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PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION.

TH1s book makes no pretence of giving to the
world a new theory of the intellectual operations.
Its claim to attention, if it possess any, is grounded
on the fact that it is an attempt not to supersede, but
to embody and systematize, the best ideas which have
been either promulgated on its subject by speculative
writers, or conformed to by accurate thinkers in their
scientific inquiries.

To cement together the detached fragments of a
subject, never yet treated as a whole; to harmonize
the true portions of discordant theories, by supplying
the links of thought necessary to connect them, and by
disentangling them from the errors with which they
are always more or less interwoven; must necessarily
require a considerable amount of original speculation.
To other originality than this, the present work lays
no claim. In the existing state of the cultivation of
the sciences, there would be a very strong presumption
against any one who should imagine that he had
effected a revolution in the theory of the investi-
gation of truth, or added any fundamentally new
process to the practice of it. The improvement which
remains to be effected in the methods of philosophiz-
ing (and the author believes that they have much
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need of improvement) can only consist in performing,
more systematically and accurately, operations with
which, at least in their elementary form, the human
intellect in some one or other of its employments is
already familiar.

In the portion of the work which treats of Ratio-
cination, the author has not deemed it necessary to
enter into technical details which may be obtained in
so perfect a shape from the existing treatises on what
is termed the Logic of the Schools. In the contempt
entertained by many modern philosophers for the
syllogistic art, it will be seen that he by no means
participates; although the scientific theory on which
its defence is usually rested appears to him erroneous:
and the view which he has suggested of the nature
and functions of the Syllogism may, perhaps, afford
the means of conciliating the principles of the art
with as much asis well grounded in the doctrines and
objections of its assailants.

The same abstinence from details could not be
observed in the First Book, on Names and Proposi-
tions; because many useful principles and distinc-
tions which were contained in the old Logic, have
been gradually omitted from the writings of its later
teachers; and it appeared desirable both to revive
these, and to reform and rationalize the philosophical
foundation on which they stood. The earlier chapters
of this preliminary Book will consequently appear, to
some readers, needlessly elementary and scholastic.
But those who know in what darkness the nature of
our knowledge, and of the processes by which it is
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obtained, is often involved by a confused apprehension
of the import of the different classes of Words and
Assertions, will not regard these discussions as either
frivolous, or irrelevant to the topics considered in the
later Books.

On the subject of Induction, the task to be per-
formed was that of generalizing the modes of investi-
gating truth and estimating evidence, by which so
many important and recondite laws of nature have,
in the various sciences, been aggregated to the stock
of human knowledge. That this is not a task free
from difficulty may be presumed from the fact, that
even at a very recent period, eminent writers (among
whom it is sufficient to name Archbishop Whately,
and the author of a celebrated article on Bacon in the
Edinburgh Review) have not scrupled to pronounce it
impossible.* The author has endeavoured to combat
their theory in the manner in which Diogenes con-
futed the sceptical reasonings against the possibility of
motion; remembering that Diogenes’ argument would
have been equally conclusive, though his individual
perambulations might not have extended beyond the
circuit of his own tub.

Whatever may be the value of what the author

* In the later editions of Archbishop Whately’s Zogic and
Rhetoric there are some expressions, which, though indefinite, re-
semble a disclaimer of the opinion here ascribed to him. If I have
imputed that opinion to him erroneously, I am glad to find myself
mistaken ; but he has not altered the passages in which the opinion
appeared to me to be conveyed, and which I still think inconsistent
with the belief that Induction can be reduced to strict rules.
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has succeeded in effecting on this branch of his sub-
ject, it is a duty to acknowledge that for much of it
he has been indebted to several important treatises,
partly historical and partly philosophical, on the gene-
ralities and processes of physical science, which have
been published within the last few years. To these
treatises, and to their authors, he has endeavoured to do
Justice in the body of the work. But as with one of
these writers, Dr. Whewell, he has occasion frequently
to express differences of opinion, it is more particularly
incumbent on him in this place to declare, that without
the aid derived from the facts and ideas contained in
that gentleman’s History of the Inductive Sciences, the
corresponding portion of this work would probably not
have been written.

The concluding Book is an attempt to contribute
towards the solution of a question, which the decay of
old opinions, and the agitation that disturbs European
society to its inmost depths, render as important in the
present day to the practical interests of human life,
as it must at all times be to the completeness of our
speculative knowledge: viz. Whether moral and social
phenomena are really exceptions to the general
certainty and uniformity of the course of nature; and
how far the methods, by which so many of the laws of
the physical world have been numbered among
truths irrevocably acquired and universally assented
to, can be made instrumental to the formation of a
similar body of received doctrine in moral and political
science.
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SEVERAL criticisms, of a more or less controversial
character, on this work, have appeared since the pub-
lication of the second edition; and Dr. Whewell has
lately published a reply to those parts of it in which
some of his opinions were controverted.

I have carefully reconsidered all the points on
which my conclusions have been assailed. But I have
not to announce a change of opinion on any matter of
importance. Such minor oversights as have been
detected, either by myself or by my critics, I have, in
general silently, corrected: but it is not to be inferred
that I agree with the objections which have been made
to a passage, in every instance in which I have altered
or cancelled it. I have often done so, merely that it
might not remain a stumbling-block, when the amount
of discussion necessary to place the matter in its true
light would have exceeded what was suitable to the
occasion.

To several of the arguments which have been
urged against me, I have thought it useful to reply
with some degree of minuteness; not from any taste
for controversy, but because the opportunity was
favourable for placing my own conclusions, and the
grounds of them, more clearly and completely before
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the reader. Truth, on these subjects, is militant, and
" can only establish itself by means of conflict. The
most opposite opinions can make a plausible show of
evidence while each has the statement of its own case;
and it is only possible to ascertain which of them is
in the right, after hearing and comparing what each
can say against the other, and what the other can urge
in its defence.

Even the criticisms from which I most dissent have
been of great service to me, by showing in what places
the exposition most needed to be improved, or the
arguments strengthened. And I should have been well
pleased if the book had undergone a much greater
amount of attack; as in that case I should probably
have been enabled to improve it still more than I
believe I have now done.



CONTENTS

OF

THE FIRST VOLUME.

INTRODUCTION.
PAGE
§ 1. A definition at the commencement of a subject must be

provisional : . : it

2. Is logic the art zmd science of reasonmg? s 3 & B2
3. Or the art and science of the pursuit of truth? . : 3
4. Logicis concerned with inferences, not with intuitive truths &
5. Relation of logic to the other sciences { : 2 8
6. Its utility, how shown ; 4 4 ! 230
7. Definition of logic stated and 1llustratcd . ! = b

BOOK 1.

OF NAMES AND PROPOSITIONS.

CHAPTER 1. Of the necessity of commencing with an Analysis of

Language.

§ 1. Theory of names, why a necessary part of logic . S URREL:
2. First step in the analysis of Propositions . 5 v i8S
3. Names must be studied before Things : 3 RO |

Cuarrter II.  Of Names.

§ 1. Names are names of things, not of our ideas . . 23
9. Words which are not names, but parts of names . 5 24
3. General and Singular names A - § .27
4. Concrete and Abstract 5 s . 3 o 429
5. Connotative and Non-connotative . : " o 231
6. Positive and Negative . : z : . 42
7. Relative and Absolute . . . X . 44
8. Univocal and ZEquivocal . : - ; 5 A7



§ 1.

. Ambiguity of the most general names
. Feelings, or states of consciousness
. Feelings must be distinguished from their physwal antece-

B O N

B 0O DD

58

. Doctrine that it is the expression of a relatlon between the

CONTENTS.

CrAPTER IIL.  Of the Things denoted by Names.

Necessity of an enumeration of Nameable Things. The
Categories of Aristotle

dents. Perceptions, what

. Volitions, and Actions, what
. Substance and Attribute

Body
Mind

. Qualities

. Relations

. Resemblance

. Quantity

. All attributes of bOdleS are grounded on states of con-

sciousness .

. So also all attrlbutes of mmd
. Recapitulation

CuaPrTER IV. Of Propositions.

. Nature and office of the copula

. Affirmative and Negative propositions
. Simple and Complex

. Universal, Particular, and Smgular

CHAPTER V.  Of the Import of Propositions.

Doctrine that a proposition is the expression of a relation
between two ideas

meanings of two names

. Doctrine that it consists in referrmg somethmg to, or ex-

cluding something from, a class

. What it really is
. It asserts (or denies) a sequence, a coex1stence, a s1mple

existence, a causation 5 3 3 .

. — or a resemblance
. Propositions of which the terms are abstract

PAGE

49
51
54

56
59

61
67
68
71
74
78

79
80
81

85
87
89
93

96

99

103
108

110
112
115



§ 1.
2.
3.
4.

CONTENTS.

Cuarrer VI. Of Propositions merely Verbal,

Essential and Accidental propositions

All essential propositions are identical propomtmns
Individuals have no essences :

Real propositions, how distinguished from verba.l

5. Twomodes of representing the import of a Real proposition

CraprEr VIL.  Of the Nature of Classification, and the

Sy OV i WD =

~3

Five Predicables.

. Classification, how connected with Naming
. The Predicables, what

. Genus and Species .

. Kinds have a real emstence in nature

. Differentia

. Differentiz for genera.l purposes, and dlﬁ"erentlaa for specml

or technical purposes

. Proprium
. Accidens

Cuarter VIIL  OF Definition.

. A definition, what .
. Every name can be defined, whose meamng is susceptlble of

analysis

Things corresponding to them

. — even when such things do not in reahty exist .
- Definitions, though of names only, must be grounded on

knowledge of the corresponding Things .

. Complete, how dlstmgulshed from mcomplete deﬁmtlons H
. — and from descriptions .
. What are called definitions of Thmgs, are deﬁmtlons of
Names with an implied assumption of the existence of

.

xi

PAGE
120
121
126
128
129

132
134
135
137
142

144

147
149

151
153

155
157

161
169

171



Xii

W N =

CONTENTS.

BOOK II.
OF REASONING.

Cuarter I Of Inference, or Reasoning, in general.

