute will be alike in all, and will not be present in some

portions, absent in others : I mean that, if the portions of this Kos-

mos are relative to each other, those in another Kosmos are in the

like condition, and what is taken from this Kosmos will not be diffe

rent from what is taken from the corresponding elements of any other

Kosmos. Unless these assumptions can be overthrown, it is indis

putably certain that there can be only one centre and one periphery;

by consequence therefore, only one Kosmos and not more (ss. 7-10).
There are other reasons to show that there is a given terminus

for the natural current both of fire and of earth. A thing moved,

speaking generally, changes from something definite into something
else definite

;
but there are different species of such change : the

change called getting-well is from sickness to health
;
that called

growth is from the little to the great ; that called local movement is

from a terminus to another terminus, and local movements are

specifically different from each other, according as the terminus a quo
and the terminus ad quern is defined in each. The terminus is

always a known and definite point: it is not accidental, nor depen
dent upon the arbitrium of the mover. Fire and earth therefore

do not move on to infinity, but to definite points in opposite direc

tions ;
and the local antithesis is between above and below : these

are the two termini of the respective currents. Earth is carried

with greater velocity, the nearer it approaches to the centre
;

fire

is carried with greater velocity, the nearer it approaches to the

periphery. This shows that its current does not stretch to in

finity ;
for its velocity would then increase infinitely. Earth is not

carried downward by the force of any thing else, nor fire upwards :

not by any violence, nor by squeezing out (eK^Xti^et), as some say.

If this were so, a larger quantity of earth would move downward,
and a larger quantity of fire upward, more slowly than a smaller.

But the reverse is what occurs: the larger quantity of earth moves

downward more rapidly than the smaller ; if its motion had been

caused by violence or by squeezing out, such motion would have
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slackened as it became more widely distant from the moving force

(ss. 11-14).
We may deduce the same conclusion from the reasonings of the

First Philosophy, also from the fact of circular motion which of

necessity is constant both here and everywhere. Further, it is clear

that there can bo only one Kosmos ; for, as there are three bodily

elements, so there are three special places of such elements : one

the undermost, at the centre ;
another the uppermost, at the peri

phery, revolving in a circular orbit ;
the third, in the intermediate

place between the two, being the light or floating element (TO

c7ri7roA.uoi ) ; for, if not there, it must be outside of the Kosmos,
which is impossible (ss. 15, 16).

Oi. (). We must however now examine some reasons, which

have been alleged to prove the contrary ; and which seem to show,

not only that there are many Kosmi, but even th;it there must bo

many, and that the hypothesis of one single Kosmos is inad

missible. It is urged that in all aggregates, natural as well as

artificial, the Form by itself is one thing, and the Form im

plicated with Matter is another. When we declare the definition

of a sphere or a circle, we do not include therein gold or brass,

for this makes no part of the essence: if we mention these

metals, it is when we cannot conceive or grasp anything beyond
the particular case; for example, if wo have one particular circle

before us. Nevertheless, even here the circle in the abstract is

one thing, and this particular circle is another: the first is

the Form by itself, the last is the Form along with Mutter,
one among particular objects. Now, since the Heaven is per
ceivable by sense, it must bo one among particular objects ;

for

every thing perceivable is implicated with Matter. As such, it is

thin Heaven: to be this Heaven (Form along with Matter) is one

tiling; to be ihe Heaven simply and absolutely (Form without

Matter) is another. Now, wherever there is Form, there either are

or may bo many distinct particulars; whether we admit (with

Plato) that the Forms exist separately, or not. In all things where
the Essence is implicated with Matter, we see that the particular

manifestations are many and of indefinite number. l ]on this

reasoning therefore, there are or at least may be many Heavens :

the supposition that there can bo no more than one, is inadmissible

(ss. 1-2).

Hut we must t*ee how far this reasoning will hold. That the

Form without Matter differs from the Form with Matter, is per

fectly tine. But this does not show that there must, be many
Kosmi ; noi can there bo many, if this one Kosmos exhausts all
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the matter that exists. If the matter of man were flesh and bone,

and if a single man were formed, including all flesh and all bone

indissolubly united ; there could not, possibly exist any other man;
and the like is true about other objects; for, where the essence is

implicated with an underlying matter, no object can come into

existence unless some matter be furnished. The Kosmos, or I leaven,

is a particular object, composed partly out of appropriate matter:

but if it absorbs all the appropriate matter, no second Kosmos can

come to pass. &quot;We shall now show that it does include all the

appropriate matter (ss. 3-5).
The word Heaven has three different senses. 1. It means the

essence of the extreme periphery of the universe, or the natural

body which is there situated : we call this highest and farthest

place Heaven, where we suppose all the divine agency to be

situated (ev u&amp;gt; TO Oeiov TTO.V iSpva-Oai &amp;lt;t&amp;gt;afj.ev).
2. It means the body

continuous (TO o-vvex^ croi/&amp;gt;ux)
with the extreme periphery of the

universe, wherein are contained Sun, Moon, and some of the Stars

(Planets); for these we affirm to be in the Heaven. 3. In a third

kense, it means the body circumscribed (Trcpifxupevov) by this

extreme periphery : for we usually call the Whole and the &quot;Universe,

Heaven. These being the three senses of Heaven, the \Vhole cir

cumscribed by the extreme periphery must by necessity consist of

all the natural and perceivable body existing, since there neither

is nor can be any such outride of the Heaven. For, if there were

any such outside of the Heaven, it must be either one of the elements

or a compound thereof either by nature or contrary to nature.

For we have shown that each of the three elements the circular,

the centrifugal, and the centripetal has its own special place by
nature ;

and that, even if the place in which it now is were not its

natural place, that place would be the natural place of another one

among the three
; for, if a place be contrary to nature in reference

to one, it must be conformable to nature in reference to another.

Neither of these three elements therefore can be outside of the

Heaven, nor, of course, any of their compounds. And there exists

no other body besides these
;
nor can there exist any other (ss. 6, 7).

We see therefore plainly that there neither is nor can be any
mass of body (o-oj/xaTos oy/cov) outside of the Heaven; and that the

Heaven comprehends all matter all body natural and perceptible.

So that there neither are, nor ever have been, nor ever can be,

many Heavens : this one is unique as well as perfect. Nor is there

either place, or vacuum, or time, outside of the Heaven. There is

no place or vacuum ; because, if there were, body might be placed

therein; which wo have shown to be impossible. There is no
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time; because time is the number of motion, and there can bo no
motion without some natural body; but there cannot exist any
extra-celestial body. Neither, therefore, are the things outside of

the Heaven in place, nor is there time to affect them with old age,
nor do they undergo change of any kind. They are without any
change of quality and without susceptibility of suffering ; they
remain, throughout the entire /Eon, in possession of the best and
most self-sufficing life. The word /Eon is a divine expression pro

posed (0cu &amp;lt;#ey/&amp;lt;Tai) by the ancient philosophers : they call the

/Eon of each creature that end which circumscribes the natural

duration of the creature s life. Pursuant to this same explanation,
the end of the whole Heaven the end comprising all time and
the infinity of all things is /Eon, so denominated UTTO TO? act

tivai, immortal and divine. From this is suspended existence and

life for all other things; for some closely and strictly, for others

faintly and feebly. For it is a doctrine often repeated to us in

ordinary philosophical discourse (ey roi? eyKv/cAtots &amp;lt;^tXoo-o^&amp;gt;r//xao-t)

respecting divine matters that the Divine, every thing primary
and suprern^, is by necessity unchangeable ;

and this confirms what
lias been just affirmed. For there exists nothing more powerful
than itself which can cause it to be moved (if there were, that

would be more divine) ;
nor has it any mean attribute ; nor is it

deficient in any of the perfections belonging to its nature. Its

unceasing motion too is easily explained. For all things cease to

be moved, when they come into their own place ; but with the

circular or revolving body the place in which it begins and in

which it ends is the same (ss. 8-10).
( ir. 10.- We shall next discuss whether the Kosmos bo gener-

able or ungenerable, and perishable or imperishable ; noticing

what others have said on the subject before. All of them con

sider the Kosmos to be generated : but some think it (although

generated) to bo eternal ; others look upon it as perishable, like

other natural compounds; others again Empedokles and Hera-

klcitus declare it to be generated and destroyed in perpetual alter

nation. Now to affirm that it is generated and yet that it is

eternal, is ;m impossibility : we cannot reasonably affirm any thing,

except what wo see to happen with all things or with most things;

and, in the case before us, what happens is the very reverse of the

foregoing affirmation, for all things generated are seen to bo

destroyed. Again, that which has no beginning of being as it is

now -that which cannot possibly have been otherwise previously

throughout the whole /Eon- can never by any possibility change ;

for, if it could over change, there must exist some cause, which,
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if it bad existed before, would have compelled what is assumed

to be incapable of being otherwise, to be otherwise. To those

who say that the Kosmos has come together from materials pre

viously existing in another condition, we may reply : If these

materials were always in this prior condition and incapable of any

other, the Kosmos would never have been generated at all : and, if

it has been generated, we may be sure that the antecedent mate

rials must have been capable of coming into another condition, and

were not under a necessity to remain always in the same condition :

so that aggregations once existing were dissolved, anddisgregations

brought into combination, many times over before the present
Kosmos

;
at least they possibly may have been so : and this is

enough to prove that the Kosmos is not indestructible (ss. 1-3).

Among those who maintain the Kosmos to have been generated

yet to be indestructible, there are some who defend themselves in

the following manner. They tell us that the generation of which

they speak is not meant to be affirmed as a real past fact, but is a

mere explanatory or illustrative fiction, like the generation of a

geometrical figure, introduced to facilitate the understanding by

pupils. But such an analogy cannot be admitted. For in geometry
the conclusions are just the same, if we suppose all the figures

existing simultaneously ;
but it is not so with the demonstrations

which they tender about the generation of the Kosmos, where the

antecedent condition and the consequent condition are the reverse

of each other. Out of disorder (they tell us) things came into

order : these two conditions cannot be simultaneous
; generation

must be a real fact, and distinction of time comparing the one con

dition with the other ;
whereas in geometrical figures no distinc

tion of time is required (ss. 4-6).

To assume alternate generation and dissolution, over and over

again, is in fact to represent the Kosmos as eternal, but as changing
its form

;
as if you should suppose the same person to pass from

boyhood to manhood and then back again from manhood to boy
hood calling that by the name of generation and destruction.

For, if the elements come together, the aggregation resulting will

not be accidental and variable but always the same, especially

upon the assumptions of these philosophers. So that, if the whole

Kosmos, remaining continuous, is sometimes arranged in one way,
sometimes in another, it is these arrangements which are gene
rated and destroyed, not the Kosmos itself (ss. 7, 8).

Total generation, and total destruction without any renovation,

of Kosmos might be possible, if there were an infinity of Kosmi,

but cannot be possible with only one; for anterior to the moment
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of generation there existed the antecedent condition, which, never

having been generated, could not be destroyed (s. 0).

There are some who think (with Plato in Tiinasus) that the non-

generable may yet bo destroyed, and that the generated may be

indestructible. NVe have combated thi.s opinion on physical grounds,

respecting the Heaven specially. We shall now treat the subject

upon universal reasonings (i.e., belonging to Logic or Metaphysics

7T/JO? OVS &amp;lt;r&amp;lt;TlKUS p.(.V TTfpl TOV OVpllVOV p.OVOV CtpT/TCU KO.66\OV 8t -ff)l

UTrUl TOS (TK^afJiCVOlS, COTCU Kttl TTfpl TOVTOV BljkoV S. 10).

CH. 11. In this reasoning, the first step is to point out that

Generablo and Xon-Generablo, Destructible or Indestructible, are

words used in many different senses, which must bo discriminated

( 7roAAux&amp;lt;?*5 Aeyo/xem). If a man uses these words in an affirmative

proposition without such discrimination, his affirmation is indeter

minate
; you cannot tell in which of their many different senses he

intends to affirm. Non-Generable means: (\) That which now is,

having previously not been, even though without either generation

or change, as, to touch or to be moved ; for, according to some per

sons, touching or being moved are not cases of generation : you
cannot become touching, or become moved

; you are moved, or you are

not moved ; you touch, or you do not touch (&amp;lt;&amp;gt;v ynp cimi yu ca-Oai

&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;n&amp;lt;rti aTTTOfJLfvovy oi Se Kirovfj.tvov. lie means, I presume, that to

touch, and to be moved, are instantaneous acts, though how they
can be said to occur avcv /ATa/3oA.r}s, I do not see.). It means:

( 2) That which, though capable of coming to pass or of having
come to pass (ev8e^o/ievov ytvtcrOai T; yevr0cu), nevertheless is not ;

for this too is non-generable, since it might have come to be.

Again, it means: (;j) That which cannot, by possibility sometimes

exist, sometimes not exist. Impossible has two meanings: (1) That

of which you cannot truly say that it might bo generated (on

ycYoir di
) ; ( !) That which cannot bo generated easily, or quickly,

or well (KuXnK). So also the Generable (TO yerr//ToY) means :

(1) That which, not existing previously, afterwards exists at one

time and not at another, whether generated or not (he seems here

to point to TO (Lima-Gin or TO Kivcurdat) ; (2) The possible, whether

it be the strictly possible, or the easily possible; C-\) That of which

there is generation out of the non existent into existence, whether

it now does actually exist, or may exist hereafter. The Destructible

and Indestructible
(&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;6nj)Tw

KOI
u&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;0upTov)

have similar differences

of meaning fss. 1-fi).

If we say that a man can raise a weight of 100 pounds, or march

K0 stadia, we speak always with reference to a certain extreme,

meaning to imply that lie can also raise a weight of
.&quot;&amp;gt;r&amp;gt;,

^n, :;o

2 It 1
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pounds, and that lie can also walk 50, 40, IJO -stadia. If we say
that he cannot raise a weight of 100 pounds, we mean to imply,
a fortiori, that he cannot raise a weight of 110 pounds. In regard
to sight and hearing, the case is opposite ;

he who can .see a small

object, can certainly see a large one
;

he who can hear a faint

sound, can certainly hear a loud one. But he who can see a large

object, is not necessarily able to see a small one
;
he who can hear

a loud sound, is not necessarily able to hear a faint one. In sight
and hearing, superior power is indicated by the less including the

greater ;
in motion, by the greater including the less (ss. 7-8).

CH. 12. If there are some things capable both of existence and

of non-existence, we must define on which falls the major portion of

time
; for, if we cannot in either case define the time, and can only

say that it is greater than any assumed length of time and never

less than any assumed length, the same thing will be capable both

of existence and of non-existence for an infinite time
;
which is an

impossibility. We must take our departure from this principle :

Impossibility is one thing, Falsehood another. Both the impossible
and the false are, however, either conditional (as when it is said to

be impossible that the triangle should have its three angles equal
to two right angles, if such and such things are granted, and that

the diameter should be commensurate with the periphery, if such

and such positions were true), or absolute. But there are matters

absolutely false, which are not absolutely impossible. When you
are standing, I affirm that you are sitting : this is absolutely false,

but not absolutely impossible. On the other hand, if I affirm that

you are at the same time sitting and standing, or that the diameter

is commensurable with the periphery, the proposition is not merely

absolutely false, but absolutely impossible. An assumption simply
false is not the same thing as an assumption absolutely impossible :

from an impossible assumption there follow other impossibilities.

The power of sitting or standing means that you can do either one

at any given time one at one time, the other at another
;
but not

that you can do both at the same time. But, ifany thing has through
out an infinite time the power of doing more things than one, it must

have the power of doing more things than one at the same time
;
for

this infinite time comprehends its whole existence. Accordingly,
if any thing existing for an infinite time is nevertheless destruc

tible, this means that it has the possibility not to exist. This being
a possibility, let us imagine it realized : then the thing in question
will both exist actually for an infinite time and yet not exist

;
which

is a consequence not only false, but impossible, and thus proves the

premiss assumed to bo impossible (i.e., that a thing existing for an
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infinite time is nevertheless destructible). We thus see that what

exists always is absolutely indestructible (ss. 1 -.
{). It is also

ungenerahle ; fur, if generable, there will be a possibility that at

some lime or other it did not exist. That is generable, which may
possibly have not existed at some anterior time, Unite or infinite : so

that, if TO del or cannot possibly not exist, it cannot be generable.
Now that which is always possible to exist, has, for its correlate

negative (U-OC/HIO-IS ), that which is r.ot always possible to exist ;
and

that which is always possible not to exist, has, for its contrary, that

which is not always possible not to exist. These two negatives
must of necessity be true of the same subject : there must bo some

thing of which we may truly say It has no possibility always to

exist It has no possibility always not to exist. This therefore

is something intermediate between that which always exists, and

that which always exists not, viz., That which may exist and may
not exist (KUI etfcu

^.&amp;lt;rov
TOV del OI/TOS /cut TOU del

/xvy orro&amp;lt;,
TO

BwdfjLfvov elvtu KIU
fjiij

cu tti) : for both the negative predicates will

find application, if it do not exist always. The possible to exist,

and the possible not to exist, must therefore be the same thing a

mean between the two above-mentioned extremes (ss. 4, f&amp;gt;).

.After a long metaphysical deduction, occupying from sections

( to 17, Aristotle proceeds as follows.

We may also discern in the following manner that nothing
which has been once generated, can continue indestructible;

nothing which is ungenerable and which always existed heretofore,

can ever be destroyed. For it is impossible that any thing \\hich

arises spontaneously (UTTO TOV auro/zaTov) can be either indestructible

or ungencrable. The Spontaneous-, and the Casual (TO UTTO rip

n x^j, are in antithesis to the always or the most frequently Ens

or Fiens ( Trupu TO del *cal TO ws eVl TO TroXu
?}

ov
rj yu&amp;gt;6fjivov

s. 18) ;

but that which has existed for an infinite or a very long time,

must belong to this last category. Accordingly, such things must

by nature sometimes exist, sometimes not exist. In them, both

sides of the contradiction are alike true, owing to the matter of

which they are composed: they exist, and they do not exist. I .ut

you cannot say with truth now that the thing exists last year;
nor could you say last year that it exists now. Having onco been

nun-existent, it cannot be eternal for future time; for it will still

possess in future time the- possibility of non-existence, yet not the

power of non-existing at the moment when it docs exist, nor with

reference to last year and to past times; there being no power

bearing upon past time, but only on present and future time. (Sec

tions 21 and I l are hardly intelligible to me.)
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On physical grounds also it appears impossible that what is

eternal in the past should be destroyed afterwards, or that what
did not exist at some former time should afterwards bo eternal.

Those things which are destructible, are all of them generable and

changeable (yevv^ra KCU dAAotajra
-Trai/ra).

Those things which exist

by nature, are changed by their opposites and by their component
materials, and are destroyed by the same agencies (s. 23).

BOOK II.

CH. 1. The Heaven has not been generated nor can it be de

stroyed, as some (Plato) affirm : it is one and eternal, having neither

beginning nor end of the whole .ZEon, holding and comprehending
in itself infinite time. This we may believe not merely from the

foregoing reasonings, but also from the opinion of opponents who

suppose the Kosmos to be generated. For, since their opinion has

been shown to be inadmissible, and our doctrine is at least admis

sible, even thus much will have great force to determine our faith

in the immortality and eternity of the Heaven. Hence we shall

do well to assist in persuading ourselves that the ancient doctrines,

and especially those of our own country, are true That there

is among the substances endowed with motion one immortal and

divine, whose motion is such that it has itself no limit but is

rather itself the limit of all other motions, limit being the attribute

of the circumscribing substance. The circular motion of the

Heaven, being itself perfect, circumscribes and comprehends all

the imperfect motions which are subject to limit and cessation.

It has itself neither beginning nor end, but is unceasing throughout
infinite time : in regard to other motions, it is the initiatory cause

to some, while it is the recipient of the cessation of others (ss. 1, 2).

The ancients assigned Heaven to the Gods, as the only place
which was immortal, and our reasonings show that it is hot merely
indestructible arid ungenerable, but also unsusceptible of all mortal

defect or discomfort. Moreover it feels no fatigue, because it is

not constrained by any extraneous force to revolve contrary to its

own nature : if it were so, that would be tiresome, and all the more

since the motion is eternal
;

it would be inconsistent with any

supremely good condition. The ancients therefore were mistaken

in saying that the Heaven required to bo supported by a person
named Atlas : the authors of this fable proceeded upon the same

supposition as recent philosophers ; regarding the celestial body as

heavy and earthy, they placed under it, in mythical guise, an ani-
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mated necessity (avdyiajv I/X^I-^OK), or constraint arising from vital

force. But they are wrong ;
and so is Empedokles, when he says

that the Heaven is kept permanently in its place by extreme velo

city of rotation, which counteracts its natural inclination down
wards (otWus /V*7n}s). Nor can we reasonably suppose that it is

kept eternally in its place (i.e., contrary to its own nature) by the

compulsion of a soul or vital force (UTTO i/a ^T/s umy/cu^oro-T/s) : it is

impossible that the life of a soul thus acting can bo painless or

happy. The motion which it causes, being accompanied with

violence and being also perpetual (as it is the nature of the First

Body to cause motion continuously throughout the Kosmos), must

be a tiresome duty, unrelieved by any reasonable relaxation ; since

this soul enjoys no repose, such as the letting down of the body

during sleep affords to the soul of mortal animals, but is sub

jected to a fate like Ixion s -ceaseless and unyielding revolution.

Now our reasonings, if admissible, respecting the First or Circular

Motion (7r/jom/9 &amp;lt;o/jus)
afford not merely more harmonious con

ceptions respecting its eternity, but also the only way of speaking
in language which will be allowed as consistent with the vague

impressions respecting the Deity (rrj //arreta 777 irtpi TUV Ocov).

Enough, however, of this talk for the present (ss. ;}-(&amp;gt;),

&amp;lt; H. 2. Since the Pythagoreans and others recognize a Ivight

and Left in the Heaven, let us enquire whether such ^xat/ can

properly be ascribed to the body of the Universe
; for, if these

can bo ascribed, much more may the other dp^at prior to them be

ascribed to it. Of
d/&amp;gt;x

a&amp;gt;t Km/o-ews (termini a qnibus), there are three

couples: (1) Upwards and Downwards; (2) Forward and Back

ward; (
&amp;gt;) Right and Left. All the three exist in animals; but

the first alone is found in plants. All the three are in all perfect

bodies, and in all animated bodies which have in themselves

a beginning of motion
;
but not in inanimate bodies, which have

not in themselves a beginning. Each of these three upxat or

rtiuorurras is true and appropriate as an attribute; but among
the three, Upwards and Downwards comes first in the order

of nature, 1 fight and Left, last. The Pythagoreans are to be

blamed for dwelling on Kight and Left, and not noticing the other

two pairs which are prior in the order of nature and more appro

priate, and for supposing that Kight and Left are to be found in

every thing. Upward is the principle of length ; liigbt, of breadth ;

Forward, of depth. Again, from upward movement comes growth;
movement from the right is local movement; movement from

before is movement of sense
(7)

Kara TIJV aurOipTiv), or the lino

in which sensible impressions are propagated (&amp;lt;
J&amp;gt; ut

ui(/0/&amp;lt;rts).
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Up is the source from whence motion originates (TO o6e.v
r/

s. 6) ; Right, the point from which the direction of the motion

starts ; Forward, the point towards which it goes (TO e&amp;lt; o).

In inanimate bodies (which are either not moved at all, or only
moved in one manner and direction, as fire only upwards, earth

only downwards), we speak of above and below, right and left,

only with reference to ourselves, and not as attributes really

belonging to these objects; for by inverting the objects these

attributes will be inverted also, right will become left, and left

will become right. But in animated objects, which have in them

selves an apxr) Kij/r/o-eojs, a real right and left, a real upward and

downward, are to be recognized ;
of course therefore in the Heaven,

which is an animated object of this character (eyxi/a^os). For we
must not make any difficulty in consequence of the spherical figure

of the universe, or suppose that such a figure excludes real right
and left, the parts being all alike and all in perpetual motion. We
must conceive the case as like that of a person having a real right
and left, distinct in attributes, but who has been enclosed in a

hollow sphere : he will still have the real distinct right and left,

yet to a spectator outside ho will appear not to have it. In like

manner, we must speak of the Heaven as having a beginning
of motion

; for, though its motion never did begin, yet there must

be some point from which it would have taken its departure, if

it ever had begun, and from which it would recommence, if it

ever came to a standstill. I call the length of the Heaven, the

distance between the poles- one of the poles above, the other

below. Now the pole which is above us, is the lower pole ;
that

which is invisible to us, is the tipper pole. For that is called

right, in each object, from whence local movement takes its de

parture, or where local movement begins. But the revolution of

the Heaven begins on the side where the stars rise
; this, therefore,

is the true right, and the side on which they set, is left. ]f, there

fore, it begins from the right, and revolves round to the right (eVt TO.

Se ia
7repi&amp;lt;epeTcu),

the invisible pole must be the upper pole ; for, if

the visible pole were the upper, the movement of the Heaven
would be to the left, which we deny to be the fact. The invisible

pole is therefore the upper, and those who live near it are in the

upper hemisphere, and to the right (Vpos TOIS Sctois) ;
we on the

contrary are in the lower hemisphere, and to the left. The Pytha

goreans are in error when they say that we are in the upper hemi

sphere, and to the right, and that inhabitants of the southern

hemisphere are in the lower hemisphere and to the left. But,

speaking with reference to the second revolution
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or that of the planets, which is in the contrary direction

to the first revolution or that of the First Heaven, it is we who are

in the upper hemisphere and on the right side
;

it is the inhabitants

of the southern hemisphere, who are in the lower hemisphere and

on the left side : that is, it is we who are on the side of the begin

ning of motion, they who are on the side of the end (ss. 1-1 Oj.

C n. 3. I have previously laid it down, that circular movement

is not opposite to circular. But, if this be the case, what is the

reason that there are many different revolutions in the Heaven J
.

This is what I shall now enquire, fully aware of the great distance

from which the enquiry must be conducted
(7ro/Y)G&amp;gt;$ei )

not so

mu jh a distance in place, as owing to the small number of accom

panying facts which can be observed by the senses respecting

them.

The cause must be looked for in this direction. Every thing which

performs a work, exists for the sake of that work. Now the work of

J)eity is immortality, or eternal life
;
so that the divine substance

must of necessity be in eternal motion. The Heaven is a divine

body, and has for that reason the encyclical body, whose nature it is

to be moved for ever in a circle. But why is not the whole body of

the Heaven thus constituted (i.e., encyclical)? Because it is neces

sary that some portion of its body should remain stationary in the

centre
;
and no portion of the encyclical body can possibly remain

stationary, either in the centre or elsewhere. For, if it could, its

natural motion
(/.&amp;lt;&quot;.,

the motion of that supposed portion) would be

towards the centre
;
whereas its natural motion is circular

;
and

it cannot move; towards the centre contrary to its nature, because

on that supposition its motion would not be eternal: no motion

contrary to nature can be eternal. Moreover that which is contrary
to nature is posterior to that which is natural

;
it is a deviation

therefrom arising in the course of generation (s. I).

Hence it is necessary that earth should exist, the nature of which

it is to rest in the centre (i.e., the divine encyclical body will not

HU ilice alone, without adjuncts of different nature
).

I assume this

for the present ; more will be said about it anon.

But, if earth exists, fire must exist also ; for of two contraries,

if the one exist by nature, the other must exist by nature also.

For the matter of contraries is the same, arid Form (positive and

affirmable) is prior by nature to Privation (for example, hot is prior

to cold); now rest and gravity denote the privation of motion and

lightness fs. 2 /.., fire is even prior in nature to earth, as having
the pohitive essences motion and levity, while earth has for its

essence the privation thereof).
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Again, if fire and earth exist, the two other elements intermediate

between them must also exist; for each of the four elements has

its peculiar mode of contrariety with reference to each. At least

let this be assumed now : I shall show it at length presently.

Now, these points being established, we see that generation must

necessarily come to pass, because no one of the four elements can

be eternal : they act upon each other, and suffer from each other,

with contrary effects
; they are destructive of each other. Besides,

each of them has a mode of motion natural and appropriate to it,

but this mode of motion is not eternal (because it is either to the

centre or to the circumference and therefore has a natural terminus).

It is not reasonable to suppose that any Mobile can be eternal,

whose natural mode of motion cannot be eternal (s. 3).

Thus the four elements are not eternal, but require to be renewed

by generation ; therefore generation must come to pass. But, if

generation be necessary, more than one revolution of the celestial

body is indispensably required : two at least, if not more. For, if

there were no other revolution except that of the First Heaven,
that is consistent only with a perfectly uniform condition of the

four elements in relation to each other (s. 4).

AVhen the question is asked, therefore, Why there are (not one

only but) several encyclical bodies? I answer: Because generation

must come to pass. There must be generation, if there be fire ;

there must be fire and the other elements, if there be earth ;
there

must be earth, because something must remain stationary eternally

in the centre, if there is to be eternal revolution (s. f&amp;gt;).

CH. 4. The Heaven is by necessity spherical : this figure is at

once both most akin to its essence and first in its own nature. I shall

begin with some observations respecting figures generally plane
and solid, as to which among them is the first. Every plane figure

is either rectilinear or curvilinear; the former is comprehended by

many lines, the latter only by one. oS ow, since in every depart
ment one is prior to many and simple to compound, the first of all

plane figures must be the circle. Moreover, since that is perfect

which can receive nothing additional from without, and since

addition can be made to every straight line, but none whatever

to the line circumscribing a circle, it is plain that this latter is

perfect ;
and therefore the circle is the first of all plane figures,

and the sphere of all solid figures (ss. 1, 2). This doctrine appears
most reasonable when we sut out the different figures, each with

a number belonging to it in numerical order. The circle corre

sponds to One, the triangle to Two, since its three angles are equal

to two right angles ; whereas, if we assign number One to the
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triangle and place that first, we can find no number fit for the

circle: the circle will be no longer recognized as a figure (s. 4).