PAGE
. Retrospect of the preceding book . . % . 179
. Inferences improperly so called . 5 5 LB
. Inferences proper, distinguished into inductions and
ratiocinations 5 : s o 3 . 185
Cuarrer II.  OF Ratiocination, or Syllogism.
. Analysis of the Sy]loglsm : 188

. The dictum de omni not the foundatlon of reasomng, but a

mere identical proposition 3 . 195

. 'What is the really fundamental axiom of Ratlocmatlon . 199
. The other form of the axiom o 5 5 . 201

Cuarrer IIL.  Of the Functions, and Logical Value, of the

=W O

S o

Syllogism.
. Is the syllogism a pétz'tio principit ? s 0 . 204
. Insufficiency of the common theory o . . 205
. All inference is from particulars to particulars . 207

. General propositions are arecord of such inferences, and the

rules of the syllogism are rules for the interpretation of

the record . . 216
. The syllogism not the type of reasonmg, but a test ofit . 220
. The true type, what . ' . 224
. Relation between Induction and Deductlon o . 228

Cuarter IV.  Of Trains of Reasoning, and Deductive

SR RN T

Seiences.
. For what purpose trains of reasoning exist : . 233
. A train of reasoning is a series of inductive inferences . 233
. — from particulars to particulars through marks of marks 236
. Why there are deductive sciences . 6 . 239
‘Why other sciences still remain expenmental " . 243

. Experimental sciences may become deductive by the pro-

gress of experiment b ; . . 245

. In what manner this usually takes place . / o247



CONTENTS. xiil

Cuarter V. Of Demonstration, and Necessary Truths.

PAGE
§ 1. The Theorems of geometry are necessary truths, only in
the sense of necessarily following from hypotheses . 250
2. Those hypotheses are real facts with some of their eircum-
stances omitted . . 254
3. Some of the first principles of geometry are axioms, a.nd
these are not hypothetical - : . . 256
4. — but are experimental truths 5 : 5 . 257
5. An objection answered i . : . 260
6. Dr. Whewell’s opinions on axioms exammed 3 . 263
Cuarter VI. The same Subject continued.
§ 1. All deductive sciences are inductive . 277
2. The propositions of the science of number are not verba]
but generalizations from experience . : 9
3. In what sense hypothetical : 284
4. The characteristic property of demonstratwe science is to
be hypothetical . : 286

5. Definition of demonstrative e\ndence and of loglca.l necesmty 287

BOOK IIL
OF INDUCTION.

CuaPTeR L. Preliminary Observations on Induction in general.

§ 1. Importance of an Inductive Logic . o . 201
9. The logic of science is also that of business and hfe . 202

Crapter 1. Of Inductions improperly so called.

§ 1. Inductions distinguished from verbal transformations . 297
9. — from inductions, falsely so called, in mathematics . 298
8. — and from descriptions . . 300
4. Examination of Dr. Whewell’s theory of mduc’clon . 303
5. Further illustration of the preceding remarks g . 312

Cuarter III. On the Ground of Induction.

§ 1. Axiom of the uniformity of the course of nature . . 316

2. Not true in every sense. Induction per enwmerationem sim-

plicem o k 3 . 320
3. The question of Inductwe Loglc stated : 3 . 323



X1V

§ L

. Scientific mduction must be grounded on previous spon-

5"y

. — 7. e. the law that every consequent has an mvarlable an-

[

® 3 >

§ L.

. The composition of causes the general rule the other case

§ 1

. The next is an actual separation of those elements:
. Advantages of experiment over observation
. Advantages of observation over experiment

[V \G]

CONTENTS.

Cuarter IV. Of Laws of Nature.

The general regularity in nature is a tissue of pam’cial re-
gularities, called laws d 3

taneous inductions

. Are there any inductions ﬁtted to be a test of all others"

CaarTER V. Of the Law of Universal Causation.

The universal law of successive phenomena is the Law of
Causation . >,

tecedent

. The cause of a phenomenon is the assemblage of its con-

ditions

. The distinction of agent and patlent ﬂlusory
. The cause is not the invariable antecedent, but the wncon-

ditional invariable antecedent

. Can a cause be simultaneous with its effect P
. Idea of a Permanent Cause, or original natural agent
. Uniformities of coexistence between effects of different per-

manent causes, are not laws

. Doctrine that volition is an efficient cause, exammed

Cuarter VI. Qf the Composition of Causes.

Two modes of the conjunct action of causes, the mechanical
and the chemical

exceptional

. Are effects proportional to thexr causes P

Crarrer VIL.  OF Observation and Experiment.

The first step of inductive inquiry is a mental analysis of
complex phenomena into their elements . :

PAGE
325

329
331

334
337
339
347

350
353
3565

359
360

373

376
380

382
384
385
388



CONTENTS. XV

Cuarrer VIIL. Of the Four Methods of Experimental

Ingquiry.

PAGE

§ 1. Method of Agreement : 4 s ' . 393
2. Method of Difference : i , . 396
3. Mutual relation of these two methods : A . 398
4. Joint Method of Agreement and Difference 3 . 401
5. Method of Residues P Y : . 404
6. Method of Concomitant Va.rmtmns b 3 . 406
7. Limitations of this last method K : ! . 412

CHuarter IX. Miscellancous Examples of the Four Methods.

§ 1. Liebig’s theory of metallic poisons i : . 417
2. Theory of induced electricity : . : . o421

3. Dr. Wells’ theory of dew . 5 ¥ . 425
4. Examples of the Method of Res1dues ; ; . 433

Cuarter X. Of Plurality of Causes; and of the Intermixture

of Effects.
§ 1. One effect may have several causes 3 441
2. — which is the source of a characteristic mperfectmn of
the Method of Agreement : . ; . 442
3. Plurality of Causes, how ascertained 1 446
4. Concurrence of causes which do not compound thelr eﬁ’ects 448
5. Difficulties of the investigation, when eauses compound
their effects : . 452
6. Three modes of mvestlgatmg the laws of complex eﬁ'ects . 456
7. The method of simple observation inapplicable . . 458
8. The purely experimental method inapplicable : . 459

CHAPTER XI. Of the Deductive Method.

§ 1. First stage; ascertainment of the laws of the separate

causes by direct induction . 464
2. Second stage; ratiocination from the mmple laws to the
complex cases : 5 . 469

3. Third stage; verification by spe01ﬁc experlence : . 47



xvi CONTENTS.

Cuarrer XII. Of the Explonation of Laws of Nature.
PAGE
§ 1. Explanation defined ; 5 . 476
2. First mode of explanation, by resolvmg the law of a com-
plex effect into the laws of the concurrent causes and the

fact of their coexistence . . 476
3. Second mode; by the detection of an mtermedlate link in

the sequence : . 477
4. Laws are always resolved mto laws more general than

themselves . 478
5. Third mode ; the subsumptlon of less general laws under a

more general one . s . 482
6. What the explana,tlon ofa law of na/cure amounts to . 484

CrapreEr XIII. Miscellancous Examples of the Explanation of
Laws of Nature.

§ 1. Liebig’s theory of the contagiousness of chemical action . 487
2. His theory of respiration . 0 : 5 . 491
8. Other chemical speculations 5 494
4. Examples of following newly-discovered laws mto theu'

complex manifestations . 495
5. Examples of empirical genera.hza’aons, aﬁerwards con-

firmed and explained deductwely : ! . 497
6. Example from mental science # e . 499
7. Tendency of all the sciences to become deductwe : . 500



INTRODUCTION.

§ 1. THERE is as great diversity among authors in the
modes which they have adopted of defining logic, as in their
treatment of the details of it. This is what might naturally
be expected on any subject on which writers have availed
themselves of the same language as a means of delivering
different ideas. Ethics and jurisprudence are liable to the
remark in common with logic. Almost every writer having
taken a different view of some of the particulars which these
branches of knowledge are usually understood to include;
each has so framed his definition as to indicate beforehand
his own peculiar tenets, and sometimes to beg the question
in their favour.

This diversity is not so much an evil to be complained of,
as an inevitable and in some degree a proper result of the
imperfect state of those sciences. It is not to be expected
that there should be agreement about the definition of a
thing, until there is agreement about the thing itself. To
define a thing, is to select from among the whole of its pro-
perties those which shall be understood to be designated and
declared by its name; and the properties must be well
known to us before we can be competent to determine which
of them are fittest to be chosen for this purpose. Accord-
ingly, in the case of so complex an aggregation of particulars
as are comprehended in anything which can be called a
science, the definition we set out with is seldom that which a
more extensive knowledge of the subject shows to be the
most appropriate. Until we know the particulars themselves,
we cannot fix upon the most correct and compact mode of
circumseribing them by a general description. It was not
till after an extensive and accurate acquaintance with the
/ VOL. L 1
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details of chemical phenomena, that it was found possible to
frame a rational definition of chemistry; and the definition
of the science of life and organization is still a matter of
dispute. So long as the sciences are imperfect, the defini-
tions must partake of their imperfections ; and if the former
are progressive, the latter ought to be so too. As much,
therefore, as is to be expected from a definition placed at the
commencement of a subject, is that it should define the scope
of our inquiries: and the definition which I am about to
offer of the science of logie, pretends to nothing more, than
to be a statement of the question which I have put to myself,
and which this book is an attempt to resolve. The reader
is at liberty to object to it as a definition of logic; but it
is at all events a correct definition of the subject of these
volumes.

§ 2. Logic has often been called the Art of Reasoning.
A writer* who has done more than any other living person
to restore this study to the rank from which it had fallen in
the estimation of the cultivated class in our own country, has
adopted the above definition with an amendment; he has
defined Logic to be the Science, as well as the Art, of reason-
ing; meaning by the former term, the analysis of the mental
process which takes place whenever we reason, and by the
latter, the rules, grounded on that analysis, for conducting
the process correctly. There can be no doubt as to the
propriety of the emendation. A right understanding of the
mental process itself, of the conditions it depends on, and
the steps of which it consists, is the only basis on which a
system of rules, fitted for the direction of the process, can
possibly be founded. Artnecessarily presupposes knowledge;
art, in any but its infant state, presupposes scientific know-
ledge : and if every art does not bear the name of the science
on which it rests, it is only because several sciences are often
necessary to form the groundwork of a single art.  Such is
the complication of human affairs, that to enable one thing to

* Archbishop Whately.
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be done, it is often requisite to Azow the nature and properties
of many things.

Logic, then, comprises the science of reasoning, as well as
an art, founded on that science. But the word Reasoning,
again, like most other scientific terms in popular use,
abounds in ambiguities. In one of its acceptations, it means
syllogizing ; or the mode of inference which may be called
(with sufficient accuracy for the present purpose) concluding
from generals to particulars. In another of its senses, to
reason, is simply to infer any assertion, from assertions
already admitted: and in this sense induction is as much
entitled to be called reasoning as the demonstrations of
geometry.

Writers on logic have generally preferred the former
acceptation of the term; the latter, and more extensive signi-
fication is that in which I mean to use it. I do this by
virtue of the right I claim for every author, to give whatever
provisional definition he pleases of his own subject. But
sufficient reasons will, I believe, unfold themselves as we
advance, why this should be not only the provisional but the
final definition. It involves, at all events, no arbitrary
change in the meaning of the word; for, with the general
usage of the English language, the wider signification, I
believe, accords better than the more restricted one.

§ 3. But Reasoning, even in the widest sense of which
the word is susceptible, does not seem to comprehend all
that is included, either in the best, or even in the most
current, conception of the scope and province of our science.
The employment of the word Logic to denote the theory of
argumentation, is derived from the Aristotelian, or, as they
are commonly termed, the scholastic logicians. Yet even
with them, in their systematic treatises, argumentation was
the subject only of the third part: the two former treated of
Terms, and of Propositions; under one or other of which
heads were also included Definition and Division. Pro-
fessedly, indeed, these previous topics were introduced only
on account of their connexion with reasoning, and as a pre-

1—2
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paration for the doctrine and rules of the syllogism. Yet
they were treated with greater minuteness, and dwelt on at
greater length, than was required for that purpose alone.
More recent writers on logic have generally understood the
term as it was employed by the able author of the Port
Royal Logic; viz. as equivalent to the Art of Thinking. Nor
is this acceptation confined to books, and scientific inquirers.
Even in ordinary conversation, the ideas connected with the
word Logie, include at least precision of language, and accu-
racy of classification: and we perhaps oftener hear persons
speak of a logical arrangement, or of expressions logically
defined, than of conclusions logically deduced from premisses.
Again, a man is often called a great logician, or a man of
powerful logic, not for the accuracy of his deductions, but for
the extent of his command over premisses; because the
general propositions required for explaining a difficulty or
refuting a sophism, copiously and promptly occur to him:
because, in short, his knowledge, besides being ample, is well
under his command for argumentative use. Whether, there-
fore, we conform to the practice of those who have made the
subject their particular study, or to that of popular writers
and common discourse, the province of logic will include
several operations of the intellect not usually considered to
fall within the meaning of the terms Reasoning and Argu-
mentation. ‘

These various operations might be brought within the
compass of the science, and the additional advantage be ob-
tained of a very simple definition, if, by an extension of the
term, sanctioned by high authorities, we were to define logic
as the science which treats of the operations of the human
understanding in the pursuit of truth. TFor to this ultimate
end, naming, classification, definition, and all other opera-
tions over which logic has ever claimed jurisdiction, are
essentially subsidiary. They may all be regarded as con-
trivances for enabling a person to know the truths which are
needful to him, and to know them at the precise moment at
which they are needful. Other purposes, indeed, are also
served by these operations ; for instance, that of imparting
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our knowledge to others. But, viewed with regard to this
purpose, they have never been considered as within the pro-
vince of the logician. The sole object of Logic is the gunid-
ance of one’s own thoughts; the communication of those
thoughts to others falls under the consideration of Rhetoric,
in the large sense in which that art was conceived by the
ancients ; or of the still more extensive art of Education.
Logic takes cognizance of our intellectual operations, only
as they conduce to our own knowledge, and to our command
over that knowledge for our own uses. If there were but one
rational being in the universe, that being might be a perfect
logician ; and the science and art of logic would be the same
for that one person as for the whole human race.

§ 4. Bat, if the definition which we formerly examined
included too little, that which is now suggested has the oppo-
site fault of including too much.

Truths are known to us in two ways: some are known
directly, and of themselves; some through the medium of
other truths. The former are the subject of Intuition, or
Consciousness ; the latter, of Inference. The truths known
by intuition are the original premisses from which all others
are inferred. Our assent to the conclusion being grounded
on the truth of the premisses, we never could arrive at any
knowledge by reasoning, unless something could be known
antecedently to all reasoning.

Examples of truths known to us by immediate conscious-
ness, are our own bodily sensations and mental feelings. T
know directly, and of my own knowledge, that I was vexed
yesterday, or that I am hungry to-day. Examples of truths
which we know only by way of inference, are occurrences
which took place while we were absent, the events recorded
in history, or the theorems of mathematics. The two former
we infer from the testimony adduced, or from the traces of
those past occurrences which still exist; the latter, from the
premisses laid down in books of geometry, under the title of
definitions and axioms. Whatever we are capable of know-
ing must belong to the one class or to the other; must be in
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the number of the primitive data, or of the conclusions which
can be drawn from these.

With the original data, or ultimate premisses of our
knowledge ; with their number or nature, the mode in which
they are obtained, or the tests by which they may be dis-
tinguished ; logic, in a direct way at least, has, in the sense
in which I conceive the science, nothing to do. These ques-
tions are partly not a subject of science at all, partly that of
a very different science.

Whatever is known to us by consciousness, is known
beyond possibility of question. What one sees or feels,
whether bodily or mentally, one cannot but be sure that
one sees or feels. No science is required for the purpose
of establishing such truths; no rules of art can render our
knowledge of them more certain than it is in itself. There
is no logic for this portion of our knowledge.

But we may fancy that we see or feel what we in reality
infer. Newton saw the truth of many propositions of geo-
metry without reading the demonstrations, but not, we may
be sure, without their flashing through his mind. A truth,
or supposed truth, which is really the result of a very rapid
inference, may seem to be apprehended intuitively. 1t
has long been agreed by thinkers of the most opposite
schools, that this mistake is actually made in so familiar
an instance as that of the eyesight. There is nothing of
which we appear to ourselves to be more directly conscious,
than the distance of an object from us. Yet it has long been
ascertained, that what is perceived by the eye, is at most
nothing more than a variously coloured surface ; that when we
fancy we see distance, all we really see is certain variations of
apparent size, and degrees of faintness of colour; and that
our estimate of the object’s distance from us is the result of
a comparison (made with so much rapidity that we are un-
conscious of making it) between the size and colour of the
object as they appear at the time, and the size and colour of
the same or of similar objects as they appeared when close
at hand, or when their degree of remoteness was known by
other evidence. The perception of distance by the eye,
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which seems so like intuition, is thus, in reality, an infer-
ence grounded on experience; an inference, too, which we
learn to make; and which we make with more and more
correctness as our experience increases; though in familiar
cases it takes place so rapidly as to appear exactly on a par
with those perceptions of sight which are really intuitive, our
perceptions of colour.*

Of the science, therefore, which expounds the operations
of the human understanding in the pursuit of truth, one
essential part is the inquiry: What are the facts which are
the objects of intuition or consciousness, and what are those
which we merely infer? But this inquiry has never been
considered a portion of logic. Its place is in another and a
perfectly distinct department of science, to which the name
metaphysics more particularly belongs: that portion of mental
philosophy which attempts to determine what part of the furni-
ture of the mind belongs to it originally, and what part is con-
structed out of materials furnished to it from without. To
this science appertain the great and much debated questions
of the existence of matter; the existence of spirit, and of a
distinction between it and matter; the reality of time and
space, as things without the mind, and distinguishable from
the objects which are said to exist in them. For in the
present state of the discussion on these topies, it is almost
universally allowed that the existence of matter or of spirit
of space or of time, is, in its nature, unsusceptible of being
proved; and that if anything is known of them, it must be by
immediate intuition. To the same science belong the inquiries
into the nature of Conception, Perception, Memory, and
Belief; all of which are operations of the understanding in the

* This important theory has recently been called in question by a writer of
deserved reputation, Mr. Samuel Bailey ; but I do not conceive that the grounds
on which it has been admitted as an established doctrine for a century past, have
been at all shaken by that gentleman’s objections. I have elsewhere said what
appeared to me necessary in reply to his arguments (Westminster Review, for
October 1842,) It may be necessary to add, that some other processes of com-
parison than those described in the text (but equally the result of experience),
appear occasionally to enter into our judgment of distances by the eye.
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pursuit of truth; but with which, as phenomena of the mind,
or with the possibility which may or may not exist of analys-
ing any of them into simpler phenomena, the logician as such
has no concern. To this science must also be referred the
following, and all analogous questions: To what extent our
intellectual faculties and our emotions are innate—to what
extent the result of association: Whether God, and duty,
are realities, the existence of which is manifest to us & priore
by the constitution of our rational faculty ; or whether our
ideas of them are acquired notions, the origin of which we
are able to trace and explain; and the reality of the objects
themselves a question not of consciousness or intuition, but
of evidence and reasoning.

The province of logic must be restricted to that portion
of our knowledge which consists of inferences from truths
previously known; whether those antecedent data be general
propositions, or particular observations and perceptions.
Logic is not the science of Belief, but the science of Proof,
or Evidence. In so far as belief professes to be founded on
proof, the office of logic is to supply a test for ascertaining
whether or not the belief is well grounded. With the claims
which any proposition has to belief on the evidence of con-
sciousness, that is, without evidence in the proper sense
of the word, logic has nothing to do.

" § 5. By far the greatest portion of our knowledge,
whether of general truths or of particular facts, being avow-
edly matter of inference, nearly the whole, not only of
science, but of human conduet, is amenable to the authority of
logic. To draw inferences has been said to be the great busi-
ness of life. Every one has daily, hourly, and momentary
need of ascertaining facts which he has not directly ob-
served ; not from any general purpose of adding to his stock
of knowledge, but because the facts themselves are of import-
ance to his interests or to his occupations. The business of
the magistrate, of the military commander, of the navigator,
of the physician, of the agriculturist, is merely to judge of
evidence, and to act accordingly. They all have to ascer-
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tain certain facts, in order that they may afterwards apply
certain rules, either devised by themselves, or prescribed for
their guidance by others; and as they do this well or ill, so
they discharge well or ill the duties of their several callings.
It is the only occupation in which the mind never ceases to
be engaged ; and is the subject, not of logic, but of know-
ledge in general.

Logie, however, is not the same thing with knowledge,
though the field of logic is coextensive with the field of
knowledge. Logic is the common judge and arbiter of all
particular investigations. It does not undertake to find
evidence, but to determine whether it has been found. Logic
neither observes, nor invents, nor discovers; but judges. It
is no part of the business of logic to inform the surgeon what
appearances are found to accompany a violent death. This
he must learn from his own experience and observation, or
from that of others, his predecessors in his peculiar pursuit.
But logic sits in judgment on the sufficiency of that observa-
tion and experience to justify his rules, and on the suffici-
ency of his rules to justify his conduct. It does not give him
proofs, but teaches him what makes them proofs, and how he
is to judge of them. It does not teach that any particular fact
proves any other, but points out to what conditions all facts
must conform, in order that they may prove other facts. To
decide whether any given fact fulfils these conditions, or
whether facts can be found which fulfil them in a given case,
belongs exclusively to the particular art or science, or to
our knowledge of the particular subject.