Now, since the first figure belongs to the first body, which is

that in the extreme or farthest circumference, this body which

revolves constantly in a circle, will bo spherical in figure. That

which is continuous with it even to the centre, will also be spheri

cal : and all the interior pirts are in contact and continuity with

it : the parts below the sphere of the planets touch the sphere
above them. So that the whole revolving current, interior and

exterior, will be spherical ;
for all things touch and are continuous

with the spheres (s. 5).

There is another reason too why the universe is spherical in

figure, since it has been shown to revolve in a circle. I have proved
before that there exists nothing on the outside of the universe ;

neither place nor vacuum. If the figure of the Kosmos, revolving
as it does in a circle, were any thing else but spherical if it were

cither rectilinear or elliptical it could not possibly cover exactly
the siime space during all its revolutions : there must therefore be

place and vacuum without it
;
which has been shown to be impos

sible (s. 6).

Farthermore, the rotation of the Heaven is the measure of

motions, because it is the only one continuous and uniform and

eternal. Now in every department the measure is the least, and

the least motion is the quickest ; accordingly the rotation of the

Heaven will be the quickest of all motions (s. 7).
But among all

curved lines from the same back to the same, the circumference

of the circle is the shortest, and motion will be quickest over the

shortest distance. Accordingly, since the Heaven revolves in a

circle and with the quickest of all motions, its figure must bo

spherical (K. 8 ).

We may also draw the same conclusion from the bodies fixed in

the central parts of the Kosmos. The Earth in the centre is stir-

rounded by water
;
the water, by air; the air, by fire. The upper

most bodies surround the fire, following the like proportion or

analogy ; being not continuous therewith, but in contact therewith.

Now the surface of water is spherical ;
and that which is either

M.ntinuous with the spherical or surrounds the spherical, must

itself IMJ spherical also (s. &amp;lt;J).

That the surface of the water is

truly spherical, we may infer from the fact, that it is the nature

of water always to flow together into the lowest cavities, that is,

into the parts nearest to the centre (s. 10).

From all the foregoing reasonings, we see plainly that the Kosmos

is spherical, and moreover turned with such a degree of exact



412 1)K CCKLO, II. APP. IV.

sphericity (Kara aKpifitiav evropvos OI
TOJS), that no piece of human

workmanship nor any thing ever seen by ns on earth can be com

pared to it. For none of the component materials here on earth

is so fit for receiving perfect level and accuracy as the nature of

the First or Peripheral Body ;
it being clear that, in the same pro

portion as water is more exactly spherical, the elements surrounding
the water become more and more spherical in proportion as they
are more and more distant from the centre (s. 11).

CH. 5. Circular revolution may take place in two directions
;

from the point A on one side towards 15, or on the other side

towards C. That these two are not contrary to each other, I have

already shown. But, since in eternal substances nothing can pos

sibly take place by chance or spontaneity, and since both the

Heaven and its circular revolution are eternal, we may enquire
what is the reason why this revolution takes place in one direction

and not in the other. This circumstance either depends upon some

first principle, or is itself a first principle (s. 1). Perhaps some

may consider it a mark either of great silliness, or great presump
tion, to declare any positive opinion at all upon some matters, or

upon all matters whatever, leaving out nothing. But we must not

censure indiscriminately all who do this : we must consider what
is the motive which prompts each person to declare himself, and
with what amount of confidence he affirms, whether allowing for

human fallibility or setting himself above it. Whenever a man
can find out exact and necessary grounds for the conclusions which

he propounds, we ought to be grateful to him : here we must deliver

what appears to be the truth. Nature (we know) always does

what is best among all the practicable courses. Kow the upper

place is more divine than the lower, and accordingly among
rectilinear currents, that which is directed upwards is the more

honourable. In the same manner, the current forwards is more

honourable than backwards; and the current towards the right
more honourable than that towards the left as was before laid

down. The problem above started indicates to us that there is

here a real Prius and Posterius a better and a worse ; for, when
we recognize this, the difficulty is solved. The solution is that

this is the best practicable arrangement, viz., that the Kosmos is

moved in a motion, simple, never-ending, and in the most honour

able direction (eVt TO n/Aion-epoi ,
s. 2).

CH. 6. I have now to show that this motion of the First Heaven
is uniform and not irregular (o/xoAr/s KOL OVK dvw/xoXos) : I speak

only of the First Heaven, and of the First Rotation ; for in the

substances lower than this many rotations or currents have coa-
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lesced into ono. If tlio motion of the First Heaven be irregular,

there will clearly be acceleration and remission of its motion, and

an extreme point or maximum (UK/XT/) thereof. Now the maximum
of motion must t*ke place either at the terminus ad quern, as in

tilings moved according to nature; or at the terminus a quo, as in

tilings moved contrary to nature ; or during the interval between,

as in things thrown (iv THIS /jiTrroiyztVots).
But in circular motion,

there is neither terminus a quo, nor terminus ad quern, nor middle

between the two- neither beginning, nor end, nor mean; for it

is eternal in duration, compact as to length or space moved over,

and unbroken (TUJ /AT/KCI crwrryfj.vr]
/cat aKAuoros). It thus cannot

have any maximum or acceleration or remission; and of course,

therefore, it cannot be irregular (s. 1).

Besides, since every thing that is moved is moved by some thing,

the irregularity, if there be such, must aviso either from the Movens,

or the Motum, or both : the power of the Movens, or the quality of

the Motum, or both, must undergo change. But nothing of the

sort can happen with the Motum, being in this case the Heaven ;

for it has been shown to be a First, simple, ungenerable, inde

structible, and in every way unchangeable. Much more then is it

reasonable to believe that the Movens is such ; for that which is

qualified to move the First, must bo itself a First (TO yap irpCarw

TOV Tr/jomjf KtvijTiKiiv) ; that which is qualified to move the simple,
must be itself simple, &c. If then the Motum, which is a body,

undergoes no change, neither will the Movens, being as it is incor

poreal ( s. !). Accordingly the current, or motion
(&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;opa),

cannot

possibly be irregular. For, if it comes to pass irregularly, its

irregularity either pervades the whole, the velocity becoming

alternately more or less, or certain parts only. But, in regard to

the parts separately, there is certainly no irregularity : if there

had been, the relative distances of the stars ono from the other

would have varied in the course of infinite time; now no such

variation in their distances has ever been observed. Neither in

regard to the whole is there any irregularity. For irregularity

implies relaxation, and relaxation arises in every subject from

impotence. Now impotence is contrary to nature : in animals, all

impotences (such as old ago or decay) are contrary to nature ; for all

animals, perhaps, are compounds put together out of elements each

of which has a different place of its own and not ono of which is in

its own place. In the First Bodies, on the other hand, which

are simple, unmixed, in their own places, and without any contrary,
there can be, no impotence, and therefore neither relaxation nor

intensification, which always go together (ft yap cVtYo-t&amp;lt;;, *ut m
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s. 3). Besides, we cannot with any reason suppose that the Movens

is impotent for an infinite time, and then again potent for an infi

nite time : nothing contrary to nature lasts for an infinite time,

and impotence is contrary to nature
;
nor can it be for an equal

time contrary to nature and agreeable to nature impotent and

potent. If the motion relaxes, it cannot go on relaxing for an

infinite time, nor go on being intensified, nor the one and the

other alternately. For in that case the motion would bo infinite

and indeterminate ;
which is impossible, since every motion must

be from one term to another term and also determinate
(s.

4 :

oVeipos yap av elrj KOL dopioros ry Kivr)&amp;lt;ns.
aTracrav Se (^ayzei/ e/&amp;lt; TWOS

ets rt eTvai, /cat (Lpto-/xerr;v i.e., all motion must be determined both

in distance and direction).

Again, the supposition may be made that there&quot; is a minimum of

time required for the revolution of the Heaven, in less than which

the revolution could not be completed ; just as there is a minimum
of time indispensable for a man to walk or play the harp. Admit

ting this supposition, there cannot bo perpetual increase in the

intensity or velocity of the motion (the increase has an impassable

limit), and therefore there cannot be perpetual relaxation
;
for both

are on the same footing (s. 5).

It might be urged, indeed, that intensification and relaxation go
on alternately; each proceeding to a certain length, and then

giving place to the other. But this is altogether irrational nothing
better than a gratuitous fiction. Besides, if there were this alter

nation, we may reasonably assume that it could not remain con

cealed from us
;

for contrasting conditions coming in immediate

sequence to each other are more easily discerned by sense. AVhat

has been said, then, is sufficient to prove That the Heaven or

Kosmos is one and only one
;
that it is ungenerable and eternal ;

that its motion is uniform
(s. 6).

CH. 7. Next in order, I have to speak of what are called the

Stars (TWV KaXov/xcVwv ao-rpwj ).
Of what are they composed ? What

is their figure ? What are their motions ?

It is consistent with the foregoing reasonings, as well as in itself

the most rational doctrine, to conceive each of the stars as com

posed of portions of that body in which its current of motion takes

place ;
that is, of that body, whose nature it is to move in a circle.

For those who affirm the stars to be fire say this because they
believe the upper body to be fire, assuming it as reasonable that

each thing should be composed of the elements in which it is
;
and

I assume the same also (s. 1). The heat and light of the stars

arises from their friction with the air in their current of motion.
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If it is the nature of motion t&amp;lt; inflame pieces of wood, and

stones, and iron, it is still more reasonable that what is nearest

to fire (that is, air) should bo so inflamed. Wo see that darts pro

jected are so inflamed, that their leaden appendages are melted
;

and, these being thus inflamed, the air around them must be modi

fied in the same manner. Now objects like these darts are thus

violently heated, because they are carried along in the medium of

the air, which through the shock given by their motion bet-dines

fire. But each of the upper bodies or stars is carried round (not
in the air, but) in its appropriate sphere, so that they themselves

are not inflamed ; while the air which is under the sphere of the

encyclical body becomes of necessity heated by the rotation of that

sphere ;
and most of all at the point where the Sun has happened

to be fastened in (KOL Tavrrj /xoAiora, 77
6 ?/Aios Terr^/ccy eYScSf/zeVos).

Let it then be understood, that the stars are neither composed of

fire, nor are they carried round in the medium of the fire (s. 2).

CH. 8. It is seen as a fact, that botli the stars, and the entire

Heaven, change their place (/xe^to-Ta^ci u). Now, in this change,
we must assume either that both continue at rest, or that both are

in motion, or that one is at rest and the other is in motion. Now
it is impossible that both can be at rest, at lea*t if we assume

the earth to be at rest; for the facts which wo see would not have

taken place, upon that supposition (s. 1). Either therefore both

are in motion, or one is in motion and the other at rest. Now, if

both are in motion, it is against reason that the stars and the circles

in which they are fastened should have equal velocities of motion.

Kach one of them must be equal in velocity to the circle or sphere
in which it is carried, since all come back round along with their

circles to the same position; so that in one and the same time, the

star has gone round its circle, and the circle has completed its

revolution. It is not reasonable to suppose that the velocities of

the stars and the magnitudes of the circles should be in the same

proportion, Comparing one circle with another, indeed, it is not

only not absurd, but even necessary, that the velocities should be

in proportion to the magnitudes ;
but it is not reasonable that each

of the stars in these circles should be of such velocity. For. if it

be necessary that what is carried round in the larger circle should

have the greater velocity, the consequence would be that, if the

stars in one circle were transferred to another, their motions would

become accelerated or retarded; which is equivalent to saying that

they have no motion of their own at all, but are carried round by
the revolution of tho circles (s. 2). If, on the contrary, it l&amp;gt;e not

necessary, but a spontaneous coincidence (c re TTO TaiTo/xdrfiu &amp;lt;Tv\ i-
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that what is carried round in the greater circle has the

greater velocity, neither upon this supposition is it reasonable

that in all the circles without exception the circumference should

be greater, and the motion of the star fastened in the greater circle

quicker, in the same proportion. That this should happen with one

or two of them, might be reasonably expected ;
but that it should

happen with all alike, savours of fiction. Moreover chance has no

place in matters according to nature ;
nor is that which occurs

everywhere and belongs to all, ever the produce of chance (s. 3).

So much for the hypothesis, that both stars and circles are in

motion. Let us now assume that one is at rest, and the other in

motion
;
arid first, let the circles be at rest, and the stars in motion.

This again will lead to absurdities
;
for we shall still be unable to

explain how it happens that the outermost stars are moved most

quickly, and that their velocities are proportioned to the magni
tudes of the circles.

Since then we cannot assume either that both are moved, or that

the star alone is moved, we must adopt the third supposition, that

the circles are moved, and that the stars, being themselves at rest,

are fastened in the circles and carried round along with them.

This is the only hypothesis which entails no unreasonable con

sequences. For it is reasonable that, of circles fastened round the

same centre, the greater velocity should belong to the greatest.

For, as in all the varieties of body the heavier fragment is carried

with greater velocity than the lighter in its appropriate motion, so

it happens with the encyclical body. When two straight lines are

drawn from the centre, the segment of the greater circle intercepted

between them will be greater than the segment of the smaller
;
and

it is consistent with reason that the greater circle should be carried

round in equal time. This is one reason why the Kosmos is not

split into separate parts ; another reason is, because the universe

has been shown to be continuous (ss. 4, 5).

Now we all agree that the stars are of spherical figure ; and sphe
rical bodies have two motions of their own rolling and rotatory

(/cvAicris
KOL StV^o-is). If they were moved of themselves, they would

be moved in one or other of these two ways ;
but we see that they

are so in neither. They do not rotate
; for, if they did, they would

remain always in the same place, which contradicts universal obser

vation and belief. Besides, it is reasonable to suppose that all the

stars move in the same manner, but the Sun is the only one that

is seen so to move, when he rises or sets ;
and he too, not by any

movement of his own, but through the distance of our vision, which

when stretched to a groat distance rotates from weakness (s. fi).
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This is perhaps the reason why tho stars fastened (in the outer

sphere) twinkle, while the planets do not twinkle ;
for the planets

are near to us, so that our vision reaches them while yet strong ;

whereas in regard to the unmoved stars it is made to quiver in con

sequence of the great distance from being stretched out too far, and

its quivering causes tho appearance- of motion in the star. For

there is no difference between moving the vision and moving the

object seen (ovBtv yap Stu^cpei KLVf.lv TIJV oi/ar T)
TO opoytcvov s. 6).

Again, neither do the stars roll nor revolve forward. For that

which rolls forward must necessarily turn round
; but the same

side of the moon what is called tho face of the moon is always

clearly visible to us (s. 7).

.Since it is reasonable to believe, therefore, that, if tho stars were

moved in themselves, they would be moved in their own special

variety of motion (i.e., rolling or rotatory), and since it has been

shown that they are not moved in either of these two ways, wo
see plainly that they cannot be moved in themselves (but are

carried round in the revolution of the Aplanes).

Besides, if they were moved in themselves, it is unreasonable that

Nature should have assigned to them no organ suitable for motion,

since Nature does nothing by haphazard ; and that she should have

been considerate in providing for animals, while .she overlooked

objects so honourable as the stars. Tho truth rather is, that she

has withheld from them, as it were by express purpose, all aids

through which it was possible for them to advance forward in them

selves, and h-is placed them at the greatest possible distance from

objects furnished with organs for motion (s. 8).

I [euro it would seem to be the reasonable doctrine That the

entire Heaven is spherical, and that each of the stars (fastened in

it) is also spherical. For tho sphere is the most convenient of all

figures fur motion in tho same place, so that the Heaven being

spherical would be moved most rapidly and would best maintain

its own place. J&amp;gt;ut fur forward motion the sphere is of all figures

the most inconvenient; for it U-sist ret-einbles self-moving bodies:

it has no outlying appendage or projecting end, as rectilinear figures

have, and stands farthest removed from tlie figures of marching
bodies.

Since therefore it is the function of (8ti) the Heaven to bo moved

by a motion in tho same place (fupcurdcu rijv V uirrui K&amp;lt;.

r//&amp;lt;rtr),
and

that of the stars not to make any advance by themselves (ra uAAu

8 afTTfm fj.t/ wpolfvcu. 81* uiTwy), it is with good reason that both of

them are spherical. For thus will the Heaven best be moved, and

the stars will best le at rest.

VOL. II. 2 K
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CH. 9. From what I have said, it is plain that those who affirm

that the revolving celestial bodies emit in their revolutions sounds

harmonious to each other, speak cleverly and ingeniously, but not

consistently with the truth. There must necessarily be sound

(they say) from the revolution of such vast bodies. Since bodies

near to us make sound in motion, the sun, moon, and stars, being
so much larger and moving with so much greater velocity, must
make an immense sound

; and, since their distances and velocities

are assumed to be in harmonic proportion, the sounds emitted in

their revolution must also be in harmony. To the question put to

them Why do we not hear this immense sound ? they reply, that

we have been hearing it constantly from the moment of our birth
;

that we have no experience of an opposite state, or state of silence,

with which to contrast it, and that sound and silence are discrimi

nated only by relation to each other
(&amp;lt;S&amp;lt;rre p) SidfyXov elvai -rpos TTJV

tvavTLCLV (TiyrjV Trpos aX.X.r]Xa yap &amp;lt;U&amp;gt;VT}S
Kat

(riyTys
clmi TTJV Sidyi dXTif) ;

that men thus cease to be aifected by it, just as blacksmiths from

constant habit cease to be affected by the noise of their own work

(s. 1).

The reasoning of these philosophers (the Pythagoreans), as I

have just said, is graceful and poetical, yet nevertheless inadmissible.

For they ought to explain, upon their hypothesis, not merely why
we hear nothing, but why we experience no uncomfortable im

pressions apart from hearing. For prodigious sounds pierce

through and destroy the continuity even of inanimate bodies
;
thus

thunder splits up stones and other bodies of the greatest strength.

The impression produced here by the sound of the celestial bodies

must be violent beyond all endurance. But there is good reason

why we neither hear nor suffer any thing from them
; viz., that

they make no sound. The cause thereof is one which attests the

truth of my doctrine laid down above That the stars are not

moved of themselves, but carried round by and in the circle to

which they are fastened. Bodies thus carried round, make no

sound or shock : it is only bodies carried round of themselves

that make sound and shock. Bodies which are fastened in, or form

parts of, a revolving body, cannot possibly sound, any more than

the parts of a ship moving, nor indeed could the whole ship sound,
if carried along in a running river. Yet the Pythagoreans might

urge just the same reasons to prove that bodies so large as the

mast, the stern, and the entire ship, could not be moved without

noise. Whatever is carried round, indeed, in a medium not

itself carried round, really makes sound; but it cannot do so,

if the medium itself be carried round continuously. \Ve must
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therefore in this case maintain that, if the vast bodies of the stars

were carried round in a medium either of air or of fire (whose
motion is rectilinear), as all men say that they are, they must

necessarily make a prodigious sound, which would reach here to us

and would wear us out (SiuKmieir). Since nothing of this nature

occurs, we may be sure that the stars are not carried round in a

current of their own, either animated or violent. It is as if Nature

had foreseen the consequence, that, unless the celestial motions

were carried on in the manner in which they are carried on,

nothing of what now takes place near us
(TO&amp;gt;I/ Trtpl TOV 8eiyjo TOTTOV)

could have been as it is now. I have thus shown that the stars

are spherical, and that they are not moved by a motion of their

own (ss. 2-5).

CH. 10. Respecting the arrangement of the stars how each of

them is placed, some anterior others posterior, and what are their

distances from each other the books on astronomy must be con-

Milted and will explain. It consists with the principles there laid

down, that the motions of the stars (planets) should be proportional
to their distances, some quicker, others slower. For, since the

farthest circle of the Heaven has a revolution both simple and of

extreme velocity, while the revolutions of the other stars (planets)

are many in number and slower, each of them being carried round

in its own circle in the direction contrary to that of the first or

farthest circle of the Heaven, the reasonable consequence is, that

that planet which is nearest to the first and simple revolving circle

takes the longest time to complete its own (counter-revolving)

circle, while that which is most distant from the same circle takes

the shortest time, and the remaining planets take more or less

time in proportion as they are nearer or farther. For the planet
nearest to the first revolving circle has its own counter-revolution

most completely conquered or overpowered thereby ;
the planet

farthest from the same, has its own counter-revolution least con

quered thereby ; and the intermediate planets more or less in

inverse proportion to their distances from the same, as mathe

maticians demonstrate.

CH. 11. \Ve may most reasonably assume the figure of the stars

to be spherical. For, since we have shown that it is not their

nature to have any motion of their own, and since Nature does

nothing either irrational or in vain, it is plain that she has assigned
to the immovables that figure which is least fit for motion; which

figure is the sphere, as having no organ for motion. Besides, what

is true of one is true of all (rri ST 6/iouoc fjiev
airaiTa. KOL cr) : now

the Moon may be shown to be spherical, first, by the visible mani-

2 K 2
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fcstations which sho affords in her waxings and wanings, next,

from astronomical observations of the eclip.ses of the Sun. Since

therefore one among the stars is shown to be spherical, we may
presume that the rest will be so likewise.

OH. 12. I proceed to two other difficulties, which are well cal

culated to perplex every one. Wo must try to state what looks

most like truth, considering such forwardness not to be of the

nature of audacity, but rather to deserve respect, when any one,

stimulated by the thirst for philosophy, contents himself with

small helps arid faint approximations to truth, having to deal with

the gravest difficulties.

1 . Why is it, that the circles farthest from the outermost circle

(or Aplanes) are not always moved by a greater number of motions

than those nearer to it? \Vhy are some of the intermediate circles

(neither farthest nor nearest) moved by a greater number of

motions than any of the others? For it would seem reasonable,

when the First Body is moved by one single rotatory current, that

the one nearest to it should be moved by two, the next nearest by
three, and so on in regular sequence to those which are more

distant. But we find that the reverse occurs in fact : Sun and

Moon have fewer movements than some of the planets, which

are nevertheless farther from the centre, and nearer to the First

Body. In i-egard to some of the planets, we know this by visual

evidence ;
for we have seen the Moon when at half-moon passing

under Mars, who was occulted by the dark part of her body,
and emerged on the bright side of it. The like is attested

respecting the other planets, by the Egyptians and Babylonians,
the most ancient of all observers.

2. Why is it, that in the First Revolution (in the revolution

of the First Heaven or First Body) there is included so vast a

multitude of stars as to seem innumerable; while in each of

the others there is one alone and apart, never two or more fastened

in the same current ?

Here are two grave difficulties, which it is well to investigate

and try to understand, though our means of information are very

scanty, and though we stand at so great a distance from the facts.

Still, as far as we can make out from such data, these difficulties

would not seem to involve any philosophical impossibility or in

congruity. Now we are in the habit of considering these celestial

bodies as bodies only; and as monads which have indeed regular

arrangement, but are totally destitute of soul or vital principle.

(When Aristotle here says we, he must mean the philosophers whoso

point of view he is discussing : for the general public certainly did
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not regard tho Sun, Moon, and stars as ti^\a Tra/^Trav, hut, on the con-

trar}*, considered tliis as blamable heresy, and looked upon them as

Gods.) We ought, however, to conceive them as partaking of life

and action (8ei 8 019 /Mere^oiTcuv VTroXofi^aveiv Trpatcaj? *ui ^ttrr)?);
and in

this point of view tho actual state of tho case will appear nowise

unreasonable (s. 2). For we should naturally expect that to that

which is in the be.st possible condition, such well-being will belong
without any agency at all

;
to that which is next best, through

agency single and slight ; to such as are farther removed in excel

lence of condition, through action more multiplied and diversified.

Just so in regard to the human body: the best constituted body
maintains its good condition without any training at all

;
there arc

others which will do tho same at the cost of nothing more than a

little walking: there are inferior bodies which require, for tho

same result, wrestling, running, and other motions; while there

are even others which cannot by any amount of labour attain a

good condition, but are obliged to bo satisfied with something short

of it (s. 8). Moreover it is difficult to succeed in many things, or

to succeed often : you may throw one or two sixes with the dice,

but you cannot throw ten thousand; and, farther, when the con

ditions of the problem become complicated when one thing is to

be done for tho sake of another, that other for a third result, and

that third for a fourth, &c. success, which may bo tolerably easy
when the steps are only few, the more they are multiplied, becomes

harder and harder.

Hence wo must consider tho agency of tho stars as analogous to

that of plants and animals. For hero tho agency of man is most

multifarious, since he is capable of attaining many varieties of good,
and accordingly busies himself about man} things and about one

thing for the sake of others. The agency of other animals on tho

other hand is more restricted; that of plants yet more so, being of

slight force and only of one special character (s. 4). ]&amp;gt;ut that

which exists in the best possible condition stands in no need of

acting or agency; for it already possesses that for tho sake of

which action is undertaken. 2sow action always includes two

elements that fur tho sake of which and what is for tho sake

thereof the end and tho means: there is either some one end,

which the agent may attain, as in the case of man ; or there are many
dilVercnt matters all of which may be used as means towards tho

best possible condition. Thus one agent possesses and partakes of

the best possible condition
; another comes near to it with little

trouble; a third, with much trouble:. a fourth does not even aspire

to the end, but is competent only to arrive near to the la^t of the
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means. For example, let health be the end : one man is always in

health
;
a second becomes so, by being starved clown

;
a third by that,

combined with running exercise ;
a fourth is obliged to take some

additional exercise, in order to qualify himself for running, so that

his motions are multiplied ; a fifth is incapable of arriving at

health, but arrives only at the running and the being thinned

down, one of which in this case serves as end. For it would be

best for all, if they could attain the supreme end health ; but, if

that be impossible, then the next best thing is to get as near to the

best as possible (ss. 5-7).

For this reason the Earth is not moved at all, and the matters

near the Earth are moved with few motions ; since they do not arrive

at the extreme best, but only as near as their ability permits to obtain

or hit the supremely divine principle ; while the First Heaven,
on the contrary, obtains or hits it at once, through one singlo

motion
;
and the bodies intermediate between the First Heaven and

those which are last (or nearest to the Earth), obtain it or arrive

at it also, but only through a greater number of motions.

There is the other difficulty also to be considered that vast

multitude of stars are put all together in the one single First

Current or Revolution, but each of the other stars (planets) has

its own motions singly and apart. The principal reason of this we

may fairly suppose to be that it follows as a natural consequence
from the vast superiority of the first, in each variety of life and

in each beginning, over all posterior to the first. Here the First

Current or Revolution, being one and by itself, moves many of the

divine bodies, while the others (secondary or counter-currents),

numerous as they are, move each only one ;
for each one of these

wandering bodies or planets is carried by many different currents.

Thus Nature establishes equalization and a sort of symmetry, by

assigning, in the one case, many bodies to one current, and in the

other, many currents to one body (ss. 8-10). Beside this principal

reason, there is also another. The other currents have each

one body only, because motion is given to many bodies by all

of them prior to the last which bears the one star. For the last

sphere is carried round fastened into many spheres, and each

sphere is a body (ss. 11, 12. I do not clearly understand the lines

that follow : eKeiV^s av ovv KOIVOV 607 TO tpyov avrrf /JLZV yap

r) 18109
&amp;lt;t&amp;gt;v(TfL &amp;lt;faopd avrrj Se oiov TrpocrKeiTai. Travros Sc

Trpos 7r7repaoyxeVov r) Swa/xis tcrrtv.).*

*
[See Prantl s note nn this difficult passage in his German translation of the De

Ccelo, p. 309 (Leipzig, 1857).]
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CH. i;j. Having thus explained, respecting the Stars and Planets

which are carried round in circular motion, what is their essence,

figure, current, arid order of position, we now proceed to speak of

the Earth : What is its position ? Whether is it at rest or in motion?

What is its figure ?

Philosophers differ respecting the position of the Earth. Most

of those who conceive the entire Kosmos as finite, declare the Earth

to be in its centre. But the Italian philosophers, called Pytha

goreans, are of an opposite opinion ; affirming that Fire is in the

centre, and that the Earth, being one of the stars revolving round

the centre, makes night and day. They assume moreover another

Earth opposite to this (ivavriav aXXijv ravry) which other they
call AntirJtthun. Herein they do not adjust their theories and

look out for causes adapted to the phenomena ; but, on the contrary,

they distort the phenomena so as to suit their own doctrines and

reasonings, and try to constitute themselves auxiliary governors of

the Kosmos ( 7mpo&amp;gt;/Aevot frvyKo&amp;lt;rp.tli&amp;gt;
s. 1). And, if we are to look

for assurance not to the phenomena but to our own reasonings,

many others might agree with them, that it is not proper (/*?/ 8e/)

to assign to the Earth the central place. They think that the most

honourable place belongs to the most honourable body, and that

Eire is more honourable than Earth
;
that the two extremes, centre

and circumference, are more honourable than the parts intermediate

between them. Upon these grounds they consider that Fire and

not Earth is at the centre of the Universal Sphere ; and they have

another reason, peculiar to themselves, for this conclusion: they
hold that the centre is the most important place in the universe,

and that it ought as such to be the most carefully guarded ;
where

fore they call it the watch of Zeus (Atos ^lAa/ayy), and regard it as

occupied by Fire
(s. 2).