It is in this sense that logic is, what Bacon so expres-
sively called it, ars artium; the science of science itself. All
seience consists of data and conclusions from those data, of
proofs and what they prove : now logic points oat what rela-
tions must subsist between data and whatever can be con-
cluded from them, between proof and everything which it
can prove. If there be any such indispensable relations,
and if these can be precisely determined, every particular
branch of science, as well as every individual in the guidance
of his conduect, is bound to conform to those relations, under
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the penalty of making false inferences, of drawing conclu-
sions which are not grounded in the realities of things.
Whatever has at any time been concluded justly, whatever
knowledge has been acquired otherwise than by immediate
intuition, depended on the observance of the laws which it
is the province of logic to investigate. If the conclusions
are just, and the knowledge real, those laws, whether known
or not, have been observed.

§ 6. We need not, therefore, seek any farther for a solu-
tion of the question, so often agitated, respecting the utility
of logic. If a science of logic exists, or is capable of ex-
isting, it must be useful. If there be rules to which every
mind consciously or unconsciously conforms in every in-
stance in which it infers rightly, there seems little necessity
for discussing whether a person is more likely to observe
those rules, when he knows the rules, than when he is
unacquainted with them.

A science may undoubtedly be brought to a certain, not
inconsiderable, stage of advancement, without the applica-
tion of any other logic to it than what all persons, who are
said to have a sound understanding, acquire empirically in
the course of their studies. Mankind judged of evidence,
and often correctly, before logic was a science, or they
never could have made it one. And they executed great
mechanical works before they understood the laws of me-
chanics. But there are limits both to what mechanicians
can do without principles of mechanics, and to what thinkers
can do without principles of logic. A few individuals may,
by extraordinary genius, anticipate the results of science;
but the bulk of mankind require either to understand the
theory of what they are doing, or to have rules laid
down for them by those who have understood the theory.
In the progress of science from its easiest to its more difficult
problems, each great step in advance has usually had either
as its precursor, or as its accompaniment and necessary
condition, a corresponding improvement in the notions and
principles of logic received among the most advanced
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thinkers. And if several of the more difficult sciences are
still in so defective a state; if not only so little is proved,
but disputation has not terminated even about the little
which seemed to be so; the reason perhaps is, that men’s
logical notions have not yet acquired the degree of exten-
sion, or of accuracy, requisite for the estimation of the
evidence proper to those particular departments of know-
ledge.

§ 7. Logic, then, is the science of the operations of the
understanding which are subservient to the estimation of
evidence : both the process itself of proceeding from known
truths to unknown, and all other intellectual operations in
so far as auxiliary to this. It includes, therefore, the opera-
tion of Naming; for language is an instrument of thought,
as well as a means of communicating our thoughts. It in-
cludes, also, Definition, and Classification. For, the use of
these operations (putting all other minds than one’s own
out of consideration) is to serve not only for keeping our
evidences and the conclusions from them permanent and
readily accessible in the memory, but for so marshalling the
facts which we may at any time be engaged in investigating,
as to enable us to perceive more clearly what evidence there
is, and to judge with fewer chances of error whether it be
sufficient. These, therefore, are operations specially instru-
mental to the estimation of evidence, and as such are within
the province of Logic. There are other more elementary
processes, concerned in all thinking, such as Conception,
Memory, and the like; but of these it is not necessary that
Logic should take any peculiar cognizance, since they have
no special connexion with the problem of Evidence, further
than that, like all other problems addressed to the under-
standing, it presupposes them.

Our object, then, will be to attempt a correct analysis of
the intellectual process called Reasoning or Inference, and
of such other mental operations as are intended to facilitate
this: as well as, on the foundation of this analysis, and paré
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passu with it, to bring together or frame a set of rules or
canons for testing the sufficiency of any given evidence to
prove any given proposition.

With respect to the first part of this undertaking, I do
not attempt to decompose the mental operations in question
into their ultimate elements. It is enough if the analysis as
far as it goes is correct, and if it goes far enough for the
practical purposes of logic considered as an art. The
separation of a complicated phenomenon into its component
parts, is not like a connected and interdependent chain of
proof. If one link of an argument breaks, the whole drops
to the ground; but one step towards an analysis holds good
and has an independent value, though we should never be
able to make a second. The results of analytical chemistry
are not the less valuable, though it should be discovered that
all which we now call simple substances are really com-
pounds. All other things are at any rate compounded of
those elements: whether the elements themselves admit of
decomposition, is an important inquiry, but does not affect
the certainty of the science up to that point.

I shall, accordingly, attempt to analyse the process of
inference, and the processes subordinate to inference, so far
only as may be requisite for ascertaining the difference be-
tween a correct and an incorrect performance of those pro-
cesses. The reason for thus limiting our design, is evident.
It has been said by objectors to logic, that we do not learn
to use our muscles by studying their anatomy. The fact is
not quite fairly stated; for if the action of any of our
muscles were vitiated by local weakness, or other physical
defect, a knowledge of their anatomy might be very neces-
sary for effecting a cure. But we should be justly liable to
the criticism involved in this objection, were we, in a treatise
on logic, to carry the analysis of the reasoning process be-
yond the point at which any inaccuracy which may have
crept into it must become visible. In learning bodily exer-
cises (to carry on the same illustration) we do, and must,
analyse the bodily motions so far as is necessary for distin-
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guishing those which ought to be performed from those which
ought not. To a similar extent, and no further, it is neces-
sary that the logician should analyse the mental pro-
cesses with which Logic is concerned. Any ulterior and
minuter analysis must be left to metaphysics; which in
this, as in other parts of our mental nature, decides what
are ultimate facts, and what are resolvable into other facts.
And I believe it will be found that the conclusions arrived
at in this work have no necessary connexion with any par-
ticular views respecting the ulterior analysis. Logic is
common ground on which the partisans of Hartley and of
Reid, of Locke and of Kant, may meet and join hands.
Particular and detached opinions of all these thinkers will
no doubt occasionally be controverted, since all of them
were logicians as well as metaphysicians; but the field on
which their principal battles have been fought, lies beyond
the boundaries of our science.

It cannot, indeed, be pretended that logical principles can
be altogether irrelevant to those more abstruse discussions;
nor is it possible but that the view we are led to take of
the problem which logic proposes, must have a tendency
favourable to the adoption of some one opinion on these con-
troverted subjects rather than another. For metaphysics, in
endeavouring to solve its own peculiar problem, must employ
means, the validity of which falls under the cognizance of
logic. Itproceeds, no doubt, as far as possible, merely by a
closer and more attentive interrogation of our conscious-
ness, or more properly speaking, of our memory; and so
far is not amenable to logic. But wherever this method is
insufficient to attain the end of its inquiries, it must proceed,
like other sciences, by means of evidence. Now, the moment
this science begins to draw inferences from evidence, logic
becomes the sovereign judge whether its inferencés are well-
grounded, or what other inferences would be so.

This, however, constitutes no nearer or other relation
between logic and metaphysics than that which exists
between logic and all the other sciences. And I can con-
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scientiously affirm, that no one proposition laid down in
this work has been adopted for the sake of establishing, or
with any reference to its fitness for being employed in
establishing, preconceived opinions in any department of
knowledge or of inquiry on which the speculative world is
still undecided.
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“ La scolastique, qui produisit dans la logique, comme dans 1a morale, et dans
une partie de la metaphysique, une subtilité, une précision d’idées, dont I’habi-
tude inconnue aux anciens, a contribué plus qu'on ne croit au progrés de la
bonne philosophie.”—CoNporcET, Vie de Turgot.



CHAPTER L

OF THE NECESSITY OF COMMENCING WITH AN
ANALYSIS OF LANGUAGE.

§ 1. It is so much the established practice of writers
on logic to commence their treatises by a few general
observations (in most cases, it is true, rather meagre) on
Terms and their varieties, that it will, perhaps, scarcely be
required from me, in merely following the common usage,
to be as particular in assigning my reasons, as it is usually
expected that those should be who deviate from it.

The practice, indeed, is recommended by considerations
far too obvious to require a formal justification. Logic is a
portion of the Art of Thinking: Language is evidently, and
by the admission of all philosophers, one of the principal
instruments or helps of thought; and any imperfection in
the instrument, or in the mode of employing it, is confessedly
liable, still more than in almost any other art, to confuse and
impede the process, and destroy all ground of confidence in
the result. For a mind not previously versed in the meaning
and right use of the various kinds of words, to attempt the
study of methods of philosophizing, would be as if some one
should attempt to make himself an astronomical observer,
having never learned to adjust the focal distance of his
optical instrnments so as to see distinctly.

Since Reasoning, or Inference, the principal subject of
logic, is an operation which usually takes place by means of
words, and in complicated cases can take place in no other
way; those who have not a thorough insight into the significa-
tion and purposes of words, will be under chances, amounting
almost to certainty, of reasoning or inferring incorrectly. And
logicians have generally felt that unless, in the very first stage,
they removed this fertile source of error; unless they taught

KOIN.1. 2
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their pupil to put away the glasses which distort the object,
and to use those which are adapted to his purpose in such a
manner as to assist, not perplex his vision; he would not
be in a condition to practise the remaining part of their dis-
cipline with any prospect of advantage. Therefore it is that
an inquiry into language, so far as is needful to gnard against
the errors to which it gives rise, has at all times been deemed
a necessary preliminary to the study of logic.

But there is another reason, of a still more fundamental
nature, why the import of words should be the earliest subject
of the logician’s consideration: because without it he cannot
examine into the import of Propositions. Now this is a
subject which stands on the very threshold of the science of
logic.

The object of logic, as defined in the Introductory Chap-
ter, is to ascertain how we come by that portion of our
knowledge (much the greatest portion) which is not intuitive :
and by what criterion we can, in matters not self-evident,
distinguish between things proved and things not proved,
between what is worthy and what is unworthy of belief. Of
the various questions which present themselves to our
inquiring faculties, some receive an answer from direct
consciousness, others, if resolved at all, can only be resolved
by means of evidence. Logic is concerned with these last.
But before inquiring into the mode of resolving questions,
it is mecessary to inquire, what are those which offer them-
selves? what questions are conceivable? what inquiries
are there, to which mankind have either obtained, or
been able to imagine it possible that they should obtain,
an answer? This point is best ascertained by a survey
and analysis of Propositions.

§ 2. The answer to every question which it is possible
to frame, is contained in a Proposition, or Assertion. What-
ever can be an object of belief, or even of disbelief, must,
when put into words, assume the form of a proposition. All
truth and all error lie in propositions. What, by a con-
venient misapplication of an abstract term, we call a Truth,
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means simply a True Proposition; and errors are false pro-
positions. To know the import of all possible propositions,
would be to know all questions which can be raised, all
matters which are susceptible of being either believed or
disbelieved. How many kinds of inquiries can be pro-
pounded ; how many kinds of judgments can be made ; and
how many kinds of propositions it is possible to frame with
a meaning; are but different forms of one and the same
question. Since, then, the objects of all Belief and of
all Inquiry express themselves in propositions; a suffi-
cient scrutiny of Propositions and of their varieties will
apprize us what questions mankind have actually asked of
themselves, and what, in the nature of answers to those
questions, they have actually thought they had grounds to
believe.

Now the first glance at a proposition shows that it is
formed by putting together two names. A proposition,
according to the common simple definition, which is suffi-
cient for our purpose, is, discourse, in which something is
affirmed or denied of something. Thus, in the proposition,
Gold is yellow, the quality yellow is affirmed of the substance
gold. 1Inthe proposition, Franklin was not born in England,
the fact expressed by the words born in England is denied
of the man Franklin.

Every proposition consists of three parts: the Subject,
the Predicate, and the Copula. The predicate is the name
denoting that which is affirmed or denied. The subject is
the name denoting the person or thing which something is
affirmed or denied of. The copula is the sign denoting that
there is an affirmation or denial; and thereby enabling the
hearer or reader to distinguish a proposition from any other
kind of discourse. Thus, in the proposition, The earth is
round, the Predicate is the word round, which denotes the
quality affirmed, or (as the phrase is) predicated: the carth,
words denoting the object which that quality is affirmed
of, compose the Subject; the word s, which segves as
the connecting mark between the subject and predicate, to

2-—2
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show that one of them is affirmed of the other, is called the
Copula.

Dismissing, for the present, the copula, of which more
will be said hereafter, every proposition, then, consists of at
least two names; brings together two names, in a particular
manner. This is already a first step towards what we are
in quest of. It appears from this, that for an act of belief,
one object is not sufficient; the simplest act of belief sup-
poses, and has something to do with, fwo objects: two
names, to say the least; and (since the names must be
names of something) two nameable things. A large class of
thinkers would cut the matter short by saying, two ideas.
They would say, that the subject and predicate are both of
them names of ideas; the idea of gold, for instance, and the
idea of yellow; and that what takes place (or a part of what
takes place) in the act of belief, consists in bringing (as it
is often expressed) one of these ideas under the other. But
this we are not yet in a condition to say: whether such be
the correct mode of describing the phenomenon, is an after
consideration. The result with which for the present we
must be contented, is, that in every act of belief two objects
are in some manner taken cognizance of ; that there can be
no belief claimed, or question propounded, which does not
embrace two distinct (either material or intellectual) subjects
of thought; each of them capable or not of being conceived
by itself, but incapable of being believed by itself.

I may say, for instance, “the sun.” The word has a
meaning, and suggests that meaning to the mind of any one
who is listening to me. But suppose I ask him, Whether it
is true: whether he believes it? IHe can give no answer.
There is as yet nothing to believe, or to disbelieve. Now,
however, let me make, of all possible assertions respecting
the sun, the one which involves the least of reference to any
object besides itself; let me say, “the sun exists.” Here,
at once, is something which a person can say he believes.
But here, instead of only one, we find two distinct objects of
conception: the sun is one object; existence is another.
Let it not be said, that this second conception, existence, is
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involved in the first; for the sun may be conceived as no
longer existing. “ The sun” does not convey all the mean-
ing that is conveyed by “the sun exists:” “my father” does
not include all the meaning of “my father exists,” for he
may be dead; “a round square” does not include the
meaning of “a round square exists,” for it does not and
cannot exist. When I say, “the sun,” “my father,” or a
“round square,” I call upon the hearer for no belief or dis-
belief, nor can either the one or the other be afforded me;
but if I say, “ the sun exists,” “my father exists,” or “a
round square exists,” I call for belief; and should, in the
first of the three instances, meet with it; in the second, with
belief or disbelief, as the case might be; in the third, with
disbelief.

§ 8. This first step in the analysis of the object of belief,
which, though so obvious, will be found to be not unim-
portant, is the only one which we shall find it practicable to
make without a preliminary survey of language. If we
attempt to proceed further in the same path, that is, to
analyse any further the import of Propositions; we find
forced upon us, as a subject of previous consideration, the
import of Names. For every proposition consists of two
names; and every proposition affirms or denies one of these
names, of the other. Now what we do, what passes in our
mind, when we affirm or deny two names of one another,
must depend on what they are names of ; since it is with
reference to that, and not to the mere names themselves, that
we make the affirmation or denial. Here, therefore, we find
a new reason why the signification of names, and the rela-
tion generally between names and the things signified by
them, must occupy the preliminary stage of the inquiry we
are engaged in.

It may be objected, that the meaning of names can guide
us at most only to the opinions, possibly the foolish and
groundless opinions, which mankind have formed concerning
things, and that as the object of philosophy is truth, not
opinion, the philosopher should dismiss words and look
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into things themselves, to ascertain what questions can be
asked and answered in regard to them. This advice
(which no one has it in his power to follow) is in reality
an exhortation to discard the whole fruits of the labours of
his predecessors, and conduct himself as if he were the first
person who had ever turned an inquiring eye upon nature.
What does any one’s personal knowledge of Things amount
to, after subtracting all which he has acquired by means of
the words of other people? Even after he has learned as
much as people usually do learn from others, will the notions
of things contained in his individual mind afford as sufficient
a basis for a catalogue raisonné as the notions which are in
the minds of all mankind?

In any enumeration and classification of Things, which
does not set out from their names, no varieties of things will
of course be comprehended but those recognised by the par-
ticular inquirer; and it will still remain to be established,
by a subsequent examination of names, that the enumeration
has omitted nothing which ought to have been included.
But if we begin with names, and use them as our clue
to the things, we bring at once before us all the distine-
tions which have been recognised, not by a single inquirer,
but by all inquirers taken together. It doubtless may,
and I believe it will, be found, that mankind have multi-
plied the varieties unnecessarily, and have imagined dis-
tinctions among things where there were only distinetions
in the manner of naming them. But we are not entitled
to assume this in the commencement. We must begin
by recognising the distinctions made by ordinary language.
If some of these appear, on a close examination, not to
be fundamental, the enumeration of the different kinds of
realities may be abridged accordingly. But to impose upon
the facts in the first instance the yoke of a theory, while the
grounds of the theory are reserved for discussion in a subse-
quent stage, is not a course which a logician can reasonably
adopt.
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OF NAMES.

§ 1. “A NAME,” says Hobbes,* “is a word taken at
pleasure to serve for a mark, which may raise in our mind a
thought like to some thought we had before, and which being
pronounced to others, may be to them a sign of what thought
the speaker hadf before in his mind.” This simple definition
of a name, as a word (or set of words) serving the double
purpose of a mark to recall to ourselves the likeness of a
former thought, and a sign to make it known to others, ap-
pears unexceptionable. Names, indeed, do much more than
this; but whatever else they do, grows out of, and is the
result of this: as will appear in its proper place.

Are names more properly said to be the names of things,
or of our ideas of things ? The firstis the expression in com-
mon use; the last is that of some metaphysicians, who con-
ceived that in adopting it they were introducing a highly
important distinction. The eminent thinker, just quoted,
seems to countenance the latter opinion. ¢ But seeing,” he
continues, “ names ordered in speech (as is defined) are
signs of our conceptions, it is manifest they are not signs of
the things themselves; for that the sound of this word stone
should be the sign of a stone, cannot be understood in any
sense but this, that he that hears it collects that he that pro-
nounces it thinks of a stone.”

If it be merely meant that the conception alone, and not
the thing itself, is recalled by the name, or imparted to the
hearer, this of course cannot be denied. Nevertheless, there
seems good reason for adhering to the common usage, and

* Computation or Logic, chap. ii.
t In the original, “bad, or had not.” These last words, as involving a
subtlety foreign to our present purpose, I have forborne to quote.
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calling the word sun the name of the sun, and not the name
of our idea of the sun. For names are not intended only to
make the hearer conceive what we conceive, but also to in-
form him what we believe. Now, when I use a name for the
purpose of expressing a belief, it is a belief concerning the
thing itself, not concerning my idea of it. When I say, “the
sun is the cause of day,” I do not mean that my idea of the
sun causes or excites in me the idea of day; or in other
words, that thinking of the sun makes me think of day. I
mean, that a certain physical fact, which is called the sun’s
presence (and which, in the ultimate analysis, resolves itself
into sensations, not ideas) causes another physical fact,
which is called day. It secems proper to consider a word
as the name of that which we intend to be understood by
it when we use it; of that which any fact that we assert
of it is to be understood of; that, in short, concerning
which, when we employ the word, we intend to give infor-
mation. Names, therefore, shall always be spoken of in this
work as the names of things themselves, and not merely of
our ideas of things.

But the question now arises, of what things? and to
answer this it is necessary to take into consideration the
different kinds of names.

§ 2. It is usual, before examining the various classes
into which names are commonly divided, to begin by dis-
tinguishing from names of every description, those words
which are not names, but only parts of names. Among such
are reckoned particles, as of, fo, truly, often; the inflected
cases of nouns substantive, as me, him, John’s;* and even
adjectives, as large, heavy. These words do not express
things of which anything can be affirmed or denied. We
cannot say, Heavy fell, or A heavy fell; Truly, or A truly,
was asserted; Of, or An of, was in the room. Unless, indeed,

* It would, perhaps, be more correct to say that inflected cases are names
and something more; and that this addition prevents them from being used as
the subjects of propositions. But the purposes of our inquiry do not demand
that we should enter with scrupulous accuracy into similar minutis.
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we are speaking of the mere words themselves, as when we
say, Truly is an English word, or, Heavy is an adjective.
In that case they are complete names, viz. names of those
particular sounds, or of those particular collections of written
characters. This employment of a word to denote the mere
letters and syllables of which it is composed, was termed by
the schoolmen the suppositio materialis of the word. In any
other sense we cannot introduce one of these words into the
subject of a proposition, unless in combination with other
words; as, A heavy body fell, A truly ¢mportant fact was
asserted, A member of parliament was in the room.