This assumes that what is absolutely (/. e., without subjoining

any qualifying adjunct) described as the centre, is at once centre of

the magnitude, centre of the object, and centre of nature. But we

ought rather to follow the analogy of animals, where the same

point is not the centre of the animal and the centre of the body:
the case is the same in the entire Kosmos. Hence the Pythagoreans
need not feel any anxiety about the universe (ovBlv uurov? 8i Oopv-

fiiurtiai TTC/H TO TTIU
),

nor introduce a guard at the centre. Tlu-y

ought rather to enquire where and of what character the middle

point is; for that middle point is the true beginning and the

honourable. The middle of the place occupied is rather like an

end than like a beginning; for that which is limited is the middle,

that which limits is the boundary : now that which comprehends and
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is boundary, is more honourable than that which is bounded
; the

former is the Essence of the entire compound, the latter is only its

Matter (s. 3).

As about the place of the Earth, so also about its motion or rest,

philosophers differ. The Pythagoreans and those who do not even

place it at the centre, consider it to revolve in a circle, and they
consider the Antichthon to revolve in like manner. Some even

think it possible that there may be many other bodies carried

round the centre in like manner, though invisible to us, by reason

of the obstructing body of the Earth. Hence (they say) the

eclipses of the Moon are more frequent than those of the Sun ;

since not only the Earth, but also each of these unseen bodies,

causes the Moon to be eclipsed. For, the Earth not being a point,
we on the circumference thereof, even assuming it to occupy tho

centre, are distant from the centre by the entire hemisphere of tho

Earth
; yet we do not find out that we are not in the centre, and

astronomical appearances present themselves to us just as if wo
were so. Thus it happens (according to these philosophers), tho

Earth not being in the centre at all : the appearances presented to

us are just the same as if wo were at the centre.

Again, there are some who (like Plato in Timasus) affirm that

the Earth, though situated in the centre, is packed and revolves

round the axis stretched across the universe
(s. 4).

About the figure of tho Earth, there is no less difference of

opinion. Some say that it is spherical ; others, that it is flat and in

shape like a tambourine (ri /ATrtti ociSv}?). These last adduce as proof,
that tho Sim, at rising and setting, exhibits a rectilinear section or

eclipse of his disk and not a circular one, when partially concealed

by tho Earth, and becoming invisible under the horizon or visible

above the horizon. They do not take proper account of the vast

distance of the Sun and the magnitude of his circumference. Tho

segment of a long circle appears from a distance like a straight line.

These philosophers further add, that the flat tambourine-like shape
must be inferred of necessity from tho fact that the Earth remains

stationary (s. 5).

Upon this disputed question, a feeling of perplexity comes

unavoidably upon every one. It would argue a very irrational

mind not to wonder how a small piece of the Earth, if suspended
in the air, is carried downward and will not stop of itself, and tho

larger piece is carried downward more quickly than the smaller ;

while nevertheless the entire Earth, if suspended in like manner,

would not be so carried. In spite of its great weight, it remains

stationary (s. 0). But the solutions of this problem which soino



APP. IV. WHY THE EARTH REMAINS AT REST. 425

suggest are more strange and full of perplexity, and it is surprising
that they have not been so considered. The Kolophonian Xeno-

phanes affirmed that the lower depths of the Earth were rooted

downwards to infinity, in order to escape the troublesome obligation

of looking for a reason why it remained stationary. Others say,

that the Karth rests upon water, floating thereupon like wood : this

is an ancient doctrine promulgated by Thales ; as if there were not

as much perplexity about the water which supports the Earth, as

there is about the Earth itself. For it is not the nature of water

to remain suspended, but always to rest upon something (s. 7).

Moreover, air is lighter than water, and water lighter than earth:

how then can these men think that the substance naturally lighter

can lie below the substance naturally heavier? Besides, if it were

the nature of the whole Earth to remain resting on water, it must

be the nature of each part of the Earth to do the same
;
but this

does not happen : each part of the earth is carried down to tho

bottom, and the greater part more quickly than the less (s. 8).

All these philosophers carry their researches to a certain point,
but not to the bottom of tho problem. It is indeed a habit with

all of us to conduct fair enquiries not with reference to the problem
itself, but with reference to our special opponents. If we have no

opponent but are conducting our investigations alone, we pursue
them as far as that point where we can make no farther objections
to ourselves. Whoever therefore intends to investigate completely
must take care to make objections to himself upon all the points of

objection which really l&amp;gt;elong
to the subject ;

and this he can only
do after having thoroughly surveyed all the differences of opinion
and doctrine (s. 9).

The reason why the Earth remains at rest, Anaximencs, Anaxa-

goras, and Demokritus, declare to be its breadth or flatness (TO

TrAurosj : it does not (they say) divide the air beneath, but covers

over the air like a lid (ov yap rtpvuv, uAA
7rwra&amp;gt;/xaTteiv

TOV aym TW

K(i.T&amp;lt;j)6(.v) ;
as we see that flat and spreading bodies usually do, being

difficult to bo moved arid making strong resistance even against tho

winds. The Earth does the same, through its flatness, against the

air beneath, which remains at rest there (in the opinion of theso

philosophers) because it finds no sufficient place into which to

travel, like water in a Jclcpgydra: they also produce many evidences

to show that air thus imprisoned, while remaining stationary, can

support a heavy weight (s. 10).

Now, in the first place, theso men affirm that, unless the shape of

the Earth were flat, it would not remain at rest. Yet on their own

allowing it is uot alono tho Hat shape of the earth which causes it to
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remain at rest, but rather its magnitude. For the air beneath

remains in situ by reason of its vast mass, finding no means of

escape through the narrow passage ; and the mass of the air is

thus vast, because it is imprisoned inside by the great magnitude
of the Earth

;
which effect will be produced in the same manner,

even though the Earth be spherical, provided it be of its present

magnitude. Moreover, philosophers who hold this opinion about

the motion of the Earth, think only of its motion as a whole, and

take no account of its parts. For they ought to define at the first

step whether bodies have or have not one special mode of motion

by nature
; and, if none by nature, then whether they have any

mode of motion violent or contra-natural. I have already deter

mined this point as well as my powers admitted, and shall there

fore assume the results as settled. If there be no special motion

natural to bodies, neither will there be
an}&amp;gt;-

which is contra-natural

or violent ; and, if there be none either natural or violent, no body
will be moved at all. I have already shown that this is a necessary

consequence ; and, farther, that (upon that supposition) there can

be no body even at rest; for rest, like motion, is either natural or

contra-natural
; and, if there be any special mode of motion which

is natural, neither contra-natural motion, nor contra-natural rest,

can stand alone (ss. 11-13).
Let us then assume (reasoning on the hypothesis of these philo

sophers) that the Earth now remains in its present place contrary
to nature, and that it was carried into aggregation at the centre by
the revolution of the Kosmos (also contrary to nature KOL a-vi^XOfv

CTTI TO (jLecrov t^epo/xev?? 8ta rrjv SiV/ycriv s. 14). For all those who

recognize a generation of the Kosmos assign this revolution as the

cause which determined the aggregation of the Earth at the centre,

upon the analogy of particles carried round in liquids or in air,

where the larger and heavier particles are always carried to the

centre of the revolution. They profess thus to know the cause

which determined the Earth to come to the centre
;
but what they

seek to find out is the cause which determines it to remain there,

and upon that they differ : some saying, as has been stated just

now, that its breadth and magnitude is the cause
; others, with

Empedokles, ascribing the fact to the revolution of the Heaven,
the extreme velocity of which checks the fall of the Earth down

ward, just as water in a cup may be whirled rapidly round without

falling to the ground. But suppose absence of these two causes :

in which direction will the Earth be naturally carried ? Not to

the centre; for (upon the doctrine which we are now criticizing)

its motion to the centre, and its remaining at the centre, are both
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of them contra-natural ;
but some special mode of motion, natural

to the Earth, there must necessarily be. Is this upward, or down

ward, or in what other direction ? If there be no greater tendency
downward than upward, and if the air above does not hinder the

Earth from tending upward, neither will the air beneath hinder it

from tending downwards : the same causes produce the same effects,

operating on the same matter (ss. 14, 15).

A farther argument becomes applicable, when we are reasoning

against Empedokles. \Yhen the four elements were first separated
out of their confused huddle by the influence of Contention, what

was the cause for the Earth to remain still and in situ ? Empedoklee
cannot claim to introduce then the agency of the cosmieal revolu

tion. Moreover, it is strange that he should not have reflected

that in the first instance the particles and fragments of the Earth

were carried to the centre. But what is the cause now that every

thing having weight is carried towards the Earth? It cannot bo

the revolution of the Heaven which brings these things nearer to

us (s. 16).

Again, Fire is carried upward. What is the cause of this? The
revolution of the Heaven cannot cause it. But, if it be the nature

of fire to be carried in one certain direction, it must be equally the

nature of Earth to be carried in one certain direction. Light and

heavy, also, are not discriminated by the heavenly revolution.

There are matters originally heavy, and matters originally light :

the former are carried to the centre, the latter to the circumference,
each by. its own special motion. Even prior to the heavenly
revolution there existed things intrinsically light and intrinsically

heavy; which are discriminated by certain attributes a certain

natural mode of motion and a certain place. In infinite space,

there can l&amp;gt;c no upward and downward
;
and it is by this (local

distinction) that light and heavy are discriminated (ss. 17, 18).

While most philosophers insist upon the causes just noticed why
the Earth remains stationary where it is, there are others, liko

Anaximander, among the ancients, who say that it remains so

because of its likeness or equality (8tu rr/i/ o^oum/ru equal tendency
in all directions). That which is situated in the centre (they say)
and which has like relation to the extreme parts (/.* ., liko to all the

extreme parts ) ought not to be carried any more upward or down
ward or sideways; and it cannot bo moved in opposite directions

at once
;
so that it remains stationary by necessity (s. 19).

This doctrine is ingenious, but not true. For the property
affirmed is noway peculiar to the Earth : the affirmation is, that

every thing which is placed at the centre must of necessity remain
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there
; so that Fire also would remain there at rest, as well as

Earth. But this necessity must be denied. For it is sliown by
observation that the Earth not only remains at the centre, but is

carried to the centre : since each part of it is carried thither, and,

whithersoever the parts are carried, the whole is carried necessarily
to the same point. The peculiar property of the Earth therefore

is, not (as this hypothesis declares) to have like relation to all the

extreme parts for that is common to all the elements but to be

carried towards the centre (ss. 20, 21).

Moreover, it is absurd to investigate why the Earth remains at

the centre, and not to investigate equally why Fire remains at

the extremity. For, if you explain this last by saying that Fire

has its natural place at the extremity, the Earth must have its

natural place somewhere else. If the centre be not the natural

place of the Earth, and if the Earth remains there through like

tendency in all directions, like the hair in equal tension or the man
both hungry and thirsty between food and drink, you must equally

assign the reason why Fire remains at the extremity. It is sin

gular too that you should try to explain only the remaining at rest

of the Earth, and not also seek to explain the natural current

a) why Earth is carried downward, and Fire upward, when
there is no opposing force

(s. 22).

Nor can it be admitted that the doctrine is true. Thus much
indeed is true by accident that every thing which has no greater

obligation to be moved in this direction than in that, must neces

sarily remain at the centre. But this is true only so long as it

remains a compact whole
; for, according to the theory which we

are discussing, it will not remain stationary, but will be moved :

not indeed as a whole, but dispersed into parts (s.
23 : dAAa ^v ovoe

eer TO A.eyo/xevov. Kara (T^/i^e^^Kos /JLZVTOI TOVTO ye aA^e s,

dj/ay/catov /xeVeiv eVl TOV /xecrov irav, a&amp;gt; f^-qOfv /JLU.\\OV ofvpo r) oevpo

Trpoo-ryKct. dAAa Sia ye TOVTOV TOV Xoyov ov /xevet dAAa Kivrj-

ov /AeVroi 6Aov, dAAa ouo-n-ao-fji^vov. I understand Kara,

to mean, subject to the condition of its remaining a

compact whole.). For the same reasoning would apply to Fire as

well as to Earth : it would prove that Fire, if placed at the centre,

will remain there just as much as Earth, because Fire will have

like relation to each point of the extreme periphery. Yet never

theless it will (not remain at the centre, but will) be carried away,
if not impeded, as we observe that it is carried in fact, to the

periphery ; only not all to one and the same point of the periphery,

but corresponding portions of the Fire to corresponding portions of

the periphery : I mean, that the fourth part (e. g.) of the Fire will
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be carried to the fourth part of the periphery ;
for a point is no

real part of bodies (orOev
yaf&amp;gt; oriy/i?;

TWV O-GYAUTOJV i&amp;lt;rriv).
This is the

only necessary consequence flowing from the principle of likeness

of relation. As, if supposed to be put all together at the centre, it

would contract from a larger area into a smaller, so, when carried

away from the centre to the different parts of the periphery, it

would become rarer and would expand from a smaller area into a

larger. In like manner the Earth also would be moved away from

the centre, if you reason upon this principle of likeness of relation,

and if the centre were not the place belonging to it by nature

(s. 24).

( H. 14. Having thus reported the suppositions of others respect

ing the figure, place, rest and motion, of the Earth, I shall now
deliver my own opinion, first, whether it is in motion or at rest;

for some philosophers, as 1 have said, regard it as one of the stars

(and therefore not in the centre, but moving round the centre the

Pythagorean theory); others (as Plato), though they place it in tho

centre, consider it to be packed and moved round tho middle of

tho axis of the Kosmos (ot 8c cVl TOV /xtVou ^eVrcs, ctAeto-^at KCU

Kiv(i(r6a.L &amp;lt;u&amp;lt;rt Trepi ruv fj.(.trov TroAov).

That neither of these hypotheses is possible, we shall perceive if

we take as our point of departure That, if the Earth be carried

round, whether in the centre or apart from the centre, such motion

nm&amp;gt;t necessarily be violent or contra-natural. Such motion does

not belong naturally to the Earth itself; for, if such were the fact,

it would belong equally to each portion of the Earth, whereas we
see that all these portions are carried in a straight line to the

centre. 1 eing thus violent or contra-natural, it cannot possibly
be eternal. Hut the order of the Kosmos in eternal. Besides, all

the bodies which are carried round in a circular revolution (all

except the First or Outermost Sphere the A planes) appear to

observation as lagging behind and as being moved in more than

one current. The like ought to happen with the Earth, if moved

round, whether on the centre or apart from the centre : it ought to

be moved in two currents; and, as a consequence thereof, there

ought to be side-motions and back-turnings of the stars fastened

in their .sphere. l&amp;gt;ut wo see by observation that this does not

ha]&amp;gt;]
ten ; and that the same stars always rise and set at the same

places &amp;lt;&amp;gt;f the Earth (N. 1).

Fartlicnnoro, the natural current both of the entire Earth and of

each of its parts is towards the middle of the universes : this is tho

reason why it is at the centre, even though it happens to be actually

there at present (diu TOVTO yap, KULV ei Tvy\dvu Kct/uteV?; vvv eVi ruv
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KtWpov he means that though actually there, it remains there not

through any force of inertia or other cause, but because it has a

natural current towards the centre). You might start a doubt,

indeed, since the centre of the Universe coincides with the centre

of the Earth, to which of the two it is that the current of heavy
bodies naturally tends : whether they tend thereto because it is

the centre of the Universe, or because it is the centre of the Earth.

We must however necessarily suppose the former
;
since Fire and

light bodies, whose current is the contrary of the current of heavy

bodies, are carried to the extreme periphery of the Universe, or of

that place which comprehends and surrounds the centre of the

Universe (ss. 2, 3). But it happens (o-u/z/^e/^e : it is an accom

panying fact) that the same point is centre of the Universe and

centre of the Earth; accordingly heavy bodies are carried by
accident (Kara avfji/3/3r)K6&amp;lt;; by virtue of this accompanying fact)

to the centre of the Earth
;
and the proof that they are carried to

this same point is, that their lines of direction are not parallel but

according to similar angles (s. 4). That the Earth therefore is at

the centre, and that it is at rest, we may see by the foregoing

reasons, as well as by the fact, that stones thrown upwards to ever

so great a height, are carried back in the same line of direction to

the same point (s. 5).

We may see farther the cause why the Earth remains at rest.

For, if its natural current be from all directions towards the centre,

as observation shows, and that of Fire from the centre to the

periphery, no portion of it can possibly be carried away from the

centre, except by violence. For to one body belongs one current of

motion, and to a simple body a simple current not the two oppo
site currents

;
and the current from the centre is opposite to the

current to the centre. If, therefore, it be impossible for any portion
of the Earth to be carried in a direction away from the centre, it is

yet more impossible for the whole Earth to be so
;
for the natural

current of each part is the same as that of the whole. Accordingly,
since the Earth cannot be moved except by a superior force or

violence, it must necessarily remain stationary at the centre (s. 6).

The same conclusion is confirmed by what we learn from geometers

respecting astronomy ;
for all the phenomena of the Heavens the

changes in figure, order, and arrangement of the stars take place

as if the Earth were in the centre (s. 7).

The figure of the Earth is necessarily spherical. For each of its

parts has gravity, until it reaches the centre ;
and the lesser part,

pushed forward by the greater, cannot escape laterally, but must

become more and more squeezed together, one part giving place to
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the other, until the centre itself is reached. We must conceive what

is hero affirmed as occurring in a manner like what some of the

ancient physical philosophers tell us, except that they ascribe the

downward current to an extraneous force ; whereas wo think it

bettor to state the truth, and to say that it occurs because by nature

all heavy bodies are carried towards the centre. Since, therefore,

the preliminary Chaos or hotchpotch existed in power (or with its

inherent powers existing though not exercised), the elements (those

which had gravity), were carried from all sides equally towards the

centre (ev Swa/tei ovv ovros TO? /ouy/jurros,
TU StaKpiyo/tcva c^cpero 6/xou9

TTtivroOfv Tiyws TO [ito-ov this is an allusion to the doctrine of

Anaxagoras) ; indeed, whether brought together at the centre

equally from all the periphery or in any other manner, the result

will be the same. If we suppose particles to bo brought to

gether at the centre equally from all sides, it is plain that the

mass so formed will be regular and spherical ; and, even if not

equally from all sides, this will make no difference in the reasoning ;

for, since all portions of the mass have weight or tend to the centre,

the larger portions will necessarily push the lesser before them as

far as the centre (ss. 8, 9).

A difficulty here presents itself, which maybe solved upon the

same principles. The Earth being spherical, and at the centre,

suppose that a vast additional weight wen; applied to either of its

hemispheres. In that case, the centre of the Universe, and the

centre of the Earth, would cease to coincide : either, therefore, the

Earth will not remain at the centre
; or, if it would still remain

at rest, while not occupying the centre, it is in its nature to be

moved even now (s.
10 : uVrre

T)
ov fjLtvd cVi TOV /uucror, ?/ ctTre/)

ilf)(fj.ij(Tti ye KOL
fj.rj

TO fj.t(Tov t^owa 77, irtfyvKf. KwelwOai Kal vvv i.e., if

the Earth ran be at rest when not at the centre, we must infer

that the centre is not its natural place, and therefore that its

nature will be to be moved from the centre towards that natural

place wherever situated).

Such is a statement of the difficulty ;
but we shall see that it may

IKJ cleared up with a little attention. Wo must distinguish what we
mean when wo affirm that every particle having weight is carried

towards the centre. We clearly do not mean that it will be so

carried until the particles farthest from the centre shall touch the

centre. We mean that the greater mass must press with preponde

rating force (del K(&amp;gt;aTLV
TO TrAcioi/ cu&amp;gt;s av \df3rj TU&amp;gt; avrov

/zt&amp;lt;ru&amp;gt;

TO
p.i&amp;lt;rov)

until its centre grasps the centre of the universe; up to this point
its gravity will hist; and this is equally true about any clod of eartli

as about the whole earth : largo or small size makes no difference.
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AYhether the whole Earth were carried in a mass from any given

position, or whether it were carried in separate particles, in either

case it would be carried onward until it embraced the centre equally
on all sides

;
the smaller parts being equalized to the greater in

gravitating tendency because they are pushed forward by the

greater (di/io-a^o/xeVoov TOJV eA.arr.)i/ooi/ VTTO TCJV yu.eioi/wj/ ry TrpooWei

s. 11). If, therefore, the Earth was ever generated, it must have

been generated in this manner, and must thus acquire a spherical

figure ; and, even if it be ungenerable and stationary from everlast

ing, we must conceive its figure to be that which it would have

acquired, if it had been generable and generated from the first (eire

del /xeyoixra, rov avrov rpoTtov X II/ ovjrep KU.V ct yiyi Ofjievr) TO

eyeWo). That it must bo spherical, we see not only from

this reasoning, but also because all heavy bodies are carried towards

it, not in parallel lines but, in equal angles. This is what naturally

happens with what is either actually spherical, or by nature

spherical. Now we ought to call every thing such as it by nature

wishes to become and to be : we ought not to call it such as it is by
force and contrary to nature (s. 12).

The same conclusion is established by the sensible facts within

our observation. If the Earth had been of any other than spherical

figure, the eclipses of the Moon would not have projected on the Sun

the outlines which we now see. The moon in her configurations

throughout the month takes on every variety of outline rectilinear,

double convex, and hollow. But in her eclipses the distinguishing

line is always convex. Now this must necessarily be occasioned by
the circumference of the Earth being spherical, since the eclipses

of the Moon arise from the interposition of the Earth (s. 13).

Farthermore, we see from the visible phenomena of the stars not

only that the Earth is spherical, but also that its magnitude is

not great. For, when we change our position a little as observers,

either to the north or to the south, we find the celestial horizon to

be manifestly different. The stars at the zenith are greatly changed,
and the same stars do not appear : some stars are visible in Egypt
and Cyprus, but become invisible when we proceed farther north ;

and those which are constantly visible in the northern regions, are

found to be not constantly visible, but to set, when the observer is

in Egypt or Cyprus. The bulk of the Earth must therefore be

small, when a small change of position is made so soon manifest to

us (s. 14). Hence those who hold that the regions near the pillars

of Herakles join on with India and that the ocean eastward and west

ward is one and the same, must not be supposed to talk extrava

gantly (/u-7/
Atav vnu\a/ji(3u.v.Lv uTrioTa Soxcti/) : they infer this from the
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presence of elephants alike at both extremities. Geometers who
trv to calculate the magnitude of the Earth, aflirm that its circum

ference is 400,000 stadia.

Ir follows necessarily from all these reasonings, that the body of

the Earth is not only of spherical form, but also not largo compared
with the magnitude of the other Stars (ss. 15, 16).

[The remaining two books of the treatise known by the title
* De Ccelo,

while connected with the foregoing, are still more closely connected with the

two Books
comi&amp;gt;osing

the treatise entitled De Genenvtione et Corruptione.

The discussion carried on throughout the two treatises is in truth one
; but,

if anywhere broken, it is at the end of Hook II. De Coelo, as above. From

this j;oint Aristotle proceeds to consider (in four Books) the particular pheno
mena presented by natural bodies phenomena of Generation and Destruction

(in the widest sense of these words) dependent on the opposition of the up
ward and downward motions; bodies, thus light or heavy, being thence seen

to be ultimately reducible to four elements variously combined. Treating of

the Kosmos in its larger assets, the first two Hooks of De Coclo, here

abstracted, are obviously those that alone correspond strictly to the name of

the treatise.]

VOL. II. &amp;gt; F
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V.

EPIKUKUS.

OUR information from Epikurean writers respecting the doctrines

of their sect is much less copious than what we possess from Stoic

writers in regard to Stoic opinions. We have no Epiknrean writer

on philosophy except Lucretius
;
whereas respecting the Stoical

creed under the Roman Empire, the important writings of Seneca,

Epictetus, and Marcus Antoninus, afford most valuable evidence.

The standard of Virtue and Vice is referred Ly Epikurus to Plea-

sui e and Pain. Pain is the only evil, Pleasure is the only good.
Virtue is no end in itself, to be sought; vice is no end in itself, to

be avoided. The motive for cultivating virtue and banishing vice

arises from the consequences of each, as the means of multiplying

pleasures and averting or lessening pains. But to the attainment

of this purpose, the complete supremacy of licason is indispensable;
in order that wo may take a right comparative measure of the

varieties of pleasure and pain, and pursue the course that promises
the least amount of suffering.

This theory (taken in its most general sense, and apart from

differences in the estimation of particular pleasures and pains), had

been proclaimed long before the time of Epikurus. It is one of the

various theories of Plato
;

for in his dialogue called Protagoras

(though in other dialogues he reasons differently) we find it expli

citly set forth and elaborately vindicated by his principal spokes

man, Sokrates, against the Sophist Protagoras. It was also held loy

Aristippus (companion of Sokrates along with Plato) and by his

followers after him, called the Kyrenaics. Lastly, it was maintained

by Eudoxus, one of the most estimable philosophers contemporary
with Aristotle. Epikurus was thus in no way the originator of the

theory ;
but he had his own way of conceiving it, his own body of

doctrine physical, cosmological, and theological, with which it was

implicated, and his own comparative valuation of pleasures and

pains.

Bodily feeling, in the Epikurean psychology, is prior in order

of time to the mental element
; the former is primordial, while

the latter is derived from it by repeated processes of memory
and association. But, though such is the order of sequence
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and generation, yet when wo compare the two as constituents of

happiness to the formed man, the mental element much out

weighs the bodily, botli as pain and as pleasure. Bodily pain
or pleasure exists only in the present; when not felt, it is

nothing. But mental feelings involve memory and hope, cm-

brace the past as well as the future, endure for a long time,

and may be recalled or put out of sight, to a great degree,

at our discretion.

This last point is one of the most remarkable features of tho

Epikurean mental discipline. Epikums deprecated the general
habit of mankind in always hankering after some new satisfaction

to come
; always discontented with the present, and oblivious of

past comforts as if they had never been. These past comforts

ought to be treasured up by memory and reflection, so that they

might become as it wrere matter for rumination, and might serve,

in trying moments, even to counterbalance extreme physical suffer

ing. Tho health of Kpikurus himself was very bad during the

closing years of his life. There remains a fragment of his last

letter, to :m intimate friend and companion, Idomeneus :

&quot;

I write

this to you on the last day of my life, which, in spite of the severest

internal bodily pains, is still a happy day, because I set against
them in the balance all tho mental pleasure felt in tho recollection

of my past conversations with you. Take care of the children left

by Metrodorus, in a manner worthy of your demeanour from boy
hood towards me and towards philosophy.&quot; Bodily pain might
thus bo alleviated, when it occurred; it might be greatly lessened

in occurrence, by prudent and moderate habits
; lastly, even at tho

worst, if violent, it never lasted long; if not violent, it might bo

patiently borne, and was at any rate terminated, or terminable at

pleasure, by death.

In tho view of Epikums, the chief miseries of life arose, not

from bodily pains, but partly from delusions of hope and exagge
rated aspirations for wealth, honours, power, &amp;lt;fco.,

in all which the

objects appeared most seductive from a distance, inciting man to

lawless violence and treachery, while in tho reality they were always

disappointments and generally something worse; partly, and still

more, from the delusions of fear. Of this last sort, were the two

greatest torments of human existence fear of Death and of eternal

buffering after death, as announced by prophets and poets, and fear

of the (iods. Epilnirus, who did not believe in the continued exist

ence of the soul separate from tho body, declared that there could

never be any rational ground for fearing death, since it was simply
a permanent extinction of consciousness. Death was nothing to us

2 F 1&amp;gt;
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(ho said) : when death comes, ice are no more, either to suffer or to

enjoy. Yet it was the groundless fear of this nothing that poisoned
all the tranquillity of life, and held men imprisoned even when
existence was a torment. Whoever had surmounted that fear was

armed at once against cruel tyranny and against all the gravest

misfortunes. Next, the fear of the gods was not less delusive, and

hardly less tormenting, than the fear of death. It was a capital

error (Epikurus declared) to suppose that the gods employed them

selves as agents in working or superintending the inarch of the

Kosmos ;
or in conferring favour 011 some men, and administering

chastisement to others. The vulgar religious tales, which repre

sented them in this character, were untrue and insulting as regards

the gods themselves, and pregnant with perversion and misery as

regards the hopes and fears of mankind. Epikurus believed sin

cerely in the gods ;
reverenced them as beings at once perfectly

happy, immortal, and unchangeable ;
and took delight in the public

religious festivals and ceremonies. But it was inconsistent with

these attributes, and repulsive to his feelings of reverence, to con

ceive them as agents. The idea of agency is derived from human

experience : we, as agents, act with a view to supply some want, to

fulfil some obligation, to acquire some pleasure, to accomplish some

object desired but not yet attained in short, to fill up one or other

of the many gaps in our imperfect happiness : the gods already

have all that agents strive to get, and more than agents ever do

get ;
their condition is one not of agency, but of tranquil, self-sus

taining, fruition. Accordingly, Epikurus thought (as Aristotle&quot;

had thought before him) that the perfect, eternal, and imper
turbable well-being and felicity of the gods excluded the suppo
sition of their being agents, lie looked upon them as types of

that unmolested safety and unalloyed satisfaction which was what

ho understood by pleasure or happiness, as objects of reve

rential envy, whose sympathy ho was likely to obtain by assimi

lating his own temper and condition to theirs as far as human
circumstances allowed.

These theological views were placed by Epikurus in the fore

ground of his ethical philosophy, as the only means of dispelling

a Aristot. DeCcelo, II. xii. p. 292,a.22-b. ! orav Kal ou eW/fa $ Kal rb rovrov evfica.