An adjective, however, is capable of standing by itself as
the predicate of a proposition ; as when we say, Snow is
white ; and oceasionally even as the subject, for we may say,
White is an agreeable colour. The adjective is often said to
be so used by a grammatical ellipsis: Snow is white, instead
of Snow is a white object; White is an agreeable colour,
instead of, A white colour, or, The colour white, 1s agreeable.
The Greeks and Romans were allowed, by the rules of
their language, to employ this ellipsis universally in the sub-
jeet as well as in the predicate of a proposition. In English
this cannot, generally speaking, be done. We may say,
The earth is round; but we cannot say, Round is easily
moved ; we must say, A round object. This distinetion, how-
ever, is rather grammatical than logical. Since there is no
difference of meaning between round, and a round object, it
is only custom which prescribes that on any given occasion
one shall be used, and not the other. We shall therefore,
without scruple, speak of adjectives as names, whether in
their own right, or as representative of the more circuitous
forms of expression above exemplified. The other classes
of subsidiary words have no title whatever to be considered
as names. An adverb, or an accusative case, cannot under
any circumstances (except when their mere letters and sylla-
bles are spoken of) figure as one of the terms of a proposition.

Words which are not capable of being used as names,
but only as parts of names, were called by some of the
schoolmen Syncategorematic terms: from ¢dv, with, and
rarnyopéw, to predicate, because it was only with some other
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word that they could be predicated. A word which could
be used either as the subject or predicate of a proposition
without being accompanied by any other word, was termed
by the same authorities a Categorematic term. A com-
bination of one or more Categorematic, and one or more
Syncategorematic words, as, A heavy body, or A court of
justice, they sometimes called a mized term; but this seems
a needless multiplication of technical expressions. A mixed
term is, in the only useful sense of the word, Categorematic.
It belongs to the class of what have been called many-
worded names.

For, as one word is frequently not a name, but only part
of a name, so a number of words often compose one single
name, and no more. These words, “the place which the
wisdom or policy of antiquity had destined for the residence
of the Abyssinian princes,” form in the estimation of the
logician only one name; one Categorematic term. A mode
of determining whether any set of words makes only one
name, or more than one, is by predicating something of it,
and observing whether, by this predication, we make only
one assertion or several. Thus, when we say, John Nokes,
who was the mayor of the town, died yesterday,—by this pre-
dication we make but one assertion; whence it appears that
“John Nokes, who was the mayor of the town,” is no more
than one name. It is true that in this proposition, besides
the assertion that John Nokes died yesterday, there is
included another assertion, nawmely, that John Nokes was
mayor of the town. But this last assertion was already
made: we did not make it by adding the predicate, “died
yesterday.” Suppose, however, that the words had been,
John Nokes and the mayor of the town, they would have
formed two names instead of one. For when we say, John
Nokes and the mayor of the town died yesterday, we make
two assertions; one, that John Nokes died yesterday ; the
other, that the mayor of the town died yesterday.

It being needless to illustrate at any greater length the
subject of many-worded names, we proceed to the distinctions
which have been established among names, not according to



NAMES. 27

the words they are composed of, but according to their
signification.

§ 8. All names are names of something, real or ima-
ginary ; but all things have not names appropriated to them
individually. For some individual objects we require, and
consequently have, separate distinguishing names; there is
a name for every person, and for every remarkable place.
Other objects, of which we have not occasion to speak so
frequently, we do not designate by a name of their own;
but when the necessity arises for naming them, we do so by
putting together several words, each of which, by itself,
might be and is used for an indefinite number of other
objects ; as when I say, this stone: “this” and “stone” being,
each of them, names that may be used of many other objeets
besides the particular one meant, although the only object
of which they can both be used at the given moment, con-
sistently with their signification, may be the one of which I
wish to speak.

Were this the sole purpose for which names, that are
common to more things than one, could be employed; if
they only served, by mutually limiting each other, to afford
a designation for such individual objects as have no names
of their own; they could only be ranked among contrivances
for economizing the use of language. But it is evident that
this is not their sole function. It is by their means that we
are enabled to assert general propositions; to affirm or deny
any predicate of an indefinite number of things at once. The
distinction, therefore, between general names, and individual
or singular names, is fundamental; and may be considered
as the first grand division of names.

A general name is familiarly defined, a name which is
capable of being truly affirmed, in the same sense, of each
of an indefinite number of things. An individual or singular
name is a name which is only capable of being truly affirmed,
in the same sense, of one thing.

Thus, man is capable of being truly affirmed of John,
Peter, George, Mary, and other persons without assignable
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limit: and it is affirmed of all of them in the same sense; for
the word man expresses certain qualities, and when we predi-
cate it of those persons, we assert that they all possess those
qualities. But Jokn is only capable of being truly affirmed
of one single person, at least in the same sense. For
although there are many persons who bear that name, it is
not conferred upon them to indicate any qualities, or any-
thing which belongs to them in common; and cannot be
said to be affirmed of them in any sense at all, consequently
not in the same sense. “The present queen of England”
is also an individual name. For, that there never can be
more than one person at a time of whom it can be truly
affirmed, is implied in the meaning of the words.

It is not unusual, by way of explaining what is meant
by a general name, to say that it is the name of a class.
But this, though a convenient mode of expression for some
purposes, is objectionable as a definition, since it explains
the clearer of two things by the more obscure. It would be
more logical to reverse the proposition, and turn it into
a definition of the word class: “ A class is the indefinite
multitude of individuals denoted by a general name.”

It is necessary to distinguish general from collective names.
A general name is one which can be predicated of eac’ indi-
vidual of a multitude ; a collective name cannot be predicated
of each separately, but only of all taken together. “The
76th regiment of foot,” which is a collective name, is not a
general but an individual name; for although it can be pre-
dicated of a multitude of individual soldiers taken jointly,
it cannot be predicated of them severally. We may say,
Jones is a soldier, and Thompson is a soldier, and Smith is
a soldier, but we cannot say, Jones is the 76th regiment,
and Thompson is the 76th regiment, and Smith is the 76th
regiment. We can only say, Jones, and Thompson, and
Smith, and Brown, and so forth, (enumerating all the
soldiers,) are the 76th regiment.

“The 76th regiment” is a collective name, but not a
general one: “a regiment” is both a collective and a general
name. General with respect to all individual regiments, of
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each of which separately it can be affirmed; collective with
respect to the individual soldiers, of whom any regiment is
composed.

§ 4. The second general division of names is into
concrete and abstract. A concrete name is a name which
stands for a thing; an abstract name is a name which stands
for an attribute of a thing. Thus, Jokn, the sea, this table,
are names of things. W hite, also, is a name of a thing, or
rather of things. Whiteness, again, is the name of a quality
or attribute of those things. Man is a name of many things;
humanity is a name of an attribute of those things. Old
is a name of things; old age is a name of one of their
attributes.

I have used the words concrete and abstract in the sense
annexed to them by the schoolmen, who, notwithstanding
the imperfections of their philosophy, were unrivalled in the
construction of technical language, and whose definitions,
in logic at least, though they never went more than a little
way into the subject, have seldom, I think, been altered but
to be spoiled. A practice, however, has grown up in more
modern times, which, if not introduced by Locke, has gained
currency chiefly from his example, of applying the expres-
sion “abstract name” to all names which are the result of
abstraction or generalization, and consequently to all general
names, instead of confining it to the names of attributes.
The metaphysicians of the Condillae school,—whose admi-
ration of Locke, passing over the profoundest speculations
of that truly original genius, usually fastens with peculiar
eagerness upon his weakest points,—have gone on imitating
him in this abuse of language, until there is now some
difficulty in restoring the word to its original signification.
A more wanton alteration in the meaning of a word is rarely
to be met with; for the expression general name, the exact
equivalent of which exists in all languages I am acquainted
with, was already available for the purpose to which abstract
has been misappropriated, while the misappropriation leaves
that important class of words, the names of attributes, with-
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out any compact distinctive appellation. The old accepta-
tion, however, has not gone so completely out of use, as to
deprive those who still adhere to it of all chance of being under-
stood. By abstract, then, I shall always mean the opposite
of concrete: by an abstract name, the name of an attribute;
by a concrete name, the name of an object.

Do abstract names belong to the class of general, or to
that of singular names? Some of them are certainly general.
I mean those which are names not of one single and definite
attribute, but of a class of attributes. Such is the word
colour, which is a name common to whiteness, redness, &ec.
Such is even the word whiteness, in respect of the different
shades of whiteness to which it is applied in common; the
word magnitude, in respect of the various degrees of magni-
tude and the various dimensions of space; the word weight,
in respect of the various degrees of weight. Such also is
the word attribute itself, the common name of all particular
attributes. But when only one attribute, neither variable in
degree nor in kind, is designated by the name; as visible-
ness; tangibleness; equality ; squareness; milkwhiteness;
then the name can hardly be considered general; for though
it denotes an attribute of many different objects, the attri-
bute itself is always conceived as one, not many. The
question is, however, of no moment, and perhaps the best
way of deciding it would be to consider these names as
neither general nor individual, but to place them in a class
apart,

It may be objected to our definition of an abstract name,
that not only the names which we have called abstract, but
adjectives, which we have placed in the concrete class, are
names of attributes; that white, for example, is as much the
name of the colour, as whiteness is. DBut (as before remarked)
a word ought to be considered as the name of that which
we intend to be understood by it when we put it to its
principal use, that is, when we employ it in predication.
When we say snow is white, milk is white, linen is white,
we do not mean it to be understood that snow, or linen, or
milk, is a colour. We mean that they are things having the
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colour. The reverse is the case with the word whiteness ;
what we affirm to be whiteness is not snow but the colour of
snow. Whiteness, therefore, is the name of the colour
exclusively: white is a name of all things whatever having
the colour; a name, not of the quality whiteness, but of
every white object. It is true, this name was given to all
those various objects on account of the quality ; and we may
therefore say, without impropriety, that the quality forms
part of its signification; but a name can only be said to
stand for, or to be a name of, the things of which it can be
predicated. We shall presently see that all names which
can be said to have any signification, all names by applying
which to an individual we give any information respecting
that individual, may be said to imply an attribute of some
sort; but they are not names of the attribute; it has its own
proper abstract name.

§ 5. This leads to the consideration of a third great
division of names, into connotative and non-connotative, the
latter sometimes, but improperly, called absolute. This is
one of the most important distinctions which we shall have
occasion to point out, and one of those which go deepest
into the nature of language.

A non-connotative term is one which signifies a subject
only, or an attribute only. A connotative term is one which
denotes a subject, and implies an attribute. By a subject is
here meant anything which possesses attributes. Thus John,
or London, or England, are names which signify a subject
only. Whiteness, length, virtue, signify an attribute only.
None of these names, therefore, are connotative. But white,
long, virtuous, are connotative. The word white, denotes all
white things, as snow, paper, the foam of the sea, &c., and
implies, or as it was termed by the schoolmen, connotes,* the
attribute whiteness. The word white is not predicated of the
attribute, but of the subjects, snow, &c.; but when we predi-

* Notare to mark ; connotare, to mark along with; to mark one thing with
or in addition to another,
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cate it of them, we imply, or connote, that the attribute
whiteness belongs to them. The same may be said of the
other words above cited. Virtuous, for example, is the name
of a class, which includes Socrates, Howard, the man of
Ross, and an undefined number of other individuals, past,
present, and to come. These individuals, collectively and
severally, can alone be said with propriety to be denoted by
the word: of them alone can it properly be said to be a
name. But it is a name applied to all of them in conse-
quence of an attribute which they are supposed to possess in
common, the attribute which has received the name of virtue.
It is applied to all beings that are considered to possess
this attribute ; and to none which are not so considered.

All concrete general names are connotative. The word
man, for example, denotes Peter, Jane, John, and an indefi-
nite number of other individuals, of whom, taken as a class,
it is the name. But it is applied to them, because they
possess, and to signify that they possess, certain attributes.
These seem to be, corporeity, animal life, rationality, and a
certain external form, which for distinction we call the
human. Every existing thing, which possessed all these
attributes, would be called a man; and anything which pos-
sessed none of them, or only one, or two, or even three
of them without the fourth, would not be so called. For
example, if in the interior of Africa there were to be discovered
a race of animals possessing reason equal to that of human
beings, but with the form of an elephant, they would not be
called men. Swift’'s Houyhnhms were not so called. Or if
such newly-discovered beings possessed the form of man
without any vestige of reason, it is probable that some other
name than that of man would be found for them. How it
happens that there can be any doubt about the matter, will
appear hereafter. The word man, therefore, signifies all these
attributes, and all subjects which possess these attributes.
But it can be predicated only of the subjects. What we call
men, are the subjects, the individual Stiles and Nokes; not
the qualities by which their humanity is constituted. The
name, therefore, is said to signify the subjects directly, the
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attributes indirectly ; it denotes the subjects, and implies, or
involves, or indicates, or as we shall say henceforth, connotes,
the attributes. It is a connotative name.

Connotative names have hence been also called denomi-
native, because the subject which they denote is denominated
by, or receives a name from, the attribute which they con-
note. Snow, and other objects, receive the name white,
because they possess the attribute which is called whiteness;
James, Mary, and others receive the name man, because
they possess the attributes which are considered to constitute
humanity. The attribute, or attributes, may therefore be
said to denominate those objects, or to give them a common
name.*

It has been seen that all concrete general names are
connotative. Even abstract names, though the names only of
attributes, may in some instances be justly considered as
connotative ; for attributes themselves may have attributes
ascribed to them; and a word which denotes attributes
may connote an attribute of those attributes. It is thus,
for example, with such a word as fault; equivalent to
bad or hurtful quality. This word is a name common to many
attributes, and connotes hurtfulness, an attribute of those
various attributes. When, for example, we say that slow-
ness, in a horse, is a fault, we do not mean that the slow
movement, the actual change of place of the slow horse, is a
thing to be avoided, but that the property or peculiarity of
the horse, from which it derives that name, the quality of
being a slow mover, is an undesirable peculiarity.

In regard to those concrete names which are not general
but individual, a distinction must be made.

Proper names are not connotative : they denote the indi-

* Archbishop Whately, who in the more recent editions of his Elements of
Logic has aided in reviving the important distinction treated of in the text,
proposes the term * Attributive” as a substitute for “ Connotative,” (p. 122,
9th ed.) The expression is, in itself, appropriate; but, as it has not the advan-
tage of being connected with any verb, of so markedly distinctive a character as
“to connote,” it is not, I think, fitted to supply the place of the word Conno-
tative in scientific use.

VOL. 1. 3



34 NAMES AND PROPOSITIONS.

viduals who are called” by them; but they do not indicate
or imply any attributes as belonging to those individuals.
When we name a child by the name Paul, or a dog by the
name Casar, these names are simply marks used to enable
those individuals to be made subjects of discourse. It may
be said, indeed, that we must have had some reason for
giving them those names rather than any others: and this is
true ; but the name, once given, becomes independent of the
reason. A man may have been named John, because that
was the name of his father; a town may have been named
Dartmouth, because it is situated at the mouth of the Dart.
But is no part of the signification of the word John, that the
father of the person so called bore the same name; nor even
of the word Dartmouth, to be situated at the mouth of the
Dart. If sand should choke up the mouth of the river, or an
earthquake change its course, and remove it to a distance
from the town, the name of the town would not necessarily
be changed. That fact, therefore, can form no part of the
signification of the word; for otherwise, when the fact con-
fessedly ceased to be true, no one would any longer think of
applying the name. Proper names are attached to the objects
themselves, and are not dependent on the continuance of any
attribute of the object.

But there is another kind of names, which although they
are individual names, that is, predicable only of one object,
are really connotative. For, although we may give to an
individual a name utterly unmeaning, which we call a proper
name,—a word which answers the purpose of showing what
thing it is we are talking about, but not of telling anything
about it; yet a name peculiar to an individual is not neces-
sarily of this description. It may be significant of some
attribute, or some union of attributes, which being possessed
by no object but one, determines the name exclusively to
that individual. “ The sun” is a name of this description;
“ Gtod,” when used by a monotheist, is another. These,
however, are scarcely examples of what we are now attempt-
ing to illustrate, being, in strictness of language, general,
and not individual names : for, however they may be in fact
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predicable only of one object, there is nothing in the meaning
of the words themselves which implies this: and, accordingly,
when we are imagining and not affirming, we may speak of
many suns ; and the majority of mankind have believed, and
still believe, that there are many gods. But it is easy to pro-
duce words which are real instances of connotative individual
names. It may be part of the meaning of the connotative
name itself, that there exists but one individual possessing
the attribute which it connotes; as, for instance, “ the only
son of John Stiles;” “the first emperor of Rome.” Or the
attribute connoted may be a connexion with some determinate
event, and the connexion may be of such a kind as only one
individual could have; or may at least be such as only one
individual actually had; and this may be implied in the form
of the expression. “ The father of Socrates,” is an example
of the one kind (since Socrates could not have had two
fathers); ¢ the author of the Iliad,” ‘the murderer of Henri
Quatre,” of the second. For, although it is conceivable that
more persons than one might have participated in the author-
ship of the Iliad, or in the murder of Henri Quatre, the
employment of the article ¢Ze implies that, in fact, this was
not the case. What is here done by the word #ke, is done
in other cases by the context: thus, “ Caesar’s army” is an
individual name, if it appears from the context that the
army meant is that which Czesar commanded in a particular
battle. The still more general expressions, “the Roman
army,” or “the Christian army,” may be individualized in a
similar manner. Another case of frequent occurrence has
already been noticed ; it is the following. The name, being
a many-worded one, may consist, in the first place, of a
general name, capable therefore in itself of being affirmed of
more things than one, but which is, in the second place, so
limited by other words joined with it, that the entire expres-
sion can only be predicated of one object, consistently with
the meaning of the general term. This is exemplified in
such an instance as the following: “the present prime
minister of England.” Prime Minister of England is a
general name ; the attributes which it connotes may be pos-
3—2
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sessed by an indefinite number of persons: in succession
however, not simultancously; since the meaning of the word
itself imports (among other things) that there can be only
one such person at a time. This being the case, and the
application of the name being afterwards limited by the
word present, to such individuals as possess the attributes at
one indivisible point of time, it becomes applicable only to
one individual. And as this appears from the meaning of
the name, without any extrinsie proof, it is strictly an indi-
vidual name.

From the preceding observations it will easily be col-
lected, that whenever the names given to objects convey any
information, that is, whenever they have properly any mean-
ing, the meaning resides not in what they denote, but in what
they connote. The only names of objects which connote nothing
are proper names; and these have, strictly speaking, no signi-
fication.

If, like the robber in the Arabian Nights, we make a mark
with chalk on a house to enable us to know it again, the
mark has a purpose, but it has not properly any meaning. The
chalk does not declare anything about the house ; it does not
mean, This is such a person’s house, or This is a house
which contains booty. The object of making the mark is
merely distinction. I say to myself, All these houses are
so nearly alike, that if I lose sight of them I shall not again
be able to distinguish that which I am now looking at, from
any of the others; I must therefore contrive to make the
appearance of this one house unlike that of the others, that
I may hereafter know, when I see the mark—not indeed any
attribute of the house—but simply that it is the same house
which I am now looking at. Morgiana chalked all the other
houses in a similar manner, and defeated the scheme: how?
simply by obliterating the difference of appearance between
that house and the others. The chalk was still there, but it
no longer served the purpose of a distinctive mark.

When we impose a proper name, we perform an opera-
tion in some degree analogous to what the robber intended
in chalking the house. 'We put a mark, not indeed upon the
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object itself, but, so to speak, upon the idea of the object.
A proper name is but an unmeaning mark which we connect
in our minds with the idea of the object, in order that when-
ever the mark meets our eyes or oceurs to our thoughts, we
may think of that individual object. Not being attached
to the thing itself, it does not, like the chalk, enable us to
distinguish the object when we see it; but it enables us to
distinguish it when it is spoken of, either in the records of
our own experience, or in the discourse of others; to know
that what we find asserted in any proposition of which it is
the subject, is asserted of the individual thing with which we
were previously acquainted.

When we predicate of anything its proper name ; when
we say, pointing to a man, this is Brown or Smith, or point-
ing to a city, that it is York, we do not, merely by so doing,
convey to the hearer any information about them, except that
those are their names. By enabling him to identify the in-
dividuals, we may connect them with information previously
possessed by him; by saying, This is York, we may tell him
that it contains the Minster.  But this is in virtue of what
he has previously heard concerning York; not by anything
implied in the name. Itisotherwise when objects are spoken
of by connotative names. When we say, The town is built
of marble, we give the hearer what may be entirely new
information, and this merely by the signification of the many-
worded connotative name, ¢ built of marble.” Such names
are not signs of the mere objects, invented because we have
occasion to think and speak of those objects individually;
but signs which accompany an attribute : a kind of livery in
which the attribute clothes all objects which are recognized
as possessing it. They are not mere marks, but more, that
is to say, significant marks; and the connotation is what
constitutes their significance.