7 : toiKf yap TU&amp;gt;
jue;&amp;gt; apiffra txovTl virap- &c. Ilnd. iii. p. 28G, a. 9 : Oeov 5 tvtpyeia

Xeiv rb fv avev Trpa^ews, TW 5 tyyvrara aOavaffia- rovro 5 ecrrl far) a iStos, &c.

SLO. oXiyrfs Kal /uius, Toils Se iropptordTw , In the Ethicn, Aristotle assigns theo-

Sia ir\fi6vuv, T&amp;lt; 5 o&amp;gt;s fapiara ex 01 1 1 1 i/ing contemplation to the gods, as the

ovQev 5e? irpd^ws- tan yap avrb rb &amp;lt;iu only process worthy of their exalted dig-

eVe/ca, TJ 5e 7rptiis atl tffTti&amp;gt; tV 6u&amp;lt;nV, nity and supreme felicity.
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those fears of the gods that the current fables instilled into every

one, anil that did so much to destroy human comfort and security.

Ho proclaimed that beings in immortal felicity neither sulVered

vexation in themselves nor caused vexation to others
;
neither

showed anger nor favour to particular persons. The doctrine that

they were the working managers in the affairs of the Kosmos,
celestial and terrestrial, human and extra-human, he not only

repudiated as incompatible with their attributes, but declared

to bo impious, considering the disorder, sufferings, and violence,

everywhere visible. Ho disallowed all prophecy, divination, and

oracular inspiration, by which the public around him believed

that the gods were perpetually communicating special revelations

to individuals, and for which Sokrates had felt so peculiarly
thankful.

It is remarkable that Stoics and Epikurcans, in spite of their

marked opposition in dogma or theory, agreed so far in prac
tical results, that both declared these two modes of uneasiness

(fear of the gods and fear of death) to be the great torments

of human existence, and both strove to remove or counterbalance

them.

So far the teaching of Epikurus appears confined to the separate

happiness of each individual, as dependent upon his own prudence,

sobriety, and correct views of Nature. P&amp;gt;ut this is not tho whole

of the Epikurcan Ethics. The system also considered each man as

in companionship with others: the precepts were shaped accord

ingly, first as to .Justice, next as to Friendship. In both these, the,

foundation whereon Epikurus built was Reciprocity not pure
sacrifice to others, but partnership with others, beneficial to all.

IFo kept the ideas of self and of others inseparably knit together in

one complex association : he did not expel or degrade either, in

order to give exclusive ascendancy to the other. The dictate of

Natural Justice was, that no man should hurt another: each was

bound to abstain from doing harm toothers; each, on this con

dition, was entitled to count on security and relief from tlie fear

that, others would do harm to him. Sueh double aspect, or reci

procity, was essential to social companionship : those that could

not, or would not, accept this covenant, were; unfit for society. If

a man does not behave justly towards others, he cannot expect that

they will behave justly towards him
;

to live a life of injustice, and

expect that, others will in it find it out, is idle. The unjust man can

not enjoy a moment of security. Epikurus laid it down explicitly,

that just and righteous dealing was the indispensable condition to

every one s comfort, and was the best means &amp;lt;&amp;gt;i attaining it.
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The reciprocity of Justice was valid towards all the world
; the

reciprocity of Friendship went much farther : it involved indefinite

and active beneficence, but could reach only to a select few.

Epikurus insisted emphatically on the value of friendship, as a

means of happiness to both the persons so united. He declared

that a good friend was another self, and that friends ought to be

prepared, in case of need, to die for each other. Yet he declined

to recommend an established community of goods among the

members of his fraternity, as prevailed in the Pythagorean brother

hood; for such an institution (he said) implied mistrust. Ho
recommended efforts to please and to serve, and a forwardness to

give, for the purpose of gaining and benefiting a friend, and he even

declared that there was more pleasure in conferring favours than in

receiving them
;
but he was no less strenuous in inculcating an

intelligent gratitude on the receiver. No one except a wise man

(he said) knew how to return a favour properly .

a

These exhortations to active friendship were not unfruitful. Wo
know, even by the admission of witnesses adverse to the Epikurean
doctrines, that the harmony among the members of the sect, with

common veneration for the founder, was more marked and more en

during than that exhibited by any of the other philosophical sects.

Epikurus himself was a man of amiable personal qualities : his testa

ment, still remaining, shows an affectionate regard both for his survi

ving friends, and for the permanent attachment of each to the others

as well as of all to the school. Diogenes Laertius tells us nearly
200 years after Christ, and 450 years after the death of Epikurus

that the Epikurean sect still continued its numbers and dignity,

having outlasted its contemporaries and rivals. The harmony among
the Epikureans may be explained, not merely from the temper of the

master, but partly from the doctrines and plan of life that he recom

mended. Ambition and love of power were discouraged ; rivalry

among the members for success, either political or rhetorical, was

at any rate a rare exception ;
all were taught to confine themselves

to that privacy of life and love of philosophical communion which

alike required and nourished the mutual sympathies of the brother

hood. In regard to politics, Epikurus advised quiet submission to

established authority, without active meddling beyond what

necessity required.

Virtue and happiness, in the theory of Epikurus, were inse

parable. A man could not be happy until he had surmounted the

fear of death and the fear of gods instilled by the current fables,

Seneca, Epist. p. 81.
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which disturbed ill tranquillity of mind
;
until ho had bam slu-d

tlu&amp;gt;.se factitious desires that pushed him into contention for wealth,

power, or celebrity ; nor unless he behaved with justice to all, and

with active devoted friendship towards a few. Such a mental

condition, which he thought it was in every man s power to acquire

by appropriate teaching and companionship, constituted virtue ;

and was the sure as well as the only precursor of genuine happi
ness. A mind thus undisturbed and purified was sufficient to itself.

The mere satisfaction of the wants of life, and the conversation of

friends, became then felt pleasures : if more could be had without

preponderant mischief, so much the better ;
but Nature, disbur-

thened of her corruptions and prejudices, required no more to be

happy. This at least was as much as the conditions of humanity
admitted : a tranquil, undisturbed, innocuous, non-competitive

fruition, which approached most nearly to the perfect happiness of

the Gods.

When we read the explanations given by Epikurus and Lucretius

of what the Epikurean theory really was, and compare them with

the numerous attacks upon it made by opponents, wo cannot but

remark that the title and formula of the theory was ill-chosen, and

really a misnomer. What Epikurus meant by Pleasure was not

what most people meant by it, but something very different a

tranquil and comfortable state of mind and body ;
much the same

as what Demokritus had expressed before him by the phrase

fv&vfjLUL. This last phrase would have expressed what Epikurus
aimed at, neither more nor less. It would at least have preserved
his theory from much misplaced sarcasm and aggressive rhetoric.

The Physics of Epikurus was borrowed in the main from the

atomic theory of Uemokritus, but modified by him in a manner

subservient and contributory to his ethical scheme. To that scheme

it was essential that those celestial, atmospheric, or terrestrial

phenomena which the public around him ascribed to agency and

purposes of the gods, should bo understood as being produced by

physical causes. An eclipse, an earthquake, a storm, a .shipwreck,

unusual rain or drought, a good or a bad harvest and not merely

these, but many other occurrences far smaller and more unimpor
tant, as we may see by the eighteenth chapter of the Characters

of Theophrastus were then regarded as visitations of the gods,

requiring to be interpreted by recognized prophets, and to bo

appeased by ceremonial expiations. When once a man became
convinced that all these phenomena proceeded from physical

agencies, a boat of terrors and anxieties would disappear from tlm
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mind ; and this Epikurus asserted to be the beneficent effect and

real recommendation of physical philosophy. lie took little or no

thought for scientific curiosity as a motive per sc, which both

Demokritus and Aristotle put so much in the foreground.
He composed a treatise called Kanonicon (now lost), which

seems to have been a sort of Logic of Physics a summary of the

principles of evidence. In his system, Psychology was to a great
extent a branch though a peculiar and distinct branch of Physics,

since the soul was regarded as a subtle but energetic material

compound (air, vapour, heat, and another nameless ingredient),

with its best parts concentrated in the chest, yet pervading and

sustaining the whole body still, however, depending for its

support on the body, and incapable of separate or disembodied

continuance.

Epikurus recognized, as the primordial basis of the universe,

Atoms, Vacuum, and Motion. The atoms were material solid minima,
each too small to be apprehended separately by sense ; they had

figure, magnitude, and gravity, but no other qualities. They were

infinite in number, and ever moving in an infinite vacuum. Their

motions brought them into various coalitions and compounds, result

ing in the perceptible bodies of nature ; each of which in its combined

state acquired new, specific, different qualities. In regard to the

primordial movements of the atoms, out of which these endowed

compounds grew, Epikurus differed from Demokritus who supposed
the atoms originally to move with an indefinite variety of directions

and velocities, rotatory as well as rectilineal ;
whereas Epikurus

maintained that the only original movement common to all atoms

was one and the same in the direction of gravity straight down,
and all with equal velocity in the infinite void. P&amp;gt;ut it occurred

to him that, upon this hypothesis only, there could never occur

any collisions or combinations of the atoms nothing but continued

and unchangeable parallel lines. Accordingly ho modified it by

saying that the line of descent was not strictly rectilinear, but that

each atom deflected a little from the straight line, each in its

own direction and degree ; so that it became possible to assume col

lisions, resiliences, adhesions, combinations, among them, as it had

been possible under the variety of original movements ascribed

to them by Demokritus. The opponents of Epikurus derided this

auxiliary hypothesis, affirming that he invented the individual

deflection of each atom without assigning any cause, and only
because he was perplexed by the mystery of man s freewill. But

Epikurus was not more open to attack on this ground than other

physical philosophers. Most of them (except perhaps the most
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consistent of the Stoic fatalists) believed that some among the

phenomena of the universe occurred in regular and predictable

sequence, while others were essentially irregular and unpredict
able : each philosopher devised his hypothesis, and recognized
some fundamental principle, to explain the latter class of pheno
mena as well as the former ; thus, Plato admitted an invincible erratic

necessity, Aristotle introduced Chance and Spontaneity, Demokritus

multiplied indefinitely the varieties of atomic movements. The

hypothetical deflection alleged by Epikurus was his way, not more

unwarranted than the others, of providing a fundamental principle

for the unpredictable phenomena of the universe. Among these

are the volitional manifestations of men and animals; but there

are many others besides, and there is no ground for believing that

what is called the mystery of Free-Will (I. e., the question whether

volition is governed by motives, acting upon a given state of the

mind and body) was at all peculiarly present to his mind. \\ hat-

ever theory may be adopted on this point, it is certain that the

movements of an individual man or animal are not exclusively
determined by the general law of gravitation, or by another cause

extrinsic to himself; but to a great degree by his own separate

volition, which is often imperfectly knowable beforehand and

therefore not predictable. For these and many other phenomena,

Epikurus provided a fundamental principle in his supplementary

hypothesis of atomic deflection
;
and indeed not for these only, but

also for the questions of opponents, how there could ever be any
coalition between the atoms, if all followed only one single law of

movement rectilineal descent with equal velocity. Kpikunis

rejected the inexorable and all-comprehensive fatalism contained in

the theories of some Stoics, though seemingly not construed in its

full application even by them, lie admitted a limited range of

empire to Chance, or phenomena essentially irregular. Hut he

maintained that the- will, far from being among the phenomena
essentially irregular, is under the influence of motives; for no man
can insist more strenuously than ho does (see the letter to

Menoekeus) on the complete power of philosophy if the student

could bo made to feel its necessity and desire the attainment of it,

so as to meditate and engrain within himself sound views about

the gods, death, and human life generally to mould our volitions

and character in a manner conformable to the exigencies of virtue

and happiness.
All true belief, according to Epikurus, rested ultimately upon the

impressions of sense, upon our internal feelings, and upon our

correct apprehension of the meaning of terms. He did not suppose
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the significance of language to come by convention, but to be an

inspiration of Nature, different among different people. The facts

of sense were in themselves beyond all question. But truth, though
founded upon these evidences, included various inferences, more
than sense could directly testify. Even the two capital points of

the Epikurean physical philosophy Atoms and Void were in

ferences from sense, and not capable of direct attestation. It was
in these inferences, and in the superstructure built upon sense,

that error was so frequently imposed upon us. We ought to test

all affirmations or dogmas by the evidence of sensible phenomena ;

looking therein, if possible, for some positive grounds in support
of them, but at any rate assuring ourselves that there were no

grounds in contradiction of them, or, if there were such, rejecting

the dogmas at once. Out of the particular impressions of sense,

when often repeated, remembered, and compared, there grew certain

general notions or anticipations (7r/DoA.r;^is), which were applied to

interpret or illustrate any new case when it arose. These general

notions were not inborn or intuitive, but gradually formed (as

Aristotle and the Stoics also conceived them) out of frequent remem
brances and association.

Besides those conclusions which could be fully proved by the

evidentiary data just enumerated, Epikurus recognized admissible

hypotheses, which awaited farther evidence confirmative or refuta-

tive (TO Trpooyxej/ov), and also other matters occult or as yet unex

plained (TO. afyXa), Along with the intermediate or half-explained

class, he reckoned those in which plurality of causes was to bo

invoked. A given effect might result from any one out of two,

three, or more different causes, and there was often no counter-

evidence of sense to exclude either of them in any particular case.

This plural explanation (TO TrAeoi/a^ox?) was not so complete or satis

factory as the singular (TO /zoraxws) ;
but it was often the best that

we could obtain, and was quite sufficient, by showing a possible

physical agency, to rescue the mind from those terrors of ignorance,

which drove men to imagine visitations of the gods.

Epikurus agreed with Demokritus in believing that external

objects produced their impressions on our senses by projecting thin

images, outlines of their own shapes. He thought that the air was

peopled with such images, which passed through it and still more

through the infinite vacuum beyond it with prodigious velocity.

Many of them became commingled, dissipated, recombined, during
the transit, so that, when they reached us, the impressions pro
duced were not conformable to any real object ;

hence the pheno
mena of dreams, madness, and the various delusions of waking men.
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In netting forth the criterion of truth, Epikurns insisted chiefly

upon the fundamental groundwork particular facts of sense, as the

data for proving or disproving general affirmations ;
and he had the

merit of calling attention to refutative data as well as to probative.

But, respecting the process of passing from these particulars to true

generalities and avoiding the untrue, wo can mako out no clear

idea from his writings that remain : his great work on Physical

Philosophy is lost. It is certain that ho disregarded the logical

part of the process the systematic study of propositions, and their

relations of consistency with one another which had made so pro

digious a stride during his early years under Aristotle and Theo-

phrastus. We can, indeed, detect in his remaining sentences ono

or two of those terms which Aristotle had stamped as technical in

Logic ;
but he discouraged as useless all the verbal teaching and

discussion of his day all grammar, rhetoric, and dialectic, beyond
the lowest minimum. lie disapproved of the poets as promulgators
of mischievous fables and prejudices, tho rhetoricians as furnishing

weapons for the misleading career of political ambition, the dialec

ticians as wasting their time in useless puzzles. None of them

were serviceable in promoting either the tranquillity of the mind,
or tho happiness of life, or tho acquisition of truth. lie himself

composed a great number of treatises and epistles, on subjects of ethics

and philosophy; but he is said to have written in haste, without

taking time or trouble to correct his compositions. By the Alex

andrine critic, Aristophanes of Byzantium, his style was censured

as unpolished ; yet it is declared to have been simple, unaffected,

and easily understood. This last predicate is hardly applicable to

tho three epistles which alone remain from his pen ;
but those

epistles are intended as brief abstracts of doctrine, on topics which

ho had already treated at length in formal works; and it is not

easy to combine clearness with brevity.
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VI.

THE STOICS. A FRAGMENT.

The Stoics were one of the four sects of philosophy recognized
and conspicuous at Athens during the three centuries preceding the

Christian era and during the century or more following. Among
these four sects, the most marked antithesis of ethical dogma was

between the Stoics and the Epikureans.
The Stoics agreed with the Peripatetics (anterior to Epikurus,

not specially against him) that the first principle of nature is (not

pleasure or relief from pain, but) Self-preservation or Self-love; in

other words, the natural appetite or tendency of all creatures is, to

preserve their existing condition with its inherent capacities, and

to keep clear of destruction or disablement. This appetite (they

said) manifests itself in little children before any pleasure or pain
is felt, and is moreover a fundamental postulate, pro-supposed in all

desires of particular pleasures, as well as in all aversions to par
ticular pains. We begin by loving our own vitality ;

and we come,

by association, to love what promotes or strengthens our vitality;

we hate destruction or disablement, and come (by secondary associa

tion) to hate whatever produces that effect.

This doctrine associated, and brought under one view, what

was common to man not merely with the animal, but also with

the vegetable world; a plant was declared to have an impulse or

tendency to maintain itself, without feeling pain or pleasure.

Aristotle (in the tenth Book of the Ethica) says that ho will not

determine whether we love life for the sake of pleasure, or pleasure

for the sake of life
;
for he affirms the two to bo essentially yoked

together and inseparable : pleasure is the consummation of our

vital manifestations. The Peripatetics, after him, put pleasure
down to a lower level, as derivative and accidental. The Stoics

went farther irj the same direction possiblj* from antithesis against

the growing school of Epikurus.
The primary ofirium (in a larger sense than our word duty) of

man is (the} said) to keep himself in the State of Nature : the,

second or derivative officinal is to keep to such things as are accord

ing to nature, and to avert tho.se that arc contrary to nature ; our

gradually increasing experience enables us to discriminate the two.
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The youth learns, as he grows up, to value bodily accomplishments,
mental cognitions and judgments, good conduct towards those

around him, as powerful aids towards keeping up the state of

nature. AYhen his experience is so far enlarged as to make him
aware of the order and harmony of nature and human society, and

to impress upon him the comprehension of this great ideal, his

emotions as well as his reason become absorbed by it. lie recog
nizes this as the only true Bonuiu or Ilonestum, to which all other

desirable things are referable; as the only thing desirable for

itself and in its own nature. Ho drops or dismisses all those prima
mitnr&amp;lt;L that he had begun by desiring. lie no longer considers any
of them as worthy of being desired in itself, or for its own sake.

While, therefore, (according to Peripatetics as well as Stoics) the

love of self and of preserving one s own vitality and activity is the

primary element, intuitive and connate, to which all rational pre
ference (officium) was at first referred, they thought it not the less

true that in process of time, by experience, association, and reflec

tion, there grows up in the mind a grand acquired sentiment or

notion, a new and later light, which extinguishes and puts out of

sight the early beginning. It was important to distinguish the

feeble and obscure elements from the powerful and brilliant after

growth ;
which indeed was fully realized only in chosen minds,

and in them hardly before old age. This idea, when once formed in

the mind, was The Good the only thing worthy of desire for its own
sake. The Stoics called it the only good, being sufficient in itself

for happiness ;
other things being not good, nor necessary to happi

ness, but simply preferable or advantageous when they could be

had : the Peripatetics recognized it as the first- and greatest good,
but said also that it was not sufficient in itself; there were two
other inferior varieties of good, of which something must bo had as

complementary (what the Stoics called prceposita or mmcndd).
11

Thus the Stoics said about the origin of the Idea of Ikmum or

Ilonestum, much the same as what Aristotle says about ethical

Virtue. It is not implanted in us by nature
;
but we have at

Aristotle ami the Peripatetics held

tliat then; won; triii ijcncrd Ifmoruin :

(1) Tlios,; of thir miuil (iium S in.i); ( 2)
Those &amp;gt;f th body ; ami (:i) Kxternal

advantages. Tli- Stoic* altered this theory

by say inn that only the fii&amp;gt;t &amp;lt;&amp;gt;f the three

was LnnHin : tin- others were merely J&amp;gt;riv-

jxisil t or Kiimfinl i. The opponent* ol tho

Stoics rnnteii leil that this wa-&amp;gt; an altera

tion in word&amp;gt; rather than in substance.

The earlier Stoics laid it down that

there were no graduating marks below

the level of wisdom: all shortcomings
were on a par. (Jood was a point, Kvil

was a point; there were gradations in

the preeposila or &amp;gt;////&amp;lt; (none of which

wore good), and in the rcjcrbior rtjicicnda

(none of which were evil), but there was

no more or le.vs iood.
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birth certain initial tendencies and capacities, which, if aided by
association and training, enable us (and that not in all cases) to

acquire it.

A distinction was made by Epictetus and other Stoics between

things in our power and things not in our power. In our power are

our opinions and notions about objects, and all our affections, desires,

and aversions
;
not in our power are our bodies, wealth, honour,

rank, authority, &c., and their opposites ; though, in regard to these

last, it is in our power to think of them as unimportant. With
this distinction we may connect the arguments between the Stoics

and their opponents as to what is now called the Freedom of the

Will. But we must first begin by distinguishing the two questions.

By things in our power, the Stoics meant things that we could do

or acquire if we willed : by things not in our power, they meant

things that we could not do or acquire if we willed. In both cases,

the volition was assumed as a fact : the question what determined

it, or whether it was non-determined, i.e., self-determining, was
not raised in the antithesis. But it was raised in other dis

cussions between the Stoic theorist Chrysippus, and various

opponents. These opponents denied that volition was deter

mined by motives, and cited the cases of equal conflicting motives

(what is known as the Ass of Buridan) as proving that the soul

includes in itself, and exerts, a special supervenient power of

deciding action in one way or the other a power not determined

by any causal antecedent, but self-originating, and belonging to the

class of agency that Aristotle recognizes under the denomination of

automatic, spontaneous (or essentially irregular and unpredictable).

Chrysippus replied by denying not only the reality of this super
venient force said to be inherent in the soul, but also the reality of

all that Aristotle called automatic or spontaneous agency generally.

Chrysippus said that every movement was determined by antece

dent motives
;
that in cases of equal conflict the exact equality

did not long continue, because some new but slight motive slipped
in unperceived and turned the scale on one side or the other.&quot;

Here, we see, the question now known as the Freedom of the Will

is discussed, and Chrysippus declares against freedom, affirming
that volition is always determined by motives.

But we also see that, while declaring this opinion, Chrysippus
does not employ the terms Necessity or Freedom of the A\ ill

;

neither did his opponents, so far as wo can see : they had a different

and less misleading phrase. By freedom, Chrysippus and the

a Sec Plutarch, DC Stoicorum Repugnantiis, xxiii. p. 1045.
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Stoics meant the freedom of doing wliat a man -willed, if bo willed

it. A man is free as to the thing that is in his power, when he

wills it : ho is not free as to what is not in his power, under the

same supposition. The Stoics laid great stress on this distinction.

They pointed out how much it is really in a man s power to trans

form or discipline his own mind in the way of controlling or sup

pressing some emotions, generating or encouraging others, forming
ne\v intellectual associations, &c. ;

how much a man could do in

these ways, if he willed it, and if ho went through the lessons, habits

of conduct, and meditations, suitable to produce such an effect. The

Stoics strove to create in a man s mind the volitions appropriate

for such mental discipline, by depicting the beneficial consequences

resulting from it, and the misfortune and shame inevitable, if the

mind were not so disciplined. Their purpose was to strengthen

the governing reason of his mind, and to enthrone it as a fixed

habit and character, which would control by counter suggestions

the impulse arising at each special moment particularly all dis

turbing terrors or allurements. This, in their view, is a free mind
;

not one wherein volition is independent of all motive, but ono

wherein the susceptibility to different motives is tempered by an

ascendant reason, so as to give predominance to the better motive

against the worse. One of the strongest motives that they endea

voured to enforce, was the prudence and dignity of bringing our

volitions into harmony with the schemes of Providence; which

(they said) were always arranged with a view to the happiness of

the Kosmos on the whole. The bad man, whose volitions conflict

with these schemes, is always baulked of his expectations, and

brought at last against his will to see things carried by an over

ruling force, with aggravated pain and humiliation to himself:

while the good man, who resigns himself to them from the first,

always escapes with less pain, and often without any at all. As a

portion of their view concerning Providence it may hero be mentioned

that the earlier Stoics, /eno and Chrysippus, entertained high reve

rence for the divination, prophecy, and omens that were generally
current in the ancient world. They considered that these were

the methods whereby the gods were graciously pleased to make
known beforehand revelations of their foreordained purposes.
Herein lay one among the marked points of contrast between Stoics

and Kpikureans.
Wo havo thus seen that in regard to the doctrine called in

modern times the Freedom of the Will (i.e., that volitions are self-

originating and unpredictable), tho Stoic theorists not only denied

it, but framed all their Ethics upon the assumption of the contrary.
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This same assumption of the contrary, indeed, was made also by
Sokratcs, Plato, Aristotle, and Epikurus; in short, by all the

ethical teachers of antiquity. All of them believed that volitions

depended on causes ; that, under the ordinary conditions^ of men s

minds, the causes that volitions generally depended upon are often

misleading and sometimes ruinous
; but that, by proper stimulation

from without and meditation within, the rational causes of volition

might be made to overrule the impulsive. Hato, Aristotle,

Epikurus, not less than the Stoics, wished to create new fixed

habits and a new type of character. They differed, indeed, on the

question what the proper type of character was
;
but each of them

aimed at the same general end a new type of character, regulating
the grades of susceptibility to different motives. And the purpose
of all and each of these moralists precludes the theory of free-will,

i. e., the theory that our volitions are self-originating and unpre
dictable.

While the Epikureans declined, as much as possible, interference

in public affairs, the Stoic philosophers urged men to the duties of

active citizenship.* Chrysippus even said that the life of philo

sophical contemplation (such as Aristotle preferred and accounted

godlike) was to be placed on the same level with the life of pleasure ;

though Plutarch observes that neither Chrysippus nor Zeno ever

meddled personally with any public duty : both of them passed
their lives in lecturing and writing. The truth is that both of them

were foreigners residing at Athens, and at a time when Athens

was dependent on foreign princes. Accordingly, neither Zeno nor

Chrysippus had any sphere of political action open to them : they

were, in this respect, like Epictetus afterwards, but in a position

quite different from Seneca, the preceptor of Nero, who might hope
to influence the great imperial power of Rome, and from Marcus

Antoninus, who held that imperial power in his own hands.

Marcus Antoninus not only a powerful emperor, but also the

most gentle and amiable man of his day talks of active beneficence

both as a duty and a satisfaction. But in the creed of the Stoics

generally, active beneficence did not occupy a prominent place.

They adopted the four Cardinal Virtues Wisdom, or the Know

ledge of Good and Evil, Justice, Fortitude, Temperance as part

of their plan of the virtuous life, the life according to Nature.

Justice, as the social virtue, was placed above all the rest. But the

Stoics were not strenuous in requiring more than Justice, for the

* Tacitus says of the Stoics (Ann. xiv. 57):
&quot; Stoicorum sccta, qutc turbidos ct

ncgotiorum appetontos facit.&quot;
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benefit of others beside the agent. They even reckoned compassion
for the sufferings of others as a weakness, analogous to envy for the

good fortune of others.

The Stoic recognized the gods (or Universal Nature, equivalent

expressions in his creed) as managing the affairs of the world, with

a view to producing as much happiness as was attainable on the

whole. Towards this end the gods did not want any positive

assistance from him ; but it was his duty and his strongest interest,

to resign himself to their plans, and to abstain from all conduct

tending to frustrate them. Such refractory tendencies were per

petually suggested to him by the unreasonable appetites, emotions,

fears, antipathies, etc., of daily life ; all claiming satisfaction at the

expense of future mischief to himself and others. To countervail

these misleading forces by means of a fixed rational character built,

up through meditation and philosophical teaching, was the grand

purpose of the Stoic ethical creed. The emotional or appetitive
self was to be starved or curbed, and retained only as an appendage
to the rational self; an idea proclaimed before &quot;in general terms by
Plato, but carried out into a system by the Stoics, though to a great
extent also by the Epikureans.

The Stoic was taught to reflect how much that appears to bo

desirable, terror-striking, provocative, &c., is not really so, but is

made to appear s &amp;gt; by false and curable associations. And, while lie

thus discouraged those self-regarding emotions that placed him in

hostility with others, he learnt to respect the self of another man as

well as his own. Kpictetus advises to deal mildly with a man that

hurts us either by word or deed; and advises it upon the following

very remarkable ground :

&quot; Recollect that in what he says or does,

lie follows his own sense of propriety, not yours. He must do what

appears to him right, not what appears to you : if he judges

wrongly, it is he that is hurt, for he is the person deceived. Always

repeat to yourself, in such a case: The man has acted on his own

opinion.&quot;

The reason hero given by Epictetus is an instance, memorable
in ethical theory, of respect for individual dissenting conviction,

even in an extreme case ; and it must be taken in conjunction with

his other doctrine, that damage thus done to us unjustly is really

little or no damage, except so far as we ourselves give pungency to

it by our irrational susceptibilities and associations. We see that

the Stoic submerges as much as ho can, the pre-eminence of his

own individual self, and contemplates himself from the point of

view of another, as only one. among many. I&amp;gt;ut he does not erect

the happiness of others into a direct object of his own positive

VOL. II. J &amp;lt;:
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pursuit, beyond the reciprocities of family, citizenship, and common

humanity. The Stoic theorists agreed with Epikurns in inculcating

the reciprocities of Justice between all fellow-citizens; and they

even went farther than he did, by extending the sphere of such

duties bevond the limits of city, so as to comprehend all mankind.

But as to the reciprocities of individual Friendship, Epikuras went

beyond the Stoics in the amount of .self-sacrifice and devotion that

he enjoined for the benefit of a friend.
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Aristotle, i. 50
;
sorted and corrected

the Aristotelian MSS. at Kome, 53,

56; Peripatetic Scholarch, 56; diffi

culties ot his tusk the result appre
ciated, 01

; placed the logical treatises

first, 78; put Relation above all the

Categories, 120.

Anim;i, Treatise de, referred to in the

J)e Interpretatione, i. 157.

Anonymus, his catalogue of Aristotle s

works, compared with that of Diogenes
and with the extant works, i. 41 seq.

Antipater, friend and correspondent of

Aristotle, i. 10, 1 -
;

victor in the

Lamian war, occupied Athens, 17;
letter to, from Aristotle at Chalkis,
23

;
letter of, in praise of Aristotle,

24
;
executor under Aristotle s Will, 25.
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stood before Aristotle, 197
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sible, i. 195, 197

;
allowed definition

only of compounds, ii. 353.

Antoninus, Marcus, authority for Stoical

creed, ii. 434
;
on active beneficence,

448.

Apcnjorjc (Abduction), i. 290.

Apellikon, of Teos, a Peripatetic, bought
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Neleus, i. 51
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Aristophanes of Byzantium, arranged
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;
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of Epikurus, ii. 443.

Aristoteles Pseudepigraphus, work by V.

Rose, i. 45.
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brought to lionie and carol for by
Andronikus, &quot;&amp;gt;o

setj. ; through An-

tironikus, became known as we know
liini, &quot;&amp;gt;7 : not thus known to the Alex

andrine librarians, &quot;&amp;gt;9

;
so-called Kxo-

teric works of , t&amp;gt;2
;
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the phrase &quot;exoteric discourses,&quot; b jj
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ticular numbers, In,&quot;)

;
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analysis of Kns, 14&amp;lt;i ; first to treat
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:;7X. ii. l:il ; atteu.le,!&quot; to current

opinion, drew up list of proverbs, . !9. 5,
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definite Individual or //&amp;lt; Ali
jn&amp;gt;

&amp;lt;/,
M9

;

psychology of, must be compared with

that of his predecessors, 17&quot;: rejected
all previous theories on Soul, 17 . ;

advance made in the Ontology of, 2&amp;lt;I2 ;

his view of pleasure, 444; ethical pur
pose of, 44*.

Arithmetic,
]&amp;gt;r&amp;lt;r&amp;lt;-&amp;lt;H/nt

t&amp;lt;t required in. i.

.

&amp;lt;.&quot;;
abstracted from material condi

tions, :&amp;gt;.iH
; simpler, and therefore

more, accurate, than geometry, .
&amp;gt;

. iH.

Art, (ieiieration from, ii. .i^&amp;gt;, :171.

Asklepiads, traditional training of, i. . 1.

Association of Ideas, principles of. ii.

_
!.&quot;&amp;gt;;

Aristotle s account of, perplexed

by his sharp distinction of Memory
and Reminiscence, 217.

Astronomy, the mathematical science

mo&amp;gt;t akin to First Philosophy, ii. :1H1.

Atarneiis. Aristotle there, i. ti.

Attalid kind s &amp;lt;.f Pergamus, Aristoth- s

library at Skepsis burial, to be kept
hidden from. i. .M.

Axioms, assumed in Demonstration, i.

iln. i. :iu .i. :;iH; a j.art of Demonstra

tion, :tM; not always formally enun

ciated, . !! .

;
th..ve common to all

sciences, scrutinized by Dialectic, IU9,
ii. 287, and by First Philosophy, :$19,

ii. 140, 287, :&amp;gt;(&amp;gt;4;
the common, not

alone sufficient for Demonstration in

the special sciences, .HI
;
use of the

word before, and by, Aristotle, ii. J71,

L 88, ;;&amp;lt;4.

B.

! BKKS. partake in X.us. ii. 224, 290.

Belief, at variance with Knowledge, i.

2&amp;lt;!1
;
founded on evidence either syllo

gistic or inductive, 2d8.

Herlin edition of Aristotle, i. :&amp;gt;9,
42.

llernays, his view of&quot; exoteric discourses,&quot;

i.
7&amp;lt;t,

74.

llo.ly. animate and inanimate, ii. IS.&quot;)
;

Matter with Aristotle may be. but is

not necessarily, lx.V, thorough-going

imjiiication of Soul with, in animated

subject, lS7sei|. ;
has three and onlv

three dimensions, . 589; no infinite,

.&quot;. J4.

Boi thius, translated Aristotle s Cate-

goria- and defended its position, ii. 2&amp;lt;&amp;gt;7.

Bocthus the Sidonian, student of Aristotle,
i. &quot;4

;
his recommendation as to order

of studying the works, i. 78.

lionit/. his view of the canon of the

Metaphysira, ii. :inl.

Brain, sp.vially connected with the olfac

tory organ, ii. 2n; (
; function of the,

2 1 9.

I randis, refers catalogue of Diogenes to

Alexandrine Ht.-i-nt!. i. 4s. :&amp;gt;7 ;
his view

of the canon of the Metaphysica, ii.

:ioi.

! Bryson, his (juadrature of the circle, ii.

C.

CANON, Aristotelian, ,s-&amp;lt;r Aristotle.

! Categoria-, the treatise, not mentioned

in Analytica or Topica, i. 79; suliject

of, how related to that of De Interpre-

tatione, (, 815, I&quot;) ),
l.Mi

;
deals with Kns

in a sense that blends Logic and Onto

logy, XX,
i;&amp;gt;.&quot;&amp;gt;;

difference of Aristotle s

procedure in, compared with Phvsica

and Metaphysica, 92, 149; probably an

early composition, 114; remained

known, when other works of Aristotle

were unknown or neglected, ii. 2!7.

Categories, Ten, assumed in Analytica
and Topica. i. Xn; led

u|&amp;gt;

to by a dis

tinction of Kntia (Knunciata), X.!
;

blending together Logic and Ontology,

XX; Kns according to the, X !, ii. 144,

:&amp;gt;2:5 se&amp;lt;|.(Metaph.Z., H.); enumerated,
9.&quot;.

;
all embodied in First or Complete
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Kns, 93, ii. 323
;

each a Summum
:

(Jenus, and some wider still, 94; not
i

all mutually exclusive, 94, 104, 115,
|

128; may be exemplified, not defined,
j

94-; how arrived at, 94, 108 seq.; !

joined by later logicians with the Pre-
j

die tides, 105; stress laid by Aristotle
\

ui)on the first four, 100
; why Ten in

number might have been more, 105
\

seq. ;
obtained by logical, not meta

physical, analysis ,
108

;
heads of in-

formation or answers respecting an

individual, 110; inference as to true !

character of, from case of H/i icrc and

,//ifi&amp;gt;rc,
112

; all, even the first, involve

Relativity, 114 seq.; Mr. J. S. Mill

on, 129 n.
; capital distinction between

the first and all the rest, 129 seq., ii.

JO&quot;),
323

; Trendelenburg s view of

their origin, 142, likelv and plausible,

143; compared with Categories of the

Stoics, 144, ii. 205, of Plotiuus, 147, ii.

200, of (Jalen, 149.

Cause, Knowledge of, distinguished from

knowledge of Fact, i. 322; knowledge

of, the perfection of cognition, 323,
340

;
one of the four heads of Investi

gation, 343
;
nature of the question as

to, 345, ii. 348; substantially the same

enquiry with Cur, Quid, and the Middle

Term,&quot; 340, 355; four varieties of,

354, ii. 354, . 573
;
relation among the

j

varieties of, 355; how far reciprocal

with the causatuin, 350, 300; has an

effect only one? 3(57; the (Jcneral

Notion viewed by Aristotle as a, ii.

136.

Chance, source of irregularity in the

Kosmos, i. 105, 290
;

affects the rule

of Antiphasis, 1(50; Aristotle s doc

trine of, challenged, 107; objective
correlate to the Problematical Propo

sition, 192, 295; principle or cause of

Accidents, ii. 322; Generations and

Constructions proceeding from, 330,
371.

Change, four varieties of, ii. 350.

Chrysippus, on the determination of will

by motives, ii. 440 ; his reverence for

divination, iVc., 41-7; a foreigner at

Athens, without a sphere of political

action. 448.

Cicero, his encomium on Aristotle s style.

i. 4:
., 58; how far he knew Aristotle s

works, 43, 44, 47, 57, 72
;

his use of

the word &quot;exoteric,&quot; 03, 72.

Claudian, referred to, i. 19.

Codo, Treatise de, connected with what

other works, i. 70, ii. 443 n.

Colour, object of vision, action of, ii. I .i .l;

varieties of, procee ling all from white

an 1 black. 200.

Common Sense, or Opinion, opposed to

Science in Plato and Aristotle, i. 298
;

Sir \V. Hamilton on, ii. 209
; legitimate

meaning of, 273; authoritative cha

racter of, in one place allowed by

Aristotle, 277; Aristotle s conception
of, as devoid of scientific authority,

284-, 287.

Compound, The (TI vvvoXov), of Form
and Matter, or the Individual, ii. 109,

185, 332 seii.

Concealment, how to lie practised by dia

lectical questioner, ii. 39.

Conclusion, of Syllogism, indicates Figure,
i. 220, 237,241 ;

when more than one,

245; true, from false premisses, 240;
used to demonstrate premisses, 248

;

reversed to refute premisses, 249
;

kinds of, in Demonstration, compared,
333.

Concomitants, non-essential, no demon
stration of, i. 315; no definition of,

317
;
near to Xon-Kntia, ii. 203

;
little

more than a name, 321
;

sec Acci

dent.

Concrete, and Abstract, appellatives not

used by Aristotle, i. 92; the, ;

pound of Form and Matter,

seq. ;
sec Compound.

Conjunction, Fallacy of, ii. 81; how to

solve, 115.

Cunxe iucntis F/iIlttcix, ii. 85
;
not under

stood before Aristotle, 89; how to

solve, 122.

Construction, kind of Generation, ii. 330.

Contradiction, Maxim or Axiom of, de

pends upon knowledge of quantity and

quality of propositions, i. 197
;

ii.

104; not self-evident, 208; among the

prn co initt. of Demonstration, 3o5, ii.

143
;
not formally enunciated in any

special science, 319; discus

belongs to First Philosophy,

140, why, 141, 2(15; enunciated, as

highest and firmest of all principles,

140, ;i()4; controverted by Aristotle s

predecessors, Herakleitus, Anaxagoras,
&c., 142, 140, 104; Aristotle s indirect,

proof of, 143 seq., 3o5 seq.; applied in

the Sokratic Klenclius, 103; remarks

on Aristotle s defence of, 105; can be

supported only by an induction of

particular instances, 100
;

enunciated

both as a logical and as an ontological

formula, 295; defended by Aristotle

specially against Herakleitus, 290.

Contradictory Opposites, pair of, make

Antiphasis, i. 10O; distinguished from

Contrary Opposites, 10o, 177, 193; rule

of, as to truth and falsity, 101
;
related

pairs of, set forth in quaternions, 170

seq., 244; distinction of from Con-



CONTRA RIORUM. INDEX. DIALECTIC. 455

trary, fundamental in Logic, 197; sec

Antipfiasis.

Contrarioruin, Pet it in, in Dialectic, ii. 62.

Contrary Opposite* (terms), i. 149; Oppo
site* (propositions), distinguished from

Contradictory, 100, 177, 19:5; rule of,

as to truth and falsity, 1 il.

Conversion, (1) of Propositions, import
of. i.

2&quot;7;
rules for, with Aristotle s

defective proof thereof, 208 seq. ;
can

be proved only by Induction, 21&amp;lt;&amp;gt;-2:

(2) of Syllogism, 249.

Copula, Kst as, i. 182; ii. 310.

D.

DKIUTK. four species of, ii. 09.

Definition, among the
j&amp;gt;r;cr&amp;lt;H/nit&amp;lt;i

assumed
in Demonstration, i. 30.&quot;),

. 509, 318;

propositions declaring, attained only in

Kirst figure, 323
;
of Kssence that de

pends on extraneous cause, 340 -02; of

Essence without such middle Term,
3,&quot;&amp;gt;3

;
three varieties of, 3.&quot;&amp;gt;3

;
how to

frame a, 3.V.I
;

as sought through
logical Division, 301

;
to exclude equi-

vo.-ation, 302; one of the Predicables,

according to Aristotle, . !98
;
thesis of,

easiest to attack, hardest to defend, 41 1,

ii. !.&quot;&amp;gt;; dialectical Loci bearing on, ii. 1

si
&amp;lt;|.

;
how open to attack or defence, 1

;

dcf.-cts in the setting out of, 2
;

faults

in the substance of, .&quot;&amp;gt;-_ !; the genuine
and perfect, ; general rule for dialec

tic-ally testing, 29; is primarily of

Essences, of the other Categories not

directly, 327
; none, of particular Con

cretes, ;338, 34.
&amp;gt;;

is of the Universal

or Form, 331* ; whence the unity of

the, 341, :;.&quot;;; none, of eternal Es

sences, 340; analogy of, to Number,
:;. ):;.

Delb.puf, I rof., on indemonstrable truths,
i. .&quot;.:;&amp;gt; n.

Demades, with I hokion at the head of

the Athenian administration under

Alexander, i. 17.

Demochares, nephew of Demosthenes,
accuser of Aristotle, i. 2&amp;lt;.

Demokritus, disregarded experience, ii.

l.V!; bis view of the soul, 17.
;
made

intelligence dependent on sense, which
is ever varying, Ml- recogni/ed one

prii -dial body with three differences

figure, ].
itpiii, arrangement, .

!.&quot;&amp;gt;!;

lT&quot;t partial hold of the idea of Kns
I otentia or Matter. 37&quot;: atomic doc

trine of, .&quot;, .17; his reason for the

stationariuess of the Karth, 42.&quot;&amp;gt;;
how

followed by Epikurus, 439-12.

Demonstrative Science, .,&amp;lt;&amp;lt; Demon
stration.

Demonstration, ultimately reducible to

two first modes of First figure, i. 223
;

circular, 248, 310; subject of Analyt.
Post. 298; how opposed to Dialectic,

302, ii. 2X4
;

is teaching from pnv-
coifnitd assumed, 3&amp;lt;)4, 3o9; undemou-
strable principles of, 3o9; two doctrines

of, opposed by Aristotle, 310, 33&amp;lt;
;
ne

cessary premisses of, 311; conclusion of,

must be necessary, 314; none, of non-

essential concomitants, 315; the parts

of, 310
; premisses of, must be essential

and appropriate, 317 ; requires admis

sion of universal predicates, 319 ; pre
misses for, obtained only from Induc

tion, 320, 372, 374, ii. 289
; implies

some truths primary or ultimate, 327,
3.32

;
the unit in, 333 ;

of the Universal

better than of the Particular, 334;
Allirmative better than Negative, 337

;

Direct better than Indirect, 338; is of

the necessary or customary, not of the

fortuitous. 339, ii. 34.&quot;&amp;gt; ; none, through
sensible perception, 339

;
in default of

direct observation, 340; relation of, to

Definition, 340; f.rini ijn-i of, not in

nate, 309; jirini-ijiin of. how developed

upon sensible perception, 370, ii. 288.

Demophilus, joined in indicting Aristotle

for impiety, i. 18.

Demosthenes, reproached for conversing
with the bearer of Alexander s rescript
to the (Jreek cities, i. 10; suicide of,

17.

Desire, see Appetite.

Dexippus, vindicated Aristotle s Cate

gories, i. 14S, ii. -JOO.

Dialectic, how related to Science or Phi

losophy, i. 07, 303, 392, 39.&quot;,;
form of

putting questions in, 1 so, 397; theses

in, variously liable to at tack and defence,

220, 411, ii . 34; as conceived by Plato,

3(&amp;gt;(i, :1S(); by Aristotle placed with

Rhetoric in the region of Opinion, 3&amp;lt;&amp;gt;n,

384, ii.
2X;&amp;gt;; opposed to Demonstrative

Science and Necessary Truth, 3ul, ii.

2.S4
;

concerned about the Common
Axioms of all Science, 319, 3 .2, ii. 2Sf,,

:

,&amp;lt;;};
Aristotle claims to l-e spe

cially original in his theory of, 37*,
ii. 131

;
as conceived and practised

by Sokrates, 3Kn, ii. l. 0; opposed

by Aristotle to Didactic, 3*1, ii.
7&quot;;

province of, 3X4, ii. 2X.&quot;&amp;gt; ; essentially

contentious, 384, ii. 71, . .
;

uses

of, JJ91, ii. 2X0; propositions, how
classified in, 39X; procedure of, in con

trast with that of Philosophy, ii. 3d,

3&quot;. .; conditions and aims of the prac
tice of, .&quot;,7, 47, 71 ; to be practised
as a partnership for common intel

lectual profit, 38, :. ; part of the
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questioner in, 38 seq. ; part of tin:

respondent in, 47 seq. ; respondent at

fault in, 55
; questioner at fault in, 56 ;

four kinds of false argument in, 50;
outfit for practice of, 63; one of four

species of debate, 69; when and why
called eristic or sophistic by Aristotle,

72
;
Aristotle s distinction of Sophistic

from, contested, 77, 93 seq.

Dialogues of Aristotle lost, i. 43, 45, 70.

Diaphanous, action of the, in vision, ii. 191 .

Dicto KCi-iuiduin quid a/I dictum s unjtli-

citer, Fallacia a, ii. 83; how to solve,

121.

Didactic, confounded by Plato with Dia

lectic, i. 381
; distinguished from

Dialectic by Aristotle, 381, ii. 70 :

species of Debate, ii. 69
; scope and

conditions of, 70
;

ace also Demonstra
tion.

Differences, study of, an ort/anon of de

bate, i. 404.

Differentia, not In, but predicated of, a

Subject, i. 97
;
ranked with Genus in

Aristotle s list of Predicates, 398;
discriminated from Genus, 452

;
defini

tion of Species through Genus and, ii.

6, 341
;
is Form in the definition, 341

;

logically prior to the Species, 346.

Diogenes of Apollouia, his view of the

soul, ii. 175.

Diogenes Laertius, his catalogue of Aris

totle s works, i. 40, compared with
that of Anonymus, 41

; ignorant of

the principal works of Aristotle known
to us, 44

; catalogue of, probably of

Alexandrine origin, 48, 59.

Dionysius, younger of Syracuse, visited

by Plato, i. 6
; corresponded with

Plato, ID.

Dionysodorus, the Sophist, ii. 79.

Dioteles, friend of Aristotle, i. 25.

ALOTL, To, the
U7/&amp;lt;/, knowledge of, i. 322

;

one of the four heads of Investigation,

343; is search for a middle term,
345

;
relation of, to the question Qui&amp;lt;t,

345; sec Cause.

Disjunction, Fallacy of, ii. 81
;
how to

solve, 115.

Division Logical, weakness of, i. 235, 349
;

use of, to obtain a definition, 360.

E.

EAR, structure of the, ii. 2u2.

Earth, opinions as to position of, ii. 42.3
;

opinions as to its state of motion or

rest, figure, c., 424 seq. : at rest in

the centre of the Kosmos, 43(&amp;gt;
;
neces

sarily spherical, 430 32
;

size of, 432.

F.rlijise, lunar, illustration of Causation

Efficient Cause, i. 354.

Elenchus, of Sokrates, i. 380, ii. 157
;

in

general, ii. 69
;

the Sophistical, 69,
109

;
directions for solving the Sophis

tical, 109.

Emotions, not systematically treated by
Aristotle -is part of Psychology, but in

Ethics and Khetoric, ii.&quot; 238.

Empedokles, his disregard of experience,
ii. 156; his view of the soul, 175;
criticized by Aristotle, 177; made in

telligence dependent on sense, 311
; got

partial hold of the idea of Ens Poten-

ti;i or flatter, 37&quot;;
his principle of

Friendship, 376, 386
;
held the Kosmos

to be generated and destroyed alter

nately,&quot; 401; held the Heaven to be

kept in its place by extreme velocity
of rotation, 407, 426.

End, S( e Final Cause.

Endoxa, premisses of Dialectic, i. 388
;

not equivalent to the Probable, 389;
collections to be made of, 396, as an

fji ijinioii of debate, 401.

Energy, xce Entelechy.
Ens, four kinds of, viewed with reference-

to Proposition, and as introductory to

the Categories, i. 8.3; quatcmix Ens,

subject of First Philosophy, 84, ii. 135,
3o2

;
a homonymous, equivocal, or

multivocal word, 84, ii. 138, 323
;
not

a ^nutinuiii (icnux, but a Suininuni

A/t.iilo&amp;lt;/&amp;lt;it, 85, ii. 304
;
four main as

pects of, in Ontology, 85, ii. 138
;

(1) Per Accuh ns, ii. 321; (2) in the

sense of Truth, 155, ii. 322, 367
; (3)

Potential and Actual, ii. 358-366 (Me-

taph. 0); (4) according to the Cate

gories, ii. 32. 5 seq. (Metaph. Z, H);
relation among the various aspects of,

86, ii. 139
; aspects (1) and (2) lightly

treated in Metaphysica, belonging more
to Logic, 87

;
in aspect (4) Logic and

Ontology blended, 88; in the fullest

sense, 93, 95, 138
;

first analysed in

its logical aspect by Aristotle, 140;
as conceived in earliest Greek thought,
14o, ii. 155; Plato s doctrine of, ii.

246 seq. ;
Aristotle s doctrine of, 2(32.

7:Wr/,--/.s (Objection), i. 290.

Eutelechy, Soul the first, of a natural

organized bodv, ii. 1X7
;

&amp;gt;c Actuality.

Euthymeme, The, i. 291.

Enunciative speech, i. 156
;
Mr Propo-

Epictctus, authority for Stoical creed, ii.

434; his distinction of things in, and

not in, our power. 446; his respect for

dissenting conviction, 449.

Epikurus, doctrine of, imperfectly re

ported, ii. 434; his standard of Virtue

and Vice, 434 ; ethical theory of, anti-
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cipated, 4:54
;
subordinated bodily pain

auJ pleasure to mental, 43o
; fragment

of his last letter, 4.1,~&amp;gt;;
his views ou

Death and the &amp;lt; Jods, 4:$tj, 4:5!)
;
founded

Justice and Friendship upon Recipro

city, 4: 7
; specially inculcated Friend

ship, 4:58
;
duration and character of

his sect, 4.!8; his theory misnamed,
an I hence misunderstood, 4. !!

;
modi

fied atomic theory of Demokritus with

an ethical purpose. 4. 5U, 4&quot;
;

his writ

ings 440, 4 W
; provided by atomic de-

tlection(not for Free loin of Will but) for

the unpredictable phenomena of nature,
441

;
his view of the nature of Truth,

44_ ; disregarded logical theory, 44. 5.

Equivocation, nf terms, i. 81; detection

of, an ur
: f tnnn of debate, 40. i

; Fallacy

of, ii. 81; how to solve Fallacy of.

114; perhaps most frequent of all

fallacies, !_&amp;gt;:,.

Krif, of Auxerre, followed Aristotle on
L niversals, ii. L tiT.

Eristic, ijiven as one of the four Species
of Debate, ii. tjl

; really a variety or

aspect of Dialectic, 7o, ?:!.

Error, liabilities to, in (the form of) Syl-
l&quot; ,

r
i&amp;gt;m. i. _ .&quot;&amp;gt;_

;
in the matter of pre-

misst;.,, -jiju; particular, within know-
lei-, of the universal, _ -;:!

;
three

modes of, -Ji;4
;
modes of, in regard to

propositions as Immediate or .Mediate,
.J-J4.

Esoteric doctrine, as oosed to Exoteric

Essence (Substance), degrees of, i. s .i. ii.

_S.
&amp;gt;;

first and fundamental Category,
.i i, !C; First, or Hoc Aliquid, subject,
never predicate, .

|
&quot;)-7, ii. Jo .l

; Second,

jn;;i;&amp;lt;;it&amp;gt;
&amp;lt;l f, not in. First, 17

; Third,
.17; has itself no contrary, but receives

alternately contrary accidents, .(
.(,

118; relativity of,&quot;
as a subject for

j.redicates, 119, 131 s:q.; First, shades

through Second into (Duality, l. Jl
;

priority of, as subject over predicate,

logical, not real, 1.J.5; treated in Meta-

piiys. Z. ii. : _ .&amp;gt; seq.

((.Quiddity), propositions declaring,
attained only in First ligure of Syl

logism. .&quot;._ :;; &amp;lt;me of the four
&amp;lt;jii;isit

t

in Science, :54:5
;
nature of the ques

tion as to. :54.
&amp;gt;;

bow related to the

question Cur, :&amp;gt;4 &amp;gt; ; in all cases unde-

nioiistrable, but. declare I through syllo

gism, when? it has an extraneous cause,
:;.&quot;&amp;gt;_ ; variously given in the Definition,
:;. .!

; a variety of ( aiise ( Formal). . 554, ii.

:;.&quot;&amp;gt;4; treated in Metaphys. Z, ii. :5 J5 seq.
Essential predication, how distinguished

by Aristotle from Non-Essential, i. tL .

/. , double in-aiiing &quot;f,
i. ls_-.

Ethics, first principles how acquired in,

ii. ..:{.

Eubulides, wrote in reproach of Aristotle,
i. Jit.

Kudemus, Dialogue of Aristotle s, i. 74.

Eudemus, disciple of Aristotle, knew

logical works of his nosv lost, i. o
;

wrote on Logic, 8ii; Adlowed Aristotle

in treating Modals, 207
;

his proof of

the convertibility of Universal Nega
tive. _

!&amp;lt;&amp;gt;;

on the negative function of

Dialectic, 41u.

Eudoxus, anticipated ethical theory of

Epikurus, ii. 4:14.

Kumelus, asserted that Aristotle took

poison, i. - _ .

Eurymedon, the Hierophant, indicted

Aristotle for impiety, i. 18.

Kuthydemus, the Sopliist, ii. 7!.

Kxample. the Syllogism from, i. L 74
;

Induction an exaltation of, l .S4; re-

sults in Kxjierience, J8&quot;).

Excluded .Middle, Maxim of, not self-

evident, i. _ n8
; among the

prxco&amp;lt;jnita

of Demonstration, :
;&amp;gt;:,; supjileinent

or correlative of .Maxim of Contradic

tion, ii. 141; enunciated both as a

logical, and as an ontological, formula,
!&quot;.);

;
vindicated

byAri&amp;gt;totle specially
against Anaxagoras, L&quot;.l, :5i:.

s,,,.
: Existence, one of the four heads of In

vestigation, i. .&quot;, [;\.

Kxoteric, the works so called, how under
stood by Cicero, i. fi:i ; how by tin-

critics, i4; &quot;discourse.&quot; meaning of

in Aristotle him&amp;gt;elf, &amp;lt;!.&quot;.

.se.j. ; opposed
to Akroamat ic, 7 J

; doctrine, as op
posed to E&amp;gt;oteric. 7.&quot;..

EfarfpiKol \oyni, allusions to, in Aris

totle, i. ;.&quot;. se|.

Experience, inference from Example
results in, i. JS. .

; place of, in Mr. .1. S.

Mill s theory of Ratiocination, L 8i;
;

basis of science, L St)
;

is of particular
facts, ii. -JJIU.

/;.///../, dialectical I.ri bearing on, i.

4-J7
&amp;gt;e,,.

Eye, structure of the, ii. 1 ! ..

F.

FACT, Knowledge of, distinguished from

knowledge of Cause, i. : ._ _
, :!4n; on.-

of the four heads of Investigation, :S4.&quot;. ;

nature of (jucstion as to, :!4.&quot;
;
assumed

in question as to Cau&amp;gt;e,
:

.4.&quot;&amp;gt;,
ii. :i4s.

Fallacies, subject of
S.phi&amp;gt;t

ici Eb-iudii,

ii. . : incidental to the human intel

lect, often hard to detect, not mere

traps, 78, .Mi, lu;i; operated through

language, SO
; classified. SI; (1) l&amp;gt;i,--

tujnisorfn lH-:tivnf, Hi; (- ) A .e/.vi
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Dictionem, 82 seq. ; may all be brought i

to r
://tor tfii&amp;gt; Elenchi, 88

;
current

among Aristotle s contemporaries, 91
;

In JJiffione, how to solve, 117 seq. ;

E.rtra
I&amp;gt;i&amp;lt;iioncni,

how to solve, 119 seq.

Falsehood, Non-Ens in the sense of, i. 80,
&c.

;
see Truth and Ens.

Favorinus, i. 50.

Fi juni Dictionis, Fallacy of, ii. 81
;
how

to solve, 115.

Figure of Syllogism, i. 213; First, 213;
alternative ways of enunciating, 214;
Modes of, 214; valid modes of First,

215; invalid modes of First, how set

forth by Aristotle, 210; Second and

its modes, 218; Third and its modes,

219; superiority of First, 219, 22&amp;lt;&amp;gt;,

323; indicated by the Conclusion, 22o,

237, 241
;
all Demonstration ultimately

reducible to two first modes of First,

223; Reduction of Second and Third,

242; in Second and Third, conclusion

possible from contradictory premisses,
251

; knowledge of Cause, also propo
sitions declaring Essence and Definition,

attained in the First, 323.

Final Cause, i. 354, ii. 354.

Forchhammer, his view of &quot; exoteric

discourse,&quot; i. 70.

Form, joint-factor with Matter, a variety
of Cause, i. 354, ii. 354; in the intel

lectual generation of the Individual, ii.

109, 330 seq. ;
and Matter, distinction

of, a capital feature in Aristotle s First

Philosophy, 182, 323 seq. (from Metaph.
Book Z onwards); relation of, to Mat

ter, is:!; as the Actual, 184, 303; the

Soul is, 1S7, 191; the Celestial Body,
the region of, 220.

Fn /ii;nif i, dialectical Loci bearing on, i.

427 seq.

G.

GAF.EX, his list of Categories, i. 149.

Gellitis, A., his distinction of Exoteric

and Akroamatic books, i. 72.

Generable. the senses of, ii. 403.

Generation, the doctrine of, ii. 330 seq.,

371.

Generatione et Corruptione, Treatise de,

connected with what other works, i.

70, ii. 43: &amp;gt; n.

Genus, is Second Essence, i. 89, or more

strictly Third Essence. 90; in a De

monstration, 310; division of a, 301;
one of the Predicables, 398, 411

;
dia

lectical Ln&amp;lt;-i bearing on, 4)50 seq. ;
not

often made subject of debate, hut im

portant for Definition, 430; distin

guished from Differentia, 451
; perfect

definition through, and Differentia ,

ii. 5; easier to attack than to defend.

34; is Matter in a definition, 341;
logically prior to the Species, 340.

Geometry, use of diagrams in, i. 241, ii.

300
; )&amp;gt;r{t,rntjnita required in, 305.

Gorgias, style of, i. 32.

Gryllion, sculptor named in Aristotle s

will, i. 27.

H.

Ha icrc, Category, i. 93, 104
;
sometimes

dropt by Aristotle, 106, 114; entitled

with the others to a place, 111
;

refers

primarily to a Man, 112; is also

understood more widely by Aristotle,

113. 149, exclusively so by some Aris

totelians, 114; ranked fifth by Archy-
tas, 114.

Jfiiht tiix and Prii-ittio, case of
Oj&amp;gt;posita,

i.

149, 151.

Hamilton, Sir W., on Modals in Logic,
i. 187, 288; wavers in his use of the

term Common Sense, ii. 209; points
on which he misrepresents Aristotle,

209-71
;

real question between, and

the Inductive School, 272; the pas

sages upon the strength of which he

numbers Aristotle among the cham

pions of authoritative Common Sense,
examined seriatim. 274 seq.

Hearing, operated through a medium, ii.

200.

Heart, organ of Sensation generally, ii.

197, 2H8, 211, specially of Tonch,
2 OS.

Heaven (Kosmos), always in action, ii.

305
; uppermost place in, assigned to

the Gods, 392; revolving in a circle,

cannot be infinite, 394
;
no body out

side of, 390, 400
;

there cannot be

more than one, 397
;
different senses

of, 40(&amp;gt;; ungenerated and indestruc

tible. 4(&amp;gt;1-0;
directions in the, 407;

whence the number of revolutions in,

4(&amp;gt;9; necessarily spherical, 410, 417;
motion of, uniform, 412.

Heavy, distinguished from Light, ii. 391.

licit/, Emii, takes ground against V.

Rose on the catalogue of Diogenes,
i. 40

;
refers it to Alexandrine literati,

4H, 57.

Ilerakleitus, philosophy of, inconsistent

with the Maxim of Contradiction, ii.

142, 140, 31S; disregarded data of

experience, 155, 108; position of, inex

pugnable by general argument. 100;
his view of the soul, 175; his view of

the world of sense and particulars,

24:!; not a dialectician. i 44
;
Maxim

of Contradiction defended by Aristotle

specially against, 290
;
the doctrine of,

makes all propositions true, 318; must
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yet admit an infinite number of false everything believed through Syllogism
propositions, 3Hi

;
held the Kosraos to or upon, 208, 279, 320

;
the Svllogism

be generated and destroyed alternately, from or out of. 2 &amp;gt;S srq. ;
the opposite

4&amp;lt;&amp;gt;1. of genuine Syllogism, 273; j)lainer and

llermeias, des|.ot of Atarneus and Assos, clearer t&amp;lt;&amp;gt; M.S, than Syllogism, 274;
friend of Aristotle, i. tl

;
commemo- Aristotle s attempt to reduce, to syllo-

rateil ai t.-r death by Aristotle in a gistic form, 270, 278
; wanting in the

hymn aii l epigram, 7, IS, 111. first requisite of Syllogism necessity

Hermippus, drew up catalogue of pupils of sequence, 277, 284; presupposed in

of Isokrates, i. 31 ; probable author of Syllogism, 27 J
;

the antithesis of, to

the catalogue in Diogenes, i. 4S-;.u. Syllogism, obscured by Aristotle s

Herpyllis, .second wife of Aristotle, i. treatment, 28. ), 287
;

as part of the

24- ). whole process of Scientific Inference,

Hipparohus, friend of Aristotle, i. 25. 280, 28H ; true character of, appre-

Hip|x&amp;gt;krates, his quadrature of the circle, hended by Aristotle, but not followed

ii. 7~&amp;gt;. out, 287/288; Logic of, neglected by
Hobbt-s, his definition of Accident, i. 89. the expositors after Aristotle till

H.Kiier, made intelligence dependent on modern times, 287
; requisites to :i

sense, ii. 311. Logic of, 2811
; supplies the premisses

Homo M,-n*&amp;gt;ti:i, doctrine of Protagoras, of Demonstration, starting from par-
held by Aristotle to be at variance tictilars of sense, 320, ;172, .&quot;,74,

ii.

with Maxim of Contradiction, ii. 147 203, 2S .
; repeated and uncontra-

seq.. 2H7, 3,lu M
cj. dieted, gives maximum of certainty,

ll.tmonymous tiiinj-s, i. SI. 37.~&amp;gt; ; process of. culminates in the in-

llomonymy (Kqui vocation), Fallacy of, fallible Notis, 373-0 ; procedure by way
ii. HI; how to solve, 114. of, in Dialectic, ii. 42; most suitable

Jlvpereid- s. executed, i. 17. to a young beginner in Dialectic, 00.

Hypothesis, Syllogisms from, i. 231, 242; Inductive School, exact question be-

as a principle of Demonstration, 3u&amp;lt;j, twcen the, and Sir \V. Hamilton, ii.

j
Infinite, the. exists only potentially, not

actually except in a certain way for

JAMI;I.ICIIC&amp;gt;. defended Aristotle s ( atego- our cognition, ii. 301; no body is, ii.

Jdeis, 1 l.itoni,. Theory of, not required Intellect, v Nous.
for Demonstration, i. 31!

;
as set forth Int. Hcrtm

A&amp;gt;i&amp;lt;-n*.
relation of, to the

by Plato himself, jj. 247; p..y..-h.du- / ,//.?, ii. 231-4; eternal and im-

gical ground for, 24U; objections urged mortal, but not in the individual,
against, in So), hist. , and Panuenides, 232-4.
2.~&amp;gt;2 seq. ; objections urg l by Aris- Inteliectus Pattens, icl.ition to the Ai/cns,
tot].- against. 2.&quot;&amp;gt;7

;
allusions to in ii. 231-4; belongs to and perishes with

I ksofth.-Metaphysica,324,32y,333, the individual, 232-4.
3. ;., 344. 3(7. :J.V;,&quot;;;00, :;0 .i, 371. Interpretation., Treatise &amp;lt;le. not named,

hlcin, three sens,. s ot, i. -I ll

,
ii. 3n

;
a but its contents presupposed, in Ana-

tpi, in Fii st I liiiosojihy, ii. 3U4. lytica and Topica, i. Su; subject of.

Identity. Maxim of, among the y/vtv,,,/- j;, )W ,-elated to subject of Categoria ,

nit i of Demonstration, j. 3 u. so. S3, i;,:,, I. ,.;-, last section of, out

Idomeneiis, b-tti-r
t&amp;lt;&amp;gt;,

from Kpikurtis, ii. of connect ion. 1 . 3
; contains first

\&amp;lt;-\-

4 -
i:&amp;lt; - tive theory of

Pri,po&amp;gt;ition,
1 .&quot;;

;
.siim-

l.iw,rnti,, M.-n,-/.!, Fallacy of, ii. SI ; all mary ,,f, 2OO.
Fallacies may be b;.,i.ght to, ss

;
how Interrogation in Dialectic and in Science,

I -tality, not of the individual, ii. Irregularity, principle of, in the KOMU,,S,

Immoyabb-, ess-n.-e, M,bj,. r t of Ontology, Isokrates, corresponded with Nikokb-.

PriniM .Movi-nt, 377. his style of composition and teaching,
/,/,r ..,. -, /. ,./&amp;lt;,. /,o ,//, ,-, KalHctiu. 33; attacked by ArMotl,.. 31; de

li&quot;!
I&quot;. &quot;I ll&quot;. ^ -llse, of, ii. 4u.i; fende.l by KephisodoniS. 3J).

diir-r, fro;, . the Fals.-. 4ul.

Indii. Mon. M ,l,. j,r,,of ot ti..- rule, f,,r
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J.

Jacerc, Category, i. 9.3, 104
;
sometimes

dropt by Aristotle, 1&amp;lt;)6, 114; entitled

with the others to a place, 111
;
refers

primarily to a Man, 112.

K.

KALLIMACHUS of Alexandria, drew up
tables of authors and their works, i.

49.

Kallisthenes, recommended by Aristotle

to Alexander, i. 13.

Kallistratus, his skolion on Harmodius
and Aristogeiton, i. 19.

Kassander, pupil of Aristotle, i. 13.

Kephisodorus, defended Isokrates against

Aristotle, i. 35, ;593 n.

Knowledge, of the Universal with error

in particulars, i. 261; three modes

of, 264
;

two grades of Absolute,

Qualified, 306
;
of Fact, of Cause, 322

;

proper, is of the Universal, 339
;
versus

Opinion, 341, ii. 284.

Kosmos, principles of regularity and ir

regularity in, i. 164
;

sec Heaven.

Kratylus refrained from predication, and

pointed only with the ringer, ii. 146 n.,

298, 314.

L.

LA MENXAIS, on Common Sense, ii. 274.
Lamian War, i. 17.

Language, significant by convention only,
i. 157

;
as subservient to the growth

of intellect, ii. 225, 290.

Leukippus, affirmed motion to be eternal,
ii. 376

;
atomic doctrine of, 397.

Life, defined, ii. 181
;

sec Soul.

Light, distinguished from Heavy, ii. 391.

Light, takes no time to travel, ii. 199.

Loci, in Dialectic, nature of, i. 4ox
;

dis

tribution of, according to the four

Predicables, 409
; bearing on Accident,

411 seq. ; bearing on E.fjictcud i and
F Kjk wli, as cases of Accident, 427

sei|. ; bearing on Genus, 436 seq. ;

bearing on I ropriurn, 452 seq.; bearing
on Definition, ii. 1 seq. ; belonging to

Sophistic, 76, 108.

Locomotion, Animal, produced by Nous
and Appetite, ii. 238, 239.

Logic, importance of Aristotle s dis

tinction of the Equivocal in, i. 81
;

deals with Ens in what senses, 87
;

blended with Ontology in theCategories,

88; connection of, with Psychology,
157

;
deals with speech as Enunciative,

159; first presented scientifically by
Aristotle. 187: properly includes dis-

ussion of Modals, is 7 son.: dis

tinction of Contradictory and Contrary
fundamental in, 197

;
use of examples

in, 241 ;
Aristotle s one-sided treatment

of, in subordinating Induction, 287;
as combining Induction and Deduction,

289; Mr. J. S. Mill s system of, in

relation to Aristotle s, 289
;
Aristotle s

claim to originality in respect of, ii.

133; line between, and Ontology, not

clearly marked by Aristotle,&quot; 135;
Sokrates first broke ground for, 141

;

subjective point of view chiefly taken

by Aristotle in, 294.
: Lucian, uses word &quot;

esoteric,&quot; i. 75.

: Lucretius, onlv extant Epikurean writer,
ii. 434.

M.
I

: MAPVIG, his view of &quot; exoteric discourse,&quot;

i. 70.

Mathematics, theoretical science, subject

of, ii. 137, 32o.

Matter, a variety of Cause, i. 354, ii.

354; joint-factor with Form in the

intellectual generation of the Indi

vidual, ii. 169, 330 seq.; and Form,
distinction of, a capital feature in Aris

totle s First Philosophy, 182, 324 seq.

(from Metaph. Book Z onwards) ;
rela

tion of, to Form, 183-5; as the Po

tential, 184, 361 seq.; various grades

of, 185.

I Mechanics, place of, in Aristotle s philo

sophy, i. 76.

| Megarics, allowed no power not in actual

exercise, ii. 359.

Memory, Tract on, and Reminiscence, ii.

213; nature of, as distinguished from

Phantasy, 21.3
; distinguished from Re

miniscence, 214 ; phenomena of, 216.

Menedemus, disallowed negative propo

sitions, i. 196.

Meno. Platonic, question as to possibility
of learning in, i. 305.

Monrnkeus, letter to, from Epikurus. ii.

435.

Mentor, Persian general, drove Aristotle

from Mitvlene, i. 7.

Metaphysics, in modern sense, covers

j Aristotle s Physica and Metaphysica,
ii. 136.

Metaphysics, name not used by Aristotle,

i. 76, H4; relation of the, to the

Physica, 76. ii. 135
;

characteristic

distinction of the, 136.

Meteorologica, connected with what other

works, i. 76.

Metrodorus, third husband of Aristotle s

daughter, i. 29.

Middle term in Syllogism, literal sig

nification of, i. 213 ;
how to lind a, 227

&amp;lt;f&quot;|. ;
the U7/v of the conclusion in
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Demonstration, 151.&quot;); power of swiftly

divining a, . 542; fourfold question as

to. in Science, . $45
;
as Cause, :5.~&amp;gt;.&quot;&amp;gt;.

Mie/.a, school of Aristotle there, i. X.

Mill. Mr. .1. S., on the Ten Categories, i-

129 n.: his system of Logic, in relation

to Aristotle s, 2X -9
;

on indemon
strable truths. .&quot;&amp;gt;:!&amp;lt; n.

Milton, his description of Realism, ii.

Mitylene, Aristotle spent some time

tiier-. i. !.

Modal Propositions, form of Antiphasis in,

i. 1SJ: .-\.dud-d by Hamilton and

others from Lo^ic. 1*7; place of, in

Formal I.o^j,- vindicated, 1X9
;

Aris

totle s treatment of. not satisfactory,
191. I . S; doctrine of. related to Aris

totle s Ontology and Physics, 192; dis-

advantageously mixed up with the

Asscrtury, 199, 206, 222
;
in Syllogism,

29 k
Modes ,,f Figure, i. 214; see Figmv.
Moon, splieric.il. ii. 419

;
motions of. 42&amp;lt;i.

Motion. Zeno s argument against, para
doxical, ii. .Y2

;
the kinds of local, :52 .

Mutnt, uu ler
&amp;lt;&amp;gt;i&amp;gt;/tsit&amp;lt;i.

i. 149.

Movent, The Immovable Prime, ii. .&quot;.77

seq.

Myrmex, slave or pupil of Aristotle, i. 27.

N.

NATL UK, sum of the constant tendencies

and sequences within the Kosmos, i.

!).&quot;&amp;gt;,
liX

; objective correlate to the

Necessary Proposition in Logic, 192
;

(Generation from, ii. :&amp;gt;:&amp;gt;&quot;.

Naturalia Parva, complementary to the

De Animi, i. 7&amp;lt;i.

Necessarv, The, as a mode affecting Anti

phasis, i. 1X2; relation of, to the Pos

sible, 1X.
5, Ji.-i; a formal mode of

Proposition, 189; why it may be given

up as a Mode, 297.

Necessity, in what sense Aristotle denies

that all events happen by, i. IfJii.

Negation, disjunction of subject and pre
dicate, i. 160; through what colloca

tions of the negative particle obtained

strictly, 17 ) seq., 244
;
real and appar

ent, 17.&quot;&amp;gt;; svContradictory, Antiji/Hi.ii*.

Neleus, inherited library of Theophrastus,
and carried it away to Skepsis, i. . .1

;

heirs of, buried his library for safety,
51.

Nikanor, son of Proxenus, ward and

friend of Aristotle, bore Alexander s

rescript to the (Jreek cities, i. I !; ex

ecutor, and chief beneficiary, under

Aristotle s will, 2.&quot;&amp;gt;-X;
married Aris

totle s daughter, 2X.

Nikokles, correspondent of Isokrates, i.

10.

Nikomachus, father of Aristotle, medical
author and physician to Amyntas, i. 1

;

son of Aristotle, -J4-6.

Nominalism, main position of, clearly
enunciated by Aristotle, ii. J- ti n.

;

scholastic formula of, _ .&quot;&amp;gt;_ .

X&quot;n Ctn^i
j&amp;gt;ro

t
&amp;lt;(((.i,

ii. ^)
;
how to

solve, 1 _ _ .

A&quot; //i-A /(x, in the sense of Falsehood, i. 8 (

&quot;,

l.Vi; Accident borders on, 141, ii. 15 Jl.

A WJ jicr //
, the argument so called,

i. 2&quot;&amp;gt;&amp;lt;)

; Fallacy of, ii. sj.

Notion, the general, as a cause and crea

tive force, ii. i:&amp;gt;~&amp;gt;.

Xutivrn, nn n s v. nntnra, i. liSli, . 509, .544,
ii. T).

Noun, function of the, i. l.VI, l. .S, 1SS
;

the indefinite, 17&amp;lt;&amp;gt;, 17S.

Nous, the unit of Demonstration or

Science, i. . !. &amp;gt;. 5
;

the /(/( ///&amp;lt;(
/ of

Science or scientific Cognition, . 541,
: &amp;gt;74

; unerring, more so even than

Science, .&quot;.7:5,
ii. _: ,;, -J9J

;
stands with

Aristotle as terminus and correlate to

the process of Induction, .
&amp;gt;7f&amp;gt;, ii. 29:5;

(Noetic soul) distinct from, but imply
ing, the lower mental functions, ii.

192, JIS; independent of special bodily
organs. _

!!&amp;gt;,
_ _ _ , j:5n; ho\v related to

the Celestial I5ody. Ji&amp;gt;i&amp;gt;, _:&amp;gt;(); the form
or correlate of all cogitables Form of

Forms, _ _ .;, 229; limite.l in its func

tion, as joined with sentient and nutri

tive souls,
-

J
J.&quot;i,

22 i
; differently par

taken of by man an 1 animals, J24;
growth of, 22.&quot;. ; not clearly separated

by Aristotle from Phantasy, with
which it is in its exercise hound up,
227; distinguished from Sense, 22! ;

of the Soul, an unlimited cogitative

potentiality, like a tablet not yet
written on, 2:&amp;gt;&amp;lt;,

j:;7 ; function of, in

apprehending the Abstract, 2:il, 2.
&amp;gt;.&quot;&amp;gt;;

has a formal aspect (/ntrlft i tu* A t ii^)

and a material (I &amp;lt;itit-&amp;gt;is),
2.!:5

;
in

what sense immortal, 2: ..5
;

in what
sense the jiriii -ijiin of Science belong
to, J. tij

; analysis, selection, and con

centration of attention, the real cha

racteristics of, 2.57; Theoretical, Prac

tical, 2. 58; cogitation and
&amp;lt;;/;(,

ituin

are identical in, : &amp;gt;S4.

I Number, analogy of Definition to, ii. !&quot;&amp;gt;:!.

i Nutritive soul, functions of, ii. 191, 192 ;

origin of, 221.

O.

I
OlUKCTlox (Enst isix), i. 290; response

to false, in Dialectic, ii. :&amp;gt;:t.
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Ontology, starts from classification of

Kutiii, i. S4-, &amp;lt;S7
;
Science of Kus

&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;&quot;i-

teii is Kns, how nanieil by Aristotle,

84
; opposed as the universal science

to particular sciences, not to Pheno

menology, 84-; blended with Logic in

the Categories, 88; logical aspect of,

as set forth by Aristotle, 1:58
;
of Aris

totle s predecessors, 140, ii. 155, -24:}

seif. ;
has Dialectic as a tentative com

panion, 393
;
not clearly distinguished

from Logic and Phvsics by Aristotle,

ii. 135; highest of Theoretical Sciences,

subject of, 137, 320
;
treats of Kus in

two senses specially, l.&quot;&amp;gt;8, 140; also

critically examines highest generalities
of Demonstration, 140, 295; Aristotle s

advance in, upon Plato, 109, 202
;
an

objective science, 295.

Opinion, opposed to Science, in Plato, i.

298
;

in Aristotle, 298, 341, ii. 284
;

wanting to animals, ii. 212.

Opposite, four modes of, i. 149
;
included

under, rather than including, Rclntiv
t,

150
;
should be called Opposite-Rela-

tica, 151.

Opposition, Contradictory and Contrary,
i. loO; squares of, Scholastic and Aris

totelian, 198 H.

Oppositis, Treatise de, by Aristotle, lost,

i. 194.

Orgauon, The, meaning of, as applied to

Aristotle s logical treatises, i. 78
;
what

it includes, 79
;
not so specified by Aris

totle, 79
;

Aristotle s point of view

throughout, ii. 294.

Or(i&amp;lt;()i t,(ii Helps to command of syllogisms
in dialectical debate, i. 4()1

;
use of the,

407
;
relation of the, to the

!.&amp;lt;&amp;gt;&amp;lt;:!,

48.

&quot;Opos, Term, applied both to Subject and

to Predicate in Analytica, 2o3.

&quot;Ort, To, sec Fact.

Ovffia, i. 95, sea Kssence.

P.

PARADEIGMATIC inference, i. 285
;

sec

Example.
Pftntdujctt, a variety of

AJ&amp;lt;iX&amp;lt;t,
i. 388.

Paralogisms, Scientific, i. 380, ii. 74
;

,src

Fallacies.

Parmeuides, eliminated Non-Ens, i. 190
;

uses equivocal names as univocal, ii.

125; his doctrine of Ab.-olutc Kus, ii.

155, 24!5
;

not a dialectician, 244
;

made intelligence vary with sense, 311.

Paronymous things, i. Hi.

Part, relation of, to Whole, with a view

to Definition, ii. 335.&quot;

Particular, The, not ins mhis compared
with the Universal, i. 282; inferiority

of, to the Universal, 334.

Passion, /V/, Category, i. 93. 104.

Peirastie, given as one of the four species
of debate, ii. 09

; really a variety or

aspect of Dialectic, 7o, 73.

Peplus, work of Aristotle s, i. 45.

Perception, sensible, \&amp;lt;v Sensation.

Pergamus, kings of, their library, i. 51.

Peripatetics, origin of the title, i. 10.

Pha stis, mother of Aristotle, i. 2: direc

tions for a bust to, in Aristotle s will,

27.

Phanias, disciple of Aristotle, knew logical
works of his now lost, i. 80; wrote on

Logic, 8&amp;lt;).

Phantasy, nature of, ii.212
; distinguished

from Memory, 21.3
; indispensable to,

and passes by insensible degrees into,

Cogitation, 218, 220, 227.

Philip of Macedon, chose Aristotle as

tutor to Alexander, i. 7
; destroyed

Stageira, 8.

Philosopher, The, distinguished from the

Dialectician, ii. 20, .30.3, also from the

Sophist, :-!&amp;lt;i.3.

Philosophy, First, usual name for Science

of Kns i/u ttciix* Kns, i. 84, ii. 135, 303
;

see Ontology.

Phokion, at the head of the Athenian
administration under Alexander, i. 17

;

ineffectually opposed anti-Macedonian

sentiment after Alexander s death, 17.

Physica, relation of the, to the Meta-

physica, i. 7*1, ii. 135.

Physics, theoretical science, subject of,

ii. 137, 320, 389.

Pindar, subject of his Odes, i. 19.

Place, in Dialectic, i. 408
;
none outside

of the Heaven, ii. 400.

Planets, number of the spheres of, ii. 381
;

do not twinkle, why, 417
;

.sw Stars.

Plato, much absent from Athens, between
307-00 B.C., i. 5; died, 347 H.C., ;

corresponded with Dionysius, 10;
Aristotle charged with ingratitude to,

29
;
attacked with Aristotle by Kephi-

sodorus, 30
;
ancients uearlv unanimous

as to the list of his works, 38, 59
;

his exposure of equivocal phraseology,

82; fascinated by particular numbers,

Io5; on Relativity, 121; his theory
of Proposition and Negation, 194, ii.

142; called for, but did not supply,

definitions, 203; his use of the word

Syllogism, 200
;

relied upon logical

Division for science, 2.34; opposed
Science (Dialectic) to Opinion (Rhe

toric), 299, . 5.SO; explained learning
from Reminiscence, 3o5

;
his view of

Nous as infallible, 375; character of

his dialogues, 3so
; recogni/ed Di

dactic, but as absorbed into Dialectic,

.381
;

his use of the word Sophist, ii.
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08
;

his psychology (in the Tim;nis),

17d-4, 178, 1 itl.
;
first allirmed Kealism,

24.&quot;&amp;gt;
;

his Ontology and theory of Ideas,

247 seq., see Ideas
;

held Sophistic to

be busied about Non-Ens, 321
;

Ins

scale of Essences, 324, 309
;

his as

sumption of a self-movent as
;&amp;lt;///&amp;lt;-

cijriuin, 370; held that the uon-gene-
rable may be destroyed. 4u.&quot;&amp;gt;.

4&amp;lt;0;
on

the position of the Karth, 424; in his

Protagoras anticipate! Epikurus, 434;
admitted an invincible erratic uecev-ity
in Nature, 441

;
ethical purpose of,

448.
4 Plato and the Other Companions of

Sokrates, subject of the work, i. 1
;

ivferred to, on subject of the Platonic

(. anon, 38.

Platonists, their view of Essences as

Numbers, ii. 3,~&amp;gt;3
;

see Ideas.

Plotinus, censured Categories of the

Stoics, 144, ii. 200
;
his list of Cate

gories, 147, ii. 200.

rim-tain fnterrcMjationum nt
r/&amp;lt;mv,

Fl-
/.&amp;lt; ,(, ii. 8H

;
how to solve, 122.

Plutarch does not appear to have known
the chief Aristotelian works, i. 44;

authority for story of the fate of

Aristotle s library, .&quot;&amp;gt;&amp;lt;&amp;gt;.

Poetic, place of, in Aristotle s philosophy,
i. 70; modes of speech entering into,

l. .ii, IKS.

noidv, .&amp;lt;. Quality.

Politics, place of in Aristotle s philosophy,
i. l*i.

Porphyry, disposed works of Plotinus in

Emi -ads, i. 02; his Eisagoge, !&quot;&quot;&amp;gt;, 140,
ii. 240; rejected last paragraph of De

Interpretatione 193; his statement of

the question as to Universal*, ii. 240,

207
;

defended Aristotle s Categories

against Plotinus, 200.

rio(7&amp;lt;{j/,
.set- Quantity.

Possible, The, as a Mode affecting Anti-

phasis, i. 182
;
relation of, to the Neces

sary, 18. },
29~&amp;gt;

;
three meanings of,

given by Aristotle, 184; effective

sense of, 180, 191, 295, ii. 305, 4u;,
;

truly a Formal .Mode of Proposition,
189

; gradations in, i. 295.

Poste, Mr., upon Aristotle s proof that

Demonstration implies indemonstrable

truths, i. 33U; on the Theory of Fal

lacies, ii. 78.

I nsti rins, different senses of, i. 151
;

as between parts and whole, ii. . J. l.WJ.

Post-|.r:i-ilicamenta, i. 11:1, 114, 149.

Postulate, as a principle of Demonstra

tion, i. IU8.

Potentiality (Power) as opposed to Actu

ality, i. 1*4, ii. 184, 301 scq. ;
varie

ties of, ii. :558.

Predicaments, set- Categories.

Predicables, four in Aristotle, five in later

logicians, i. .598; quadruple classifica

tion of, how exhaustive, ;599
;

come
each under one or other of the Cate

gories, 4oO.

Predicate, in a proposition, i. 1
.&quot;&amp;gt;&amp;lt;&amp;gt;;

to be

One, 172; called Term in Analvtica,
203.

Predication, essential and non-essential,
Aristotle s mode of distinguishing, i.

N9, 91.

Premisses, of Syllogism, i. 21. }; how to

disengage, for Reduction, 2iiti
;

in

volving qualification, 2. .9
; false, yield

ing true conclusion, 240 ; contradic

tory, yielding a conclusion in Second
ainl Third figures, 2.&quot;&amp;gt;1

; necessary cha

racter of, in Demonstration, 311; in

Dialectic, 1528.

Principles of Science, furnished only by
Experience, i. ! . &amp;gt;.

&amp;gt;,
:&amp;gt;7i&amp;gt;

;
knowahle in

themselves, hut not therefore innate,

2&quot;)0,
: .i&amp;gt;9

; what, common to all, .

in;.,

I5O9 ; maintained by Aristotle to be in-

fciiK iistrable, :&amp;gt;10,
. i/Ki; general and

special, . 54 1, ii. 29.&quot;&amp;gt;

; development of,
:{t&amp;gt;9

;
known by Nous upon Induction

from particulars, &quot;&amp;gt;74, ii. 2 !. }, 292;
discussed by Fir.st Philosopher, and bv
Dialectician, ii. 2*7.

I rincijiii I\
tili&amp;lt;&amp;gt;, Fallacy of, i. 22.&quot;&amp;gt;. 2.&quot;&amp;gt;:&amp;gt;

;

in Dialectic, ii. .&quot;&amp;gt;

!, til; in Sophistic,
ii. 80

;
how to solve. 122.

/Vi M.s
, different senses of, in Post-pr.-i dica-

menta i. l.M
;

in
Metaphy&amp;gt;ica A, l.~&amp;gt;2;

Aristotle often confounds the meanings
of, 1&quot;): ,; as between parts and whole,
ii. :;.&quot;&amp;gt;;&amp;gt;-9.

Privatio and //d #H.s-, case of Oppisiti,
i. 149, i:.l.

Proltabilities, Syllogism from, i. 291.

Probable, The, true meaning of, in Aris

totle, i. :589.

Problematical proposition, The, a truly
formal mode, i. IS .).

Problems, for scientific investigation, i.

:t4:J; identical, . JO;,
; in Dialectic, .&quot;.94.

Prokles, second husband of Aristot !, &amp;gt;

daughter, i. 2M.

Proof (Tt/fuTjptoj/), distinguished from

Sign, i. 292.

Propositions, subject of De Interpreta

tione, i.
8&amp;lt;&amp;gt;,

lob
;

Terms treated by
Ari.stotle with reference to, *:!; En s

divided with reference to, S.t
; defined,

l. iO
; distingui.-shed in signification from

Terms, l.&quot;&amp;gt;0, K.8, also from other

nnxles of significant speech, 1&quot;&amp;gt;9,
1M7

;

Simple, Complex, l.V.; Allirmativr,

Negative, 10n, 17.&quot;&amp;gt;; Contradictory

(pair of, making Antiphasis), Contrary,
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IfiO, 177, 193; Universal, Singular,
16O; about matters particular and

future, 1(33; in quaternions illus

trative of real Antiphasis, 170
,se&amp;lt;j. ;

subject of, and predicate of, to be each

One, 179; function of copula in, 182;
Simple Assertory, Modal (Possible or

Problematical and .Necessary), US.!

seq. ; subjective and objective aspects
of, 188; Aristotle s theory of, com

pared with views of Plato and others,

194, summarized, 200
;
how named

in Analytica, 203; named either as

declaring, or as generating, truth, -21)4
;

formally classified according to Quan
tity in Analytica, 205; Universal,
double account of, 205; Conversion of,

taken singly, 207 ; rules for Conversion
of Universal Negative. Affirmative, \-c.,

208 seq. ; comparison of, as subjects
of attack and defence, 226

;
Indivisible

or Immediate, and Mediate modes of

error with regard to, 323 seq. ;
as

subject-matter of Dialectic, 394
;

clas

sified for purposes of Dialectic, . 598.

Proprium, one of the Predicables, i. 398
;

thesis of, hardest, after Definition, to

defend, 411, ii. 35; dialectical Lori

bearing on, 452 seq. ;
ten different

modes of, 464.

Tlpns rt, sec Relation.

Protagoras, his doctrine &quot; Homo Mensura&quot;

impugned by Aristotle, as adverse to

the Maxim of Contradiction, ii. 147

seq., 310 seq.; true force of his doc

trine, 148; misapprehended by Aris
totle and Plato, 150.

nporaim, name for Proposition in Ana

lytica, 203.

Proxenus of Atarneus, guardian of Aris

totle at Stageira, i. 3; mentioned in

Aristotle s will, 27.

Pseudographeme or Scientific Paralogism,
i. 38G

;
or pseudographic syllogism, ii.

74.

Psychology, relation of, to Logic, i. 157
;

summary of Aristotle s, ii. 239.

Pythagoras, disregarded experience, ii.

156; sec Pythagoreans.

Pythagoreans had a two-fold doctrine

exoteric and esoteric, i. 75; fascinated

by particular numbers, 105
;
their view

of the soul, ii. 175
;
went astray in

defining from numbers, . 540
;
ascribed

perfection and beauty to results, not

to their originating principles, 38u
;

said the Universe and all things are

determined by Three, 389; recognized

Plight and Left in the Heaven, 407
;

erred in calling ours the upper hemi

sphere and to the right, 408
;
affirmed

harmony of the spheres, 418
; placed

Fire, not Earth, at the centre of the

Kosmos, 423; made the Earth and An-
tichthon revolve each in a circle, 424.

Pythias, wife of Aristotle, i. 6, 24. 28
;

daughter of Aristotle, 24-8.

Q.

| Qufi&amp;gt;mt&amp;lt;i,
in science, tour heads c

343; order of, 344; the four, co

pared, 346.

. Quality (Qunlc), third Category, treated

fourth, i. 93, 102
;

varieties&quot; of, 103
;

admits, in some cases, contrariety and

graduation, 103
; foundation of Simi

larity and Dissimilarity, 104
;

illus

trated from Itc/atd, 104; First Essence
shades through Second into, 131; to

Aristotle a mere predicate, highest of
substances to Plato, ii. 265

;
is hardly

Ens at all, 323.

Quantity ((JU intmn), second Category, i.

93; Continual, Discrete, 99; has no

contrary, 100
;

a mere appendage to

Essence, ii. 1523, 325.

Quiddity, sec Essence.

R.

IlK.vusM, first affirmed by Plato, ii. 245,

I

252
; problems of, as set out by Por

phyry, and discussed before and after,
246

;
scholastic formula of, 252

;
ob

jections urged against, by Plato him
self in Sopliistes and Parmenidcs, 252

seq. ; peculiarity in Plato s doctrine

of, 254
; impugned by Aristotle, 257

scq. ;
character of Aristotle s objec

tions to, 261
; counter-theory to, set

up by Aristotle, 261-3
;

standard

against, raised by Aristotle in his First

Category, 265; of Plotinus, 26(5
;
of. I.

Scotus Erigena, 267
;
of Kemigius, 268.

Reciprocation, among Terms of Syllo
gism, i. 265.

Reduction, in Syllogism, i. 220; object
and process of, 236 seq.

J, ( (/iiiiio ud Iinpjssibile or A
&amp;gt;sur&amp;lt;1nm,

used in proving modes of Second figure,
i. 219; nature of, 223, 231, 242; a

case of Reversal of Conclusion for refu

tation, 250
;
abuse of, guarded against

by the argument Nonpar Hoc, 257.

Regularity, principle of, in the Kosmos,
ni c Nature.

Helnlt, defined, i. 100.

Relation, fourth Category, treated third,
i. 9:5, loo

; admits, in some cases,

contrariety and graduation, 101; too

narrowly conceived by Aristotle, 115
;

covers all predicates, il7
;
covers even

Essence as Subject, 119; an Universal

comprehending and pervading all the
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Categories, rather than a Category
it.self, 120; understood at the wM-&amp;gt;t

by some of the ancients, 120; compre-
hensiveness of, conceded bv Aristotle

himself, 121, 120.

feltitive-Opposita, should rather stand

Opjwsite-Itelatica, i. 149-51.

Y ativity, or Relation, sec Relation
;

knowledge, universal (in the sense

of Protagoras), impugned by Aristotle,

ii. 147 seq., 312 seq. ;
allowed by Aris

totle to pervade all mind, 239.

Remains of Auxerre, went as far as

Plato in Realism, ii. 208.

Reminiscence, 1 lato s doctrine of, i. .500,
ii. 25O; Aristotle s Tract on Memory
and, ii. 213; nature of, as distin

guished from Memory, 214; pheno
mena of, 2l.&quot;i.

Resemblances, study of, an orjanon of

debate, i. 4O5.

Respiration, organ ami function of, ii.

203.

Reversal of Conclusion, i. 249.

Rhabanus Maurus, followed Aristotle on

Universals, ii. 207.

Rhetoric, jilace of, in Aristotle s philo

sophy, i. 70
;
modes of speech dealt

with&quot; in, l.VJ, 188; opposed by Plato

to Dialectic, 299, :;80; opposed with

Dialectic to Science by Aristotle, 3(M&amp;gt;,

382, :1H4; developed before Aristotle,
ii. 131.

Rose, Valentine, his view of the cata

logue of Diogenes, i. 45.

S.

SAGACITY, in divining Middle Term, i.

342.

Sameness, three senses of, i. 400, ii. 30.

Scholarchs, Peripatetic, their limited

knowledge of Aristotle before An-
drouikus, i. 52, 55.

Science, ace Knowledge.
Sciences, some prior and more accurate

than others, i. 30.3, 338, ii. 2&amp;lt;3
;

clas

sified as Theoretical, Practical, Con
structive, ii. 137. 320; Theoretical,

subdivided, 137, 320.

Seneca, authority for Stoical creed, ii.

434
;
a Stoic engaged in active politics.

448.

Sensation, knowledge begins from the
natural process of, i. 369, ii. 225,
2.37

;
consciousness of, explained, ii.

209.

Sens.-*, the five, ii. 198 seq. ;
cannot be

iin. re than live, 2&amp;lt;&amp;gt;8.

Scntii-iit. .soul, involves functions of the

Nutritive with sensible perception be

sides, ii. 192; distinguishes animals

VOL. II.

from plants, 193; receives the form of

the
j*rwj&amp;gt;tum without the matter, as

wax an impression from the signet,

194; communicated by male in gene
ration, and is complete from birth,
19&quot;) ; differs from the Noetic, in com

muning with particulars and being de

pendent on stimulus from without,

190, 229
; grades of, 190

;
has a faculty

of discrimination and comparison, 190,
225

; heart, the organ of, 197 ; cannot

perceive two distinct sensations at

once, 210; at the lowest, subject to

pleasure and pain, appetite and aver

sion.
21&amp;lt;&amp;gt;; Phantasy belongs to the,

212; Memory belongs to the, 213.

Sepulveda, his use of exoteric,&quot; i. 04.

Signs, Syllogism from, i. 291
;

distin

guished from Proof (rf^r/piop), 292
;

in Physiognomy, 293.

Simplikius, defended Aristotle s Cate

gories, ii. 200,

Simul, meaning of, i. 151
;

as between

parts and whole, ii. 337.

Skepsis, Aristotle s books and manuscripts
long kept buried there, i. 51.

Smell, operated through a medium, ii.

20&amp;lt;;
stands below sight and hearing,

203
;
action of, 204

; organ of. 205.

Sokratcs, reference to his fate by
Aristotle, i. 23; his exposure of equi
vocal phraseology, 82

;
called for, but

did not supply, definitions. 2o3
;

his

conception and practice of Dialectic, to

the neglect of Didactic, 380; Klenchus

of, 380, ii. 157, 103; did nothing but

question, ii. 130; Greek philosophy be

fore, 141
;

first broke ground for Logic,
141

;
his part in the development of

CJreek Philosophy, 15G seq. ; peculi
arities of, according to Aristotle, 158

;

first inquired into the meaning of uni

versal terms, 243-5.
Sok rates, the younger, false analogy of,

in defining animal, ii. 340.

Solecism, sophistic charge of, ii. 81
;

how to repel, 123.

Sophist, The, as understood by Aristotle, ii.

08, 09, 75; as understood by Plato,

08; five ends ascribed to, 81; not

really distinguished by Aristotle from

the. Dialectician, 77, 93 seq.

Sophist es of Plato, theory of Proposition
in. i. 194.

Sophistic, busied about Accidents, i. 141,

ii. 321
;

as understood by Aristotle, ii.

08, 77
; given as one of four species of

debate, 09; Aristotle s conception of,

both as to
j.urpo.se and subject-matter,

disallowed, 77, 93 seq. ; Loci bearing

on, U9
; debate, difficulties in, 127

;

borders (.n Dialectic, 129.

1 II
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Sophistic! Elenchi, last book of Topica, i.

79, 378
; subject of, ii. 68

;
last

chapter of, 128 seq.

Sorites, what was afterwards so called, i.

225.

Soul, according to Plato, ii. 170, 174, 178,

192; AlkmcTon, 174; Herakleitus,

175; Diogenes of Apollonia, 175;

Anaxagoras, 175; Kmpedokles, 175;
Pythagoreans, 175; Xeuokrates, criti

cized by Aristotle, 176; theory of

Empedokles criticized, 177
; theory

of, as pervading the whole Kosmos,
178

;
all the foregoing theories of,

rejected by Aristotle, 179; requisites
of a good theory of, 179; Aristotle s

point of view with regard to, 180;
the problem of, stated to cover all

forms of Life, 181
;
resolved by meta

physical distinction of Form and

Matter, 181-6
;

defined accordingly,
187

;
not a separate entity in itself,

187
;
not really, but only logically,

separable from body, 188
; thorough

going implication of, with Matter, 189,
217

;
is Form, Movent, and Final Cause,

of the body as Matter, 190, 220
;
makes

with body the Living or Animated

Body, 191, 220
;

varieties of, in an

ascending scale, 191, 221
;
the lowest

or Nutritive, 192
;
the Sentient (also

nutritive), 193-211, sec Sentient
;

higher functions of, conditioned by
lower, 211

;
Phantastic department of,

212; the Noetic or Cogitant, 218, see

Nous, Noetic; all varieties of, proceed
from the region of Form or the Celes

tial Body, 220
;
Nous of the, 230

;
not

immortal, even the Noetic, in the indi

vidual, 233
; is, in a certain way, all

existent things, 239.

Sound, cause of, ii. 201.

Species, is Second Essence i. 89, 96
;

one of the Predicables in Porphyry s,

not in Aristotle s, list, 398
; logically

posterior to Genus and to Differentiae,
ii. 346.

Speech, significant by convention only, i.

157, 159
; Enunciative, and other

modes of, 159.

Speusippus, succeeded Plato in the Aca

demy, i. 9, 30
;
books of, at his death,

bought by Aristotle, 50
;
held it im

possible to define anything without

knowing everything, 359
;

his enu
meration of Essences, ii. 324, 388;
ascribed beauty and perfection to re

sults, not to their originating prin

ciples, 380.

Spinoza, his definition of Substance con

trasted with Aristotle s, i. 183.

Spontaneity, source of irregularity in the

Kosmos, i. 165, 296
;

affects the rule

of Antiphasis, 166
; objective correlate

to the Problematical Proposition, 192,
295

;
Generations and Constructions

from, 330, 371.

Stageira, birthplace of Aristotle, i. 2
;

destroyed by Philip, restored by Aris

totle, 8.

Stars, in their nature eternal Essences,
ii. 381

;
whence the heat and light of,

414
;

themselves at rest, are carried

round in their circles, 416
; spherical

in figure, 416, 419
; (not planets)

twinkle, why, 417
;
rates of motion of

(planets), as determined by their posi

tion, 419
; irregular sequence of

(planets), in respect of complexity of

motions, 420
; partakers of life and

action, 421
; why so many, in the one

single First Current, 422.

Stilpon, merely disputed on Proposition,
i. 196.

Stoics, Categories of the, i. 144, ii. 265
;

their doctrine copiously reported, ii.

434; points in which they agreed with

the Epikureans, 437, 450
;
fatalism of,

441
;
held Self-preservation to be the

first principle of Nature, 444; incul

cated as primary officiuin, to keep in the

State of Nature, 444
;
their idea of

the Good, 445
;

their distinction of

things in our power, and not in our

power, 446
;
held the will to be always

determined bv motives, 446
;

their

view of a free mind, 447
;
allowed an

interposing Providence, 447
;

ethical

purpose of, 448, 449
; urged to active

life, 448 ;
subordinated beneficence, put

justice highest, 448-50; their respect
for individual conviction, 449.

Strabo, authority for story of the fate of

Aristotle s library, i. 50, 54.

Subject, to b predicated of a, distin

guished from to be in a, i. 83, 88, 91
;

which is never employed as predicate,

89, 96, 227
;
which may also be pre

dicate, 89, 227
;
called Term in Analy-

tica, 203.

Substance, sec Essence.

Substratum, i. 95, ii. 324
;

sec Essence.

Sun, ever at work, ii. 365
;
whence the

heat and light of, 415; why seen to

move at rising and setting, 416
;
mo

tions of, 420.

i Sylla, carried library of Apellikon to

Rome, i. 53.

Syllogism, principle of, indicated in Cate-

goria
1

,
i. 93

; theory of, claimed by
Aristotle as his own work, 201, 221

;

defined, 205, ii. 140
;

Perfect and

Imperfect, 205
; meaning of, in Plato,

specialized in Aristotle, 206
;

con-
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ditions of valid, 213, 224; Premisses,

Terms, Figures, &c., of, 213 seq. ;

Reduction of, 220; mediaeval abuse

ot
,
221

;
Direct or Ostensive, and In

direct, 223; has two (even number of)

propositions, and three (odd number

of) terms, 225
;
how to construct a,

220
;
method of, superior to logical

Divi.&amp;gt;ion, 234
;

from an Hypothesis,
242

; plurality of conclusions from,
245

;
inversion of, 248 ; conversion of,

249
;

liabilities to error in the use of,

252
;

cases of Reciprocation among
terms of, 205

;
antithesis among terms

of, 200
;
canons of, common to Demon

stration, Dialectic, Rhetoric, 267, 3U2,

383; the, from Induction, 208
; prior

and more elleetive as to cognition,
than Induction, 274; the, from Ex

ample, 274; relation of, to Induction,
275 seq. ;

varieties of Abduction, Ob

jection, Enthymeme, &c., 2 JO seq.;

Modal, 294; theory of, applicable both

to Demonstration and Dialectic, 298,
382

;
the Demonstrative or Scientific,

3u9, 315, 383; of 8rt, and of StoVi,

322
;

the unit in, 333
; scope and

matter of the Dialectical, 383, 380;
the Kristic, 380, ii. 74; the Kleuchus,
or Refutative, ii. 69

;
the Pseudogra-

phie, 74 ; inquiry into Axioms of, falls

to First Philosophy, 141.

Synonymous things, i. 81.

T.

TASTE, operates through contact, ii. 203;
a variety of Touch, 200

; organ of, 2&amp;lt;0.

Tautology, sophistic charge of, ii. 81
;

how to&quot; repel, 1J3.

TtKn-hptov (Proof), distinguished from

Sign, i. 292.

Terms, as such, subject of Categoriac, i.

80
; things denoted by, distinguished

as Homonymous (Equivocal), Synony
mous (Univocal), Paronymous im

portance of the distinction, 81
;
viewed

by Aristotle, as constituents of a Pro

position, 83; distinguished from Pro

position in signification, 150, 158; the

word, used instead of Xoun and Verb
in Analytica, 2&amp;lt;&amp;gt;3; Major, Middle, and

Minor, in Syllogism, 213
;
in Syllogism,

ar&amp;lt;- often masked, 238; reciprocation
of, in Syllogism, 205

; equivocation of,

to be attended to in Dialectic, 4irJ.

Thales, character of his philosophy, ii.

154; supposed the Earth to float at

rest on water, 425.

Themison, correspondent of Aristotle, i.

1&amp;lt;&amp;gt;.

Themistius, speaks of an army of assail

ants
&quot;

of Aristotle, i. 37
;
on the order

of the (Juxsitu in science, 344.

Theodorus, developed Rhetoric, ii. 131.

Theology, alternative name for First

Philosophy or Ontology, i. 84, ii. 137.

Theophrastus, left in charge of Aristotle s

school and library, i. 21, 50 ; direc

tions to, in Aristotle s will, 25, 26
;

bought as well as composed books, 50
;

disposition of his library, 50, 60; wrote
on Logic, 80

; distinguished Affirmation

IK (jifraOffftus, 175, 244
;

followed

Aristotle in treating of Modals, 2o7
;

assumed convertibility of Universal

Negative, 210.

Theses, how to find arguments for, i.

227
;
art of impugning and defending,

258; in Dialectic, how open to be im

pugned, 410, chiefly Universal Affirma

tive, 410; comparison of, as subjects
of attack and defence, 411, ii. 34, 45.

Thrasyllus, canon of, i. 38, 59
;

tetra

logies of, 62.

Thrasymachus, developed Rhetoric, ii.

131.

Thomas Aquinas, his use of &quot;

exoteric,&quot;

i. 04.

Ti i)j/ thai, T6, sec Essence (Quiddity).

Timasus, Platonic, summary of the psy
chological doctrine in the, ii. 1704.

Timarchus, friend of Aristotle, i. 25.

Time, none, outside of the Heaven, i. 400.

Tisias, first writer on Rhetoric, ii. 131.

Topica, referred to in Analytica, i. 79;
presupposes contents of Categoria; and
De Interpretation, 79; part of ono

scheme with Analytica, 204
; design of,

specially claimed by Aristotle as ori

ginal, 378
; subject &quot;of, 378, 382

;
First

Book of, preliminary to the Loci, 408
;

distribution of, 4oy&quot;

Torstrick, his view of &quot;exoteric dis

course,&quot; i. 7O.

Touch, most widely diffused sense, ii.

190; operated through contact, 2()3,

i.e., apparently, 2o7
;
most developed

in man, 2&amp;lt;&amp;gt;0;
an aggregate of several

senses, 206
; organ of, 2&amp;lt;&amp;gt;7.

Traus-Oltacient, action of the, in Smell,
ii. L ol.

Trans-Sonant, action of the, in Hearing,
ii. 2(1.

Trendelenburg, brings the Categories into

relation with parts of speech, i. 14 _ .

Truth, Ens in the sense of, i. HO, &c., r

Ens; a mental conjunction or dis

junction of terms in conformity with

fact, 80, ii. 159, 315, 3 22, 307;
embodied in the Proposition or Euun-
riative Speech, 150, 1H8.

Tyrannion studied Aristotb- s MSS. at
&quot;

Rome, i. 53, 54, 50, 02.
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TJ.

UNIVERSAL, The, knowledge of, with
error as to particulars, i. 263

;
know

ledge of, better than of the Parti

cular, 334
;
not perceivable by sense,

339, but cf. 372
;

reveals the Cause,
340

; generated by a process of Induc

tion from particulars, 374 ; controversy

about, began with Sokrates and Plato,
ii. 243

; questions as to, set out by

Porphyry, 246
;
Plato s statements as

to, collected, 247 seq. ;
scholastic for

mulas of the different theories of, 252
;

Aristotle s objection to Plato s Realistic

theory of, 257 seq. ;
Aristotle s counter-^

theory as to, 261
;

is to Aristotle a pre
dicate in or along with the Particular,

263, 343
;

later history of the question

of, till launched in the schools of the

Middle Age, 265-8
; given as one of

the varieties of Essence, 324
; argu

ments against its being Essence, 342.

Universalia Prima, as premisses in Demon
strative Science, i. 311.

Universe, extends every way, ii. 390.

Univocal terms, i. 81.

V.

VACUUM, exists potentially only, ii. 361
;

none, outside of the Heaven, 400.

Verb, function of the, i. 156, 158, 188
;

the indefinite, 170, 178.

Vision, most perfect sense, ii. 198
;

colours, the object of, 199
;

effected

through media having diaphanous

agency, 199.

Voice, The, ii. 202.

W.

WAITZ, prints Sophistici Elenchi as last

Book of Topica, i. 79.

When, Quando, Category, i. 93, 104.

Where, Ubi, Category, i. 93, 104.

Words, subjective and objective aspects

of, i. 157.

Works of Aristotle, dates of, uncertain, i.

76
;

in what order to be studied, 78
;

cross-references in the logical, 79.

Wyttenbach, started doubts as to Platonic

Canon, i. 38.

X.

XENOKRATES, fellow-pupil ^
of Aristotle,

accompanied him to Atarneus, i. 6
;

head of the Academy, 9, 10
;
attached

to Athenian democracy, 14 character

of, 37; his view of the soul, ii. 175.

Xenophanes, improved on by Parmenides,
ii. 243

;
his reason for the stationari-

ness of the Earth, 425.

Z.

ZELLER, his view of &quot; exoteric discourse,&quot;

i. 70.

Zeno, the Eleatic, argument of, against

Motion, paradoxical, ii. 52
;
uses equi

vocal names as univocal, 125
;
defended

the Parmenidean theory dialectically,
244.

Zeno, the Stoic, a foreigner at Athens,
without a sphere of political action,
i. 448.

Zoological Treatises, place of the, among
the other works of Aristotle, i. 76.

THE END.
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A JOUKNEY TO HIGH TAKTAUY, YAKKANI),
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By ROBERT B. SHAW,
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1
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With Map and Illustrations. 8v&amp;lt;&amp;gt;. lO.v.

&quot;

It is impossible to rrad Mr. Sha\v narrative without m-eing that he run many rinks which

were only avi -rtrd
l&amp;gt;y

his ever ready wit, &amp;lt;-onstant good humour, and untiring patience. Hut

risks belong ehiefly to pioneers : they laboriously make the road-i which others tivad safely und

easily after thorn. We cannot doubt that many will be induced by Mr. Shaw s pleasant and

graphic book to try:md see something of the novel and attractive country
which he describe* *

well; and we can only hope that they may follow in hi* footsteps without encountering his

critical situations or enduiing the weariness of his lonir detentions.&quot; Guardian.
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LORD BYRON; A BIOGRAPHY.
WITH A CRITICAL ESSAY ON HIS PLACE IX LITERATURE.

By KARL ELZE.

Translated from the German, and Edited with Notes.

With an Original Portrait and Facsimile. 8vo. ] 6s.

&quot; Karl Elze has used wisely and judiciously the vast amount of materials illustrative of

Byron, which were open to him as to all the world, and the skilful and artistic use which he
has made of them gives a charm to the narrative which is clear, compact, and well arranged.
Not the least interesting part of the book to many readers will be the last two chapters, in

which the author treats of Byron s characteristics and his place in literature. The book is one

which all the admirers of Bvron must read.&quot; ^ofcs find Queries,

LECTURES ON THE HISTORY OF THE CHURCH
OF SCOTLAND,

DELIVERED IN EDINBURGH IN 1872.

By ARTHUR PENRHYN STANLEY, D.D.,
Dean of Westminster.

8vo. 7s. 6(L

&quot; Scottish ecclesiastical affairs arc so generally eschewed on this side the Border as mysteries
not to be deciphered by the English intellect, that Dean Stanley deserves to be complimented
for his courage in undertaking to lecture on such a subject, and that, too, before an Edinburgh
axidience more

likely to be critical than sympathetic. It was impossible that a writer

possessed of such varied information and high literary skill as Dean Stanley should fail in any
enterprise, however bold ; and he has accordingly produced a work which, if not profoundly
learned, is eminently readable, one which the reader will not readily lay aside after a single
penisal.&quot; Athetifeww.

A HISTORY OF GREECE.

FROM THE EARLIEST PERIOD TO THE CLOSE OF THE GENERATION
CONTEMPORARY WITH ALEXANDER THE GREAT.

By GEORGE GROTE, F.R.S., D.C.L. & LL.D.
Late Yirc-Chancellor of the University of London, President of University College, London,

and Foreign Member of the Institute of France.

Fourth Edition. With Portrait, Maps, and Plans, 10 vols., Svo.

The TEXT of these Volumes has been carefully revised, and the Edition is printed
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By LORD LYTTELTON.

Crown Svo. 9s.
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AND OK THK 1 IIOCJUE.SS OF THE BRITISH NATION, 17&amp;gt;3-lS7o.

By Professor LEONE LEVI, F.S.A.,
RuTiter ;t -T,nw. Prfe*&quot;r &quot;f the Principles ami Practice of Commerce and Onmmorci:l I-nv.-,

King s College, London.

With all Index. 8vo. 1 &amp;gt;.-.

&quot; Prof. I.-vi has added to his several contributions to economic science a hook that wr*
wanted. Histories of commerce have often consisted of little more than outlines of treaties

and of financial crises, with some notices of the removal of trade from one port to another.

A good commercial history should give, ut least in outlines, a representation of the whole
industrial and economic life of a people. This larger definition has been accented by Prof.

Levi, and it lias increased both the difficulty and the value of his work. He begins at the

time when free trade was an abstract theory and ends when he finds it recognized, in Great

Britain, not only as an established fact, but also as a law for the future. His book serves as an

important historical argument in favour of commercial freedom, and as an epitome of facts for

students of national economy. The value of Prof. Levi s book is increased by a good index, and

by ome extensive statistical appendices.&quot; AlhettfCHn,.

RUDE STONE MONUMENTS IN ALL COUNTRIES;
THEIR AfJE AND USES.

By JAMES FERGUSSON, D.C.L., F.R.S.,
Author of &quot;The History of Architecture.&quot;

With 230 Illustrations. Medium 8vo. 24s.

Hitherto, antiquaries have looked upon untooled monuments as
mainly pre-architectural

and possibly pre-historic. But Mr. Fergusson has now elaborated an idea slightly outlined bv
him about ten years ago, and in this copiously illustrated work endeavours to draw these

wonderful relics within the confines of architecture and historv, and arrange them in a sequence.
His creed is that all groups of untooled stone are comparatively modern, and that those of tin-

East especially are very late
attempts

to imitate ancient magnificence Of those

who have investigated the subject tor themselves, some will receive, and some will resent his

interpretations, but all who look into his book and examine his illustrations will be gratified.&quot;

Builder.

LIFE AND TIMES OF ST. CHEYSOSTOM.
A SKETCH OF THK CHURCH AND mi: EMPIRE IN THE IVnr CENTURY.

By Rev. W. R. W. STEPHENS, M.A.,
Hnlliul Cull., Oxon, Vicar of Mid-Liivaiit, Sussex.

Portrait. 8vo. 15*.

.Mr. Stephens has considerable powers of description, and has given us a life-like picture of

the celebrated Archbishop of Constantinople. He has fairly accomplished the design which la-

laid before himself at commencing his work, of writing a supplementary chapter on
ecclesiastical history. He has even done more, for he has made his biography quite
intelligible to readers who may be taking up the subject for the first time

;
and we even think

that one who had never even heard of St. Chrysostom and how many there may be in that

predicament we will not attempt to determine might read this volume with interest a^d
advantage. Upon the whole we think the author may fairly be congratulated in having
ac hieved success.&quot; Literary Vhurchmatt,
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CHRISTIANITY
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By M. GUIZOT.

Post 8vo. P,v.

LIFE AND TIMES OF THE REV. DE. COOKE,
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By Rev. J. L. PORTER, D.D.,
Author of &quot; Five Years in Damascus,&quot; &quot;The Handbook for Syria an. I Palestine.&quot;

Second Edition. With Portraits. Sv&amp;lt;&amp;gt;. 14*.

&quot;That Dr. (Jooke was a very remarkable man is sufficiently proved by what he did. He ro.se

by perfectly legitimate means from a low rank in life to a position of &quot;national importance, in

which his opinions and actions were worth the consideration of statesmen. He undertook

great enterprises and accomplished them with astonishing success. Dr. Porter has performed
the part of biographer in a very creditable manner. As his volume covers eighty eventful

years, he cannot bo accused of dealing at too great length with the life and times of his hero.
On the whole, the great Protestant leader of Belfast has been happy in his biographer.

He has received in death, as in life, a great de-U of high-flown praise, but his history has been
told in a plain straightforward manner suitable to a character that did not need magnifying
and would not bear idealizing.&quot; Saturday Ihcicu-.
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This ConuiH-iitary is intended for tlio tons &amp;lt;&amp;gt;f thousands &amp;lt;&amp;gt;f thouirhtful. odm atcd, reverent

Englishmen, who, making no jin-tension to be Hebrew or tlieologieal scholars, yet sincerely love

their bibles, are interested in all that concerns them, and ;isk anxiously f &amp;gt;r some jdain ard
honest reply to the ditlicuities and objections by which, ol late years, they have been BO

unceasingly pained and disturbed. And such persons we venture to assert will not turn to \}\\&amp;lt;

Commentary in vain.&quot; John Hull.
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KIIOM Till: STRAITS OF MAGELLAN* TO TMK IMO NI-T.Iio.

By GEORGE CHAWORTH MUSTERS, R.N.

With Map and Illustrations. Svo. lii.v.
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THREE ESSAYS.
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(&quot;&quot;rown Svo. H.s-.
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tion to erk relaxation in reviewing the bearings of some ol its former studies, houl
Ormathwaitu piefaces his p. ges with the explanation that the decay of his eye-eight has within

the luft year incapacitated him from reading or writing. There is nothing, either in the

form ( T subt-tance of the book from beginning to end, which would betray the heavy di--

advantage under which it was composed. Some of the argument.&quot;, of course, may be open to

dispute ;
but the Essays are throughout marked by a elenrnem of expression nrd a pmco of

style which alone would render their peru?al a pleasure.&quot; Times.
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With 20 Maps and Plates, and 80 Illustrations. 2 Vols. Medium Svo. 4 2s.

&quot;The publication of Colonel Yule s Marco Polo is an epoch in geographical literature.

Never before, perhaps, did a hook of travels appear under such exceptionally favourable

auspices : an editor of a fine taste and ripe experience and possessed with a passion for curious

mediaeval research, having found a publisher willing to gratify that passion without stint of

expenditure ;
and the result being the production of a work which, in so far as it combines

beauty of typography and wealth of illustration, with a rich variety of recondite learning, may
be regarded as a phenomenon in these days of thrifty and remunerative book-making. Nor i

it a slight praise thus to pronounce Colonel Yule s edition to be a great success, for never,

perhaps, has there been a more difficult book of the class to expound than Marco Polo s travels

since his great prototype Herodotus recited his history at Athens. Every page is a puzzle ;

every chanter contains strange names which it is hard to recognize ; strange stories which it ij-

harder still either to believe or to explain.&quot; Edinburgh Iferic if.
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A RESIDENCE IN VICTORIA, AND A JOURNEY J)Y RAIL ACROSS
NORTH AMERICA.

Edited by SAMUEL SMILES.

5th Thousand. With Illustrations. Post Svo. G$.

&quot; A volume of the healthiest and most agreeable kind. It is a capital narrative, unaffected,

vivacious, and rich in incident. It contains, moreover, a large amount of information not

readily to be found in more ambitious works, and in writing of well-known places, such as

Melbourne and Honolulu, it is evident that the author sees with his own eyes and not through
1 the spectacles of books &quot;Pall Malt Gnzettp.
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&quot; Mr Cooper made au attempt to traverse the unknown region between the Chines-e pro\im e

bzcchuen and Assam, but was turned back bv the Chinese authorities at Bathan;:, after making
a successful journey up the Yanjj-tse and Taitow-ho rivers and thrmigh thr frontier town of

Tai-Uian-loo. Ik- then endeavoured to cro*s to Burmah ciii Yunnan, but found thi* !&amp;gt;

imprartir:tl&amp;gt;le. His narrative is one of those racy descriptions of exciting adventure whii-h w&amp;gt;

. an only look for from men of hijjh pluck, and not too often from them. His narrative

illu-trate&amp;gt; Marco Polo s story.&quot; Quarterly liciiur.
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J Vols. 8vo. Jl.s.
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By SIR HENKY SUMNEE MAINE, K.C.S.I., LL.D.,
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firt-tn il KtHlion. 8v... i v.

THE ORIGIN OF SPECIES, BY MEANS OF

NATURAL SELECTION:
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By CHARLES DARWIN, F.R.S.

Edilio.t, and Thwwijhlij fovisxl. (\\tli Tlnntsund.) With a &amp;lt;;lo.-sJiry
&amp;lt;d Scicntili.
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llth Edition. With Illuslrations. Vol. 1. Svo. II*.

THE DESCENT OF MAN,
AND SELECTION IN RELATION TO SEX.

By CHARLES DARWIN, F.R.S.,
Author of

&quot; The Variations of Animals and Plants,&quot; &c., &amp;lt;fcc.

Eighth Thmisaml. With Illustrations. 2 Vols. f rown Svo. 2-l..

HISTORY OF THE REIGN OF QUEEN ANNE
UNTIL THE PEACE OF UTRECHT.

17011713.

By EARL STANHOPE.

Second Edition. Svo. 16.^.

This work is designed as a connecting link between the conclusion of LORD MACAULAY S

History of England and the commencement of LORD MAHOV S History.

MRS. MARKHAM S HISTORY OF ENGLAND.
CONTINUED DOWN TO THE PRESENT TIME.

A yet/}, Revised, and Chenper Edition. With Woodcuts. 12mo. 3s. 6d.



ME. MURRAY S LIST OF NEW WORKS.

THE WORKS OF ALEXANDER POPE.

A NEW EDITION. EDITED WITH INTRODUCTIONS AND NOTES.

By REV. WHITWELL ELWIN.

With Portraits. Svo. 10s. 6d. each.

This Edition will consist of 10 Volumes. The POETICAL WORKS will occupy FOUR
VOLUMES. The PROSE WORKS ONE VOLUME. The CORRESPONDENCE FIVE VOLUMES.

Each Volume will have a double number that of its place in the complete edition and of

its place in its own particular section. Thus Vols. I. and II. of the WORKS form Vols. I.

:uul II. of the POEIRY, and Vols. VI., VII. and V11L, form Vols. I., II. and III. of the

CORRESPONDENCE.

A MANUAL OF SCIENTIFIC INQUIRY,
FOR THE USE OF OFFICEKS AND TRAVELLERS.

Edited by Rev. ROBERT MAIN, M.A., F.R.S.,
Iladcliffe Observer.

Fourth Edition. Post Svo. 35. Qd.

PUBLISHKU BY AUTIIOIUTY OF THE ADMIRALTY.

HALLAM S HISTORICAL WOKKS.
WITH THE AUTHOR S LATEST CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS.

CONTAINING :

I. HISTORY OF ENGLAND, FROM HENRY VII. TO GEORGE II. 3 vols.

II. HISTORY OF EUROPE DURING THE MIDDLE AGES. 3 vols.

III. LITERARY HISTORY OF EUROPE. 4 vols.

( MKAPKK KIHTION. 10 VuK Post Svo. 4s. each.

\* Tlie public arc cautioned ayainxt imperfect editions that /tare appeared &amp;lt;&amp;gt;f
them-

irorlix, at they are merely reprints of the first editions, which are full of errors, ami
do not contain, the author s additional note* and latent corrections.

LITTLE ARTHUR S HISTORY OF ENULAM).
FOR ( IIILDIIF.N. CONTINUED DOWN To Till . P1IKSENT TI.MK.

BY LADY CALLCOTT.

./ Xew ami Jbri.iC l Edition. With ad&amp;lt;litioiial Woodcuts. 1 Jinn. L *. (J-/.



10 MR. MURRAY S LIST OF NEW WORKS.

THE WELLINGTON SUPPLEMENTARY
DESPATCHES.

Edited by the PRESENT DUKE OP WELLINGTON.
Vol. XIV. CONTENTS.

Instructions issued by the Duke in Spain, the South of France, and during the Waterloo

Campaign, respecting the organization and discipline, and upon the movements and orders

of battle, of the Allied Annies. Intercepted Letters and Reports from French Generals ;

Napoleon s Instructions to his Marshals, &c.
,
&c.

8vo. 205.

ACCOUNT OF THE MANNERS AND CUSTOMS
OF THE MODERN EGYPTIANS,

By EDWARD WM. LANE.

Fifth Edition. Edited by E. STANLEY POOLE.

With Woodcuts. 2 vols. Post Svo. 125.

A RIDE THROUGH THE DISTURBED DISTRICTS
OF NEW ZEALAND,

WITH NOTES OF A CRUISE AMONG THE SOUTH SEA ISLANDS.

By the Hon. HERBERT MEADE, Lt. R.N.

Second Edition. With Maps and Illustrations. Medium Svo. 12,?.

SCKAMBLES ON THE ALPS.
INCLUDING

THE FIRST ASCENT OF THE MATTERHORN, AND THE ATTEMPTS
WHICH PRECEDED IT,

AND OBSERVATIONS ON GLACIAL PHENOMENA ON THE ALPS AND IN GREENLAND.

By EDWARD WHYMPER.
Second Edition. With Maps and 120 Illustrations. Medium Svo. 21s.

&quot;We do not know of any engravings which so thoroughly bring back, not merely the form
and relief of the mountains, but their very spirit.&quot; Saturday Review.

&quot;The value of the book, considered
simply from an artistic point of view, is incontestible.

Every Alpine traveller will have memories stirred within him, and will be ready at once to

exclaim, That is the very thing.
&quot;

Alpine Journal.
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THE STUDENT S ELEMENTS OF GEOLOGY.
By SIR CHARLES LYELL, Bart., F.R.S.,
Author of

&quot;

Principles of Geology,&quot;
&quot; The Antiquity of Man,&quot; &amp;lt;tc.

Siith Thousand. With 600 Woodcuts. Post 8vo. 9s.

THE HANDWRITING OF JUNIUS
PROFESSIONALLY CONSIDERED.

By MR. CHARLES CHABOT, Expert.

With Preface and Collateral Evidence,

By the HON. EDWARD TWISLETON.
With Facsimiles and Woodcuts. 4to. 63s.

&quot;We congratulate Mr. Twisleton upon having settled, as we think, once for all the long-

disputed controversy respecting the authorship of the Junian Letters.&quot; Quarterly Review.

&quot;We agree with the Quarterly. We must accept Mr. Twisleton 8 work as final. If Sir

Philip Francis and Junius were not identical, then it is possible for two persons not only to

have precisely the same tricks of handwriting and the same individualities of punctuation, and
to preserve them through reams of manuscript, but to be able without knowing it in all moments
of forgetfulness to write different hands, each of which shall be the hand of the other.&quot;

tivectutor.

LOCAL TAXATION OF GREAT BRITAIN
AND IRELAND.

By E. H. INGLIS PALGEAVE.
Svo. 5s.

HISTORY OF PAINTING IN ITALY.
INCLUDING THE LITTLE KNOWN SCHOOLS OF NORTH ITALY.

FROM THE 2ND TO THE 16m CENTURY.
DRAWN UP FROM FRESH MATERIALS AND RECENT RESEARCHES IN THE ARCHIVE*

OF ITALY, AS WELL AS FROM PERSONAL INSPECTION OF THE WORKS
OF AliT SCATTERED THROUGHOUT EUROPE.

By J. A. CROWE and C. B. CAVALCASELLE,
With Illustrations. .1 Vols. Svo. 21s. each.

&quot; As contributions to n
special department of history, this work is strictly new in the sense

nf owing less to previous writers than any yet undertaken, and thorough to a degree only to bo

appreciated by very thorough perusal. S o work has yet attempted in the same degree &quot;to un
fold thf history of all the Italian Schools, their intricate relations and nllinities, the stock
whence they descended, the families into which they intermarried, the impulse traceable to
the

passing
visit of one great painter, the mannerism accounted for by the vicinity of one par

ticular picture. None al.no has done such justice to the great men who stand centrally ns
formers and unitera of others Our authon have done what none before have at

tempted thov have rectified tin- errors, and filled up the omission!* of Yasari, and he will bo
a bold man who undertake* to do the game by \bcm.-Edinburgh Revise.
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THE

National Memorial to the Prince Consort.

ILLUSTRATED

By accurate engravings of the Monument in Hyde Park, its Architecture, Decora

tions; Sculptured Groups, Statues, Mosaics, Metahvork, &c., designed and executed

by the most eminent British artists.

24 LARGE PLATES. ENGRAVED UNDER DIRECTION OF LEWIS GRUNER.

The descriptive text is accompanied by numerous Woodcuts.

Folio (50 Copies only on Imperial Paper).

The Speaker s Commentary on the Bible,

EXPLANATORY AND CRITICAL, WITH A REVISION OF THE TRANSLATION.

BY BISHOPS AND OTHER CLERGY OF THE ANGLICAN CHURCH.

Edited by CANON COOK, MA.

Medium 8vo.

{Joshua,

Rev. T. E. ESPIN, B.D.

Judges, Jtuth, Samuel, BISHOP OF BATH AND WELLS.
I. Kuigs, Rev. GEORGE RAWLINSON.

V 1 III \^ Kings, Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther,

Rev. GEORGE RAWLINSON, M.A.



MI:. Mui:n . i r ,s F&amp;lt;m LiH-U

Pekin, Jeddo, and San Francisco.

UK THII. P AN!) &amp;lt;

i&amp;gt;X&amp;lt; U 1)IX&amp;lt;; Yol.TME &amp;lt;F TIIK J&amp;lt;Tf;XAL &quot;F A

VdVACK liurXD TIIK WOULD.

r,v THE MAK^riS J)K BKATVOIU.

FKI.M TIM: FjiENvn f.Y AOXES AM) HELKN STEPHENSOX.

With Illustrations. Post Svo.

The Rise and Development of Mediaeval

Architecture.
LECTURES DELIVERED AT THE ROYAL ACADEMY.

15v GEOKCJK GILBERT SCOTT, R.A., F.S.A.

8vo.

A History of the Church of France,

FROM THE CONCORDAT OF BOLOGNA, 1516, TO THE REVOLUTION.

WITH AN INTRODUCTION.

BY W. HENLEY JERVIS, ^[.A.,

Prebendary of Heytesbury.

Portraits. 2 Yols. Svo.

The Longevity of Man;
ITS FACTS AND ITS FICTION.

Observations on the more Remarkable Instances, and Hints lor Testing

Reputed Cases.

By WILLIAM J. THOMS, E.S.A.

Post Svo.

Among the chief points discussed in this work, and illustrated by many curious examples,
will be found : The Social Condition of Centenarians; Longevity in the Middle Ages ; on the
various bpccics^of

Evidence Baptismal Register*, Monumental lnscriptions. Recollections of

?.-.
f-nts, Number of Descendants, Living Witnesses, &c. ; a Critical Inquiry into the

f Henry Jenkins, Old 1 arr, and the Old Countess of Desmond ; Cases of Centenarianisni
which have been clearly established ; Cases which have been disproved ; Doubtful Cases ;

Probable Cases; Longevity as viewed by Medical Men; Physiology of the Question ; Hints
for the Investigation of Cases, &c.
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Notes of Thought and Conversation.

By the late CHARLES BUXTOX, M.P.

Crown 8vo.

Tegner s Frithiofs Saga; or the Tale of

Frithiof.
TRANSLATED FROM THE SWEDISH

BY CAPTAIN SPALDING, KU ni F
Post Svo.

A Journey to the Source of the River Oxus,

by the Indus, Kabul, and Badakhshan.

BY the late CAPT. JOHN WOOD, (INDIAN NAVY).

NEW EDITION. EDITED BY His SON.

WITH AN INTRODUCTION ON THE GEOGRAPHY OE THE COUNTRY
BORDERING THE VALLEY OF THE OXUS.

BY COLONEL HENRY YULE, C.B.

With Ma] i. 8vu.

&quot;

Having already more than oiice hud occasion to refer to Lieutenant Wood, we will bricllv

state that he accompanied Alexander Ihmies in his mission to Cabool, and afterwards performed
diie of the most remarkable journeys ever undertaken in Central Asia. He made a survey of

l he Indus, from its mouth to Attock. At Kalabagh, the point where the Indus escapes from
the Salt Range he found it impossible to stem the current. Undaunted by the difficulty, lie-

landed and went by forced marches to Attock
; thence, descending the river, he completed his

survey amidst the falls and rapids. After reaching Cabool, he crossed the mountains to

Khunduz, and was eventually the first European, after Marco Polo and Benedict (joe s, who
ever reached the Bam-i-dunya, or Hoof of tltc World. Thus in 1838 Wood discovered the

source of the Oxus, on the margin of the Pamir Steppe, and for this splendid achievement he

was rewarded with the Patron s gold medal of the Royal Geographical Society. Captain
Wood s narrative presents the most brilliant continuation in detail of Marco Polo s descrip
tions.&quot; Quarterly Review.

Metallurgy of Gold and Silver, Mercury,
Platinum, Tin, Nickel, Cobalt, Antimony, Bismuth, Arsenic,

AND OTHER METALS.

By JOHN PERCY, M.D., F.K.S.,

Lecturer on Metallurgy at the Royal tSchool of Mines. London.

AVith minK rous Illustrations. Svo.
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The Church and the Age.

A SE MNI) SERIES &amp;lt;&amp;gt;F ESSAYS OX THE PKINVIPLES AND PRESENT

POSITION OF THE ANCEK AN CHURCH.

KDITKI. MY AKrHIHAU) WKIlt, D.C.L., A: W. D. MACLAGAX, M.A.

uXTKNIS :

THK CHURCH AND PAlTEUiSM. E.VKL KKLSU.V.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE AMEUK AN CHURCH. Tli-j BishoP of WKSTKIUS Ni.w

YORK.

THE ClirRCH AND SCIENCE. \V. K. CLARK, M. A., I rubcn.lary ,,f WKLLS.

SYSTEMS OF ECCLESIASTICAL LAW. ISAMH.VKD MKUNKL, D.C.L.

1 KESENT AND FlTI/llE RELATIONS OF THE CIITRCH TO NATIONAL EDUCA
TION. . . P. Nnnius, M.A., CaiH.n .f P.UI-TUI..

THK CHURCH AND THE UNIVERSITIES. J.. MN |. TALB-.T, M.P.

TOLERATION. P.. MUH.^AN CMWIK, P..D., Oiu- -f H.M. In.-icrtor.s of S-ho ils.

PRESENT ASPECT OF THE ORTHODOX EASTERN CHURCH TOWARDS THE
CHURCHES OF THE ANGLICAN COMMUNION. (*KM. WILLIAMS. B.D., Vi&amp;lt;;ti

of IllN(}\Vo&amp;lt;I&amp;gt;.

DIFFICULTIES OF A DISESTABLISHED CHURCH. .1. C. MA..-D...NKLI., D.D.. Dr.ui

of CASHEI..

THE CHRISTIAN TRADITION. W. .1. U....NS, D.D., Prcl.on.lai y nf ST. PALL S.

ixxiMA, CONSIDERED IN SOME OF ITS RELATIONS. ARI-HMULI. WKIK. D.C.L.

Vi -;ir nf FIIHTV HILL.

AL &amp;lt;

:)i;x&amp;lt; |L&amp;lt;. F. K. CHAI-MAN, M.A., An:llacou of SUUBUKV.

Sv... IAV&quot; / /

Historical Memorials of the Royal Palace

and Chapel of the Savoy-

P.y the luto.T. ( ,. LOCKHAUT,
Siiinutiinc Auditor of the Duchy

Edited by Hi;v. HKNIIY WHITK,
i)&amp;gt;l;iiti

&amp;gt;( th Ch.ipcl K&quot;\M!, S,ivoy, an&amp;gt;l to the Speaker ; Honor.rv Ch.ij l tin to tli

With Illustration.s. C rown Svn.
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Julian Fane. A Memoir.

Patterns for Turning ;

ELLIPTICAL AND OTHER FIGURES CUT ON THE LATHK WITHOUT THE
USE OE AXY ORNAMENTAL CHUCK.

By H. W. KM HIXSTOXK.

With 70 Illustrations. Small -Ito.

Memorials of the Dead.
BEING A SELECTION OE EPITAPHS EOR GENERAL USE AND STUDY.

BY F. AND M. A. PALLTSKR.

Illustrated, Crown Svo.

History of the Christian Church.

BY JAMES C. ROBERTSON, M.A.,
Canon of Canterbury, and Professor of Ecclesiastical History in King s College, London.

Vol. IV. From the death of Boniface VIII. to the End of the Fifth Council of the

Lateran. 13031517-

Svo.

The Works of Alexander Pope.
EDITED, WITH INTKODUCTIOXS AND XOTES,

BY REV. WHITWELL ELWIN.

Vol. VIII. Forming the Third Volume of The Correspondence.

This Volume contains 350 unpublished Letters, including 70 written by Pope and
Lord Orrery, disclosing the secret history of the publication of the, Pope and Svift Cnr-

respondfnw, recently discovered by the Editor.

With Portrait. Svo.



Mli. MVmtAY X FORTHCOMING

An Historical Atlas of Ancient Geography,
BIBLICAL AND CLASSICAL.

OiMl U.ED t Nl KR THK SL l KlllNTKXDKXCK OF

WILLIAM SMITH, D.C.L., AND MR. GEORGE GROVE.
This Atlas \\ill contain a series of Maps of the sauio six. aiul form as KKITU JOHNSTON .-,

li nYAi, ATI.AS OK MOUKKN* ( ! KOCKA I ll v. Tlif Classical Maps have been prepared by Dr.

KAI:I. MI -I.I.KK. The Biblical Maps will include the recent observations and position*
obtained by the Ollieers of Royal Engineers. Descriptive letterpress and the Index
will be ijiveu in the la^t part.

CONTENTS OF PART I.

THE HoLY LAND. (Northern Division.)

HISTORICAL MATS OF THK HOLY LAND.
GREEK AND PIKENICIAN COLONIES.
GALLIA.
ITALIA SITERIOR.
ITALIA INFERIOR.
GRKKCE AFTER THE DORIC MIGRATION.
GREECE AT THK TIME OF THE PERSIAN WARS.

To be published Quarterly, in Folio. -2ls. each Par .

The Student s History of Europe During
the Middle Ages.

The Student s Constitutional History of

England.

.V, a- n,i&amp;gt;l /, ,
/&amp;lt; * / fillt !&amp;gt;,!;. Incorporating the Author s Latest Notes and

&amp;lt; orrection.s.

Ki.m-:i) uv \VM. SMITH, !&amp;gt;.( . L. A.M. LL.I&amp;gt;.

l li-:c Editions have \&amp;gt;&amp;lt; en undertaken with the miicum-nce &amp;lt;&amp;gt;i tlu- Author s representatives
ami incorporate hi latest addition* and r&amp;lt;&amp;gt;rre&amp;lt; tion*. J hey have been drought into one vuluim
each by luavinjj out most of the notes at the font of the

j&amp;gt;aj, es, and by abbreviating omc oft lit

[&amp;lt;* iinport:int remarks; but the books remain es-entially unchanged, and nothing of importance
has been omitted. It has been the aim of tin; Editor to present the works a.s nearlv as poHMbK
in the form in whi&amp;lt; h ho conceives the Author would have wished them to appear if he had him
self pn pared Editions for the special use of Students. Several important documents, surh as
the Statutes of William the Conqueror, the Charter of Libert i. s of llt-nrv I., the Constitution*
of Clarendon, tl,,- A^i/,. ,f Cla.vndon. the Ma-na Charta, the 1 rtition of Night and the Hill of
Itiu hts, have been added to thi-sc Editions.
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A Dictionary of Christian Antiquities
and Biography,

FROM THE TIMES OE THE APOSTLES TO THE AGE OE C HAELEMAGXE

BY VATUOUS AUTHORS.

Edited by WM. SMITH, D.C.L., LU&amp;gt;.,

With Illustrations. 2 Vols. Medium 8vo.

Little Arthur s History of Rome,
With Illustrations, 16mo.

rxTFOKM WITH &quot;LITTLE ARTHUR S ENGLAND.&quot;

A Mediaeval Latin-English Dictionary,

BASED ON THE GREAT WORK OF DUCANGE. TRANSLATED AND EDITED,
wmi MANY ADDITIONS AND CORRECTIONS,

BY E. A. DAYMAN, B.D.,
Prebendary of Sarum, Fonaerly Fellow and Tutor of Exeter College, Oxford,

Small 4to.

%* A P/ fiftjmhifi and 8jmi)rtcn
rnwy le obtaiwdfrom ani/ Kookselli r.

Lives of the Early Flemish Painters.

WITH NOTICES OE THEIR WORKS.

BY J. A. CROWE AND G. B. CAVALCASELLE.

A Nev) and Thoroughly Ikcised Edition. Woodcuts. C rown Svo.

A Limited Number of Copies will be Printed on Demy Octavo pajter to range with

same author^ &quot;History of Italian Painting.&quot;
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Handbook for Egypt.

THK XILK, ALKXANDKIA, CAHIO, THEHKS, AND THK OVERLAND
IIOITK TO 1X1)1 A.

.Y&amp;lt;
&quot; F.iHHini, TJuiroiiflhly fifriser? . Map. Post Svo. [Nearly ready.

Handbook for Greece.

Tin: IONIAN ISLANDS, (. ONTINENTAI, (JUKKCK, ATIIKXS, THK PKLOPONNEBUK,
rni: II.A\I&amp;gt;S OF THK /E&amp;lt;;.EAK SKA, ALTIANTA, THKSSALY. AVU MACEDONIA.

,\v ,//;,;,//. Map*. Pn&amp;lt;t SVM. |/,W//.

Handbook for Constantinople, Turkey
in Asia,

Tin: Bosriiours, PLAIN OK TKOY, THK ISLANDS OK THE yEo^EAN, CI:ETK,

CYI-KUS, SMYHNA, P PHESUS, THK SKVKN CHUKC-HES, COASTS

or THK BLAC-K SEA, ARMENIA, MESOPOTAMIA, &c.

Maps and Plans. Post Svo. l.l.v.
[Rta&amp;lt;lij.

A First English Grammar.
Kv WM. SMITH, D.C.T,, AND THEOPHILUS I). HALL, M.A,

A Primary History of Britain.

KI.ITKD BY WILLIAM SMITH, D.T.I,, LL.P.

In Three Parts, post 8v...

Tliis work has been written with the express purpose of
supplying the new requirements of

a History of the Britbh nation for primary schools. It is an honest attempt to exhibit the

leading lacts and events r/f our history, free from political and sectarian bias, and therefore
-uitable for schools in which children of various denominations are taught. The whole is

divided into three
parts, printed iu a legible- type suited for young even. Each part, which will

be issued separately, contains a distinct section of the history, which has a completeness in

I. The Karly and Middle Age, from tho landing of Ca-sar to the end of the Plantaeetiet
Line with Richard III.

II The Tudor and Stuart Period to the Revolution of KiSM.

III. The modern age of Constitutional Government, from the Revolution t. the present time.
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The Choice of a Dwelling ;

A PRACTICAL HANDBOOK OF USEFUL INFORMATION ON ALL POINTS

CONNECTED WITH HIRING, BUYING, OR BUILDING A HOUSE.

BY GERVASE WHKELER,
Architect, Author of &quot; Kuril Homes,&quot;

&quot; Homed for the Pcopls,&quot; &c.

tiecond and Revised Editwi. With Woodcuts and Plans. Post Svo. 7*. G/.

% Few compilations could be plainer, clearer, or more concise than Mr. Wheeler s directions.

Much of what can be said upon the subject has already been said
;
but to this he lias added more,

and so divided and docketed his advice and information, that the issue is a very compact and
suggestive manual. It is intended for the general public, rather than for the professional
student

;
but the office-shelves of architects would be all the more complete for its presence.&quot;

Builder,

Aristotle.

BY GEOHGE GROTE, F.R.S., D.C.L., LL.D.,

Late Vice-Chancellor of the University of London, President of University College,

London, and Foreign Member of the Institute of France.

EDITED BY ALEXANDER BAIN, L.L.D.,

Professor of Logic in the University of Abeideen
;
and

G. CROOM ROBERTSON, M.A.,

Professor of Philosophy of Mind and Logic in University College, London.

2Vols. Svo.

UNIFORM WITH QUOTE S &quot;PLATO/
1

The Letters and Journals of the late

Earl of Elgin,
GOVERNOR OF JAMAICA, GOVERNOR-GENERAL OF CANADA, ENVOY

TO CHINA, AND VICEROY OF INDIA.

EDITED JJY THEODORE WALROND, C.B.

WITH PREFACE BY ARTHUR PENRHYN STANLEY, D.D.,

Dean of Westminster.

Svo. [Rualii.

\
SLfiJlDBL RY, EVANS, AN1&amp;gt; CO., I KINTEHS, &quot;WUITEKRIARS.
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