As a proper name is said to be the name of the one indi-
vidual which it is predicated of, so (as well from the
importance of adhering to analogy, as for the other reasons
formerly assigned) a connotative mame ought to be con-
sidered a name of all the various individuals which it is
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predicable of, or in other words denotes, and not of what it
connotes. But by learning what things it is a name of, we
do not learn the meaning of the name: for to the same thing
we may, with equal propriety, apply many names, not equi-
valent in meaning. Thus, I call a certain man by the name
Sophroniscus: I call him by another name, The father of
Socrates. Both these are names of the same individual, but
their meaning is altogether different; they are applied to
that individual for two different purposes; the one, merely
to distinguish him from other persons who are spoken of; the
other to indicate a fact relating to him, the fact that Socrates
was his son. I further apply to him these other expressions:
a man, a Greek, an Athenian, a sculptor, an old man, an
honest man, a brave man. All these are names of Sophronis-
cus, not indeed of him alone, but of him and each of an
indefinite number of other human beings. Each of these
names is applied to Sophroniscus for a different reason, and
by each whoever understands its meaning is apprised of a
distinet fact or number of facts concerning him; but those
who knew nothing about the names except that they were
applicable to Sophroniscus, would be altogether ignorant of
their meaning. It is even conceivable that I might know
every single individual of whom a given name could be with
truth affirmed, and yet could not be said to know the mean-
ing of the name. A child knows who are its brothers and
sisters, long before it has any definite conception of the
nature of the facts which are involved in the signification of
those words.

In some cases it is not easy to decide precisely how much
a particular word does or does not connote ; that is, we do
not exactly know (the case not having arisen) what degree of
difference in the object would occasion a difference in the
name. Thus, it is clear that the word man, besides animal
life and rationality, connotes also a certain external form; but
it would be impossible to say precisely what form; that is,
to decide how great a deviation from the form ordinarily
found in the beings whom we are accustomed to call men,
would suffice in a newly-discovered race to make us refuse
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them the name of man. Rationality, also, being a quality
which admits of degrees, it has never been settled what is the
lowest degree of that quality which would entitle any creature
to be considered a human being. In all such cases, the
meaning of the general name is so far unsettled, and vague ;
mankind have not come to any positive agreement about the
matter. When we come to treat of classification, we shall
have occasion to show under what conditions this vagueness
may exist without practical inconvenience ; and cases will
appear, in which the ends of language are better promoted
by it than by complete precision ; in order that, in natural
history for instance, individuals or species of no very marked
character may be ranged with those more strongly charac-
terized individuals or species to which, in all their properties
taken together, they bear the nearest resemblance.

But this partial uncertainty in the connotation of names
can only be free from mischief when guarded by strict pre-
cautions. One of the chief sources, indeed, of lax habits of
thought, is the custom of using connotative terms without a
distinetly ascertained connotation, and with no more precise
notion of their meaning than can be loosely collected from
observing what objects they are used to denote. Itis in this
manner that we all acquire, and inevitably so, our first know-
ledge of our vernacular language. A child learns the mean-
ing of the words man, or white, by hearing them applied to a
variety of individual objects, and finding out, by a process of
generalization and analysis of which he is but imperfectly
conscious, what those different objects have in common, In
the case of these two words the process is so easy as to re-
quire no assistance from culture ; the objects ecalled human
beings, and the objects called white, differing from all others
by qualities of a peculiarly definite and obvious character.
But in many other cases, objects bear a general resemblance
to one another, which leads to their being familiarly classed
together under a common name, while, without more analytic
habits than the generality of mankind possess, it is not im-
mediately apparent what are the particular attributes, upon
the possession of which in common by them all, their general
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resemblance depends. When this is the case, people use
the name without any recognized connotation, that is, with-
out any precise meaning; they talk, and consequently think,
vaguely, and remain eontented to attach only the same de-
gree of significance to their own words, which a child three
years old attaches to the words brother and sister. The
child at least is seldom puzzled by the starting up of new
individuals, on whom he is ignorant whether or not to con-
fer the title; because there is usually an aunthority close at
hand competent to solve all doubts. But a similar resource
does not exist in the generality of cases; and new objects
are continually presenting themselves to men, women, and
children, which they are called upon to class proprio motu.
They, accordingly, do this on no other principle than that of
superficial similarity, giving to each new object the name of
that familiar object, the idea of which it most readily re-
calls, or which, on a cursory inspection, it seems to them
most to resemble: as an unknown substance found in the
ground will be called, according to its texture, earth, sand,
or a stone. In this manner, names creep on from subject to
subject, until all traces of a common meaning sometimes dis-
appear, and the word comes to denote a number of things
not only independently of any common attribute, but which
have actually no attribute in common; or none but what is
shared by other things to which the name is capriciously re-
fused.* Even scientific writers have aided in this perversion
of general language from its purpose; sometimes because,

* It would be well if this degeneracy of language took place only in the
hands of the untaught vulgar; but some of the most remarkable instances
are to be found in terms of art, and among technically educated persons, such
as English lawyers. Felony, for example, is a law term, with the sound of which
all are familiar; but there is no lawyer who would undertake to tell what
a felony is, otherwise than by enumerating the various offences which are so
called. Originally the word felony had a meaning; it denoted all offences, the
penalty of which included forfeiture of lands or goods; but subsequent acts of
parliament have declared various offences to be felonies without enjoining that
penalty, and have taken away the penalty from others which continue never-
theless to be called felonies, insomuch that the acts so called have now no pro-
perty whatever in common, save that of being unlawful and punishable,
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like the vulgar, they knew no better; and sometimes in de-
ference to that aversion to admit new words, which induces
mankind, on all subjects not considered technical, to attempt
to make the original small stock of names serve with but
little augmentation to express a constantly increasing num-
ber of objects and distinctions, and, consequently, to express
them in a manner progressively more and more imperfect.

To what degree this loose mode of classing and denomi-
nating objects has rendered the vocabulary of mental and moral
philosophy unfit for the purposes of accurate thinking, is best
known to whoever has most reflected on the present condition
of those branches of knowledge. Since,however, the introduc-
tion of a new techuical language as the vehicle of speculations
on subjects belonging to the domain of daily discussion, is
extremely difficult to effect, and would not be free from
inconvenience even if effected, the problem for the philo-
sopher, and one of the most difficult which he has to resolve,
is, in retaining the existing phraseology, how best to alle-
viate its imperfections. This can only be accomplished by
giving to every general concrete name which there is frequent
occasion to predicate, a definite and fixed connotation ; in
order that it may be known what attributes, when we call an
object by that name, we really mean to predicate of the
object. And the question of most nicety is, how to give this
fixed connotation to a name, with the least possible change
in the objects which the name is habitually employed to
denote ; with the least possible disarrangement, either by
adding or subtraction, of the group of objects which, in
however imperfect a manner, it serves to circumseribe and
hold together; and with the least vitiation of the truth of any
propositions which are commonly received as true.

This desirable purpose, of giving a fixed connotation
where it is wanting, is the end aimed at whenever any one
attempts to give a definition of a general name already in
use; every definition of a connotative name being an attempt
either merely to declare, or to declare and analyse, the con-
notation of the name. And the fact, that no questions
which have arisen in the moral sciences have been subjects
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of keener controversy than the definitions of almost all the
leading expressions, is a proof how great an extent the evil
to which we have adverted has attained.

Names with indeterminate connotation are not to be con-
founded with names which have more than one connotation,
that is to say, ambiguous words. A word may have several
meanings, but all of them fixed and recognised ones; as
the word post, for example, or the word bdoz, the various
senses of which it would be endless to enumerate. And the
paucity of existing names, in comparison with the demand
for them, may often render it advisable and even necessary
to retain a name in this multiplicity of acceptations, distin-
guishing these so clearly as to prevent their being confounded
with one another. Such a word may be considered as two
or more names, accidentally written and spoken alike.*

§ 6. The fourth principal division of names, is into
positive and negative.  Positive, as man, tree, good ; negative,

* Before quitting the subject of comnotative names, it is proper to observe,
that the first writer who, in our own times, has adopted from the schoolmen the
word to connote, Mr. Mill, in his Analysis of the Phenomena of the Human Mind,
employs it in a signification different from that in which it is here used. He
uses the word in a sense coextensive with its etymology, applying it to every
case in which a name, while pointing directly to one thing, (which is conse-
quently termed its signification,) includes also a tacit reference to some other
thing. In the case considered in the text, that of concrete general names, his
language and mine are the converse of one another. Considering (very justly)
the signification of the name to lie in the attribute, he speaks of the word as
noting the attribute, and connoting the things possessing the attribute. And he
describes abstract names as being properly concrete names with their connota-
tion dropped: whereas, in my view, it is the denotation which would be said to
be dropped, what was previously connoted becoming the whole signification.

In adopting a phraseology at variance with that which so high an authority,
and one which I am less likely than any other person to undervalue, has deli-
berately sanctioned, I have been influenced by the urgent necessity for a term
exclusively appropriated to express the manner in which a concrete general
name serves to mark the attributes which are involved in its signification. This
necessity can scarcely be felt in its full force by any one who has not found by
experience, how vain is the attempt to communicate clear ideas on the philo-
sophy of language without such a word. It is hardly’an exaggeration to say,
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as not-man, not-tree, not-good. To every positive concrete
name, a corresponding negative one might be framed. After
giving a name to any one thing, or to any plurality of things,
we might create a second name which should be a name of
all things whatever except that particular thing or things.
These negative names are employed whenever we have occa-
sion to speak collectively of all things other than some thing
or class of things. When the positive name is connotative,
the corresponding negative name is connotative likewise;
but in a peculiar way, connoting not the presence but the
absence of an attribute.  Thus, not-white denotes all things
whatever except white things; and connotes the attribute of
not possessing whiteness. For the non-possession of any
given attribute is also an attribute, and may receive a name
as such; and thus negative concrete names may obtain nega-
tive abstract names to correspond to them.

Names which are positive in form are often negative in
reality, and others are really positive though their form is

that some of the most prevalent of the errors with which logic has been infected,
and a large part of the cloudiness and confusion of ideas which have enveloped
it, would, in all probability, have been avoided, if a term had been in common
use to express exactly what I have signified by the term to connote. And the
schoolmen, to whom we are indebted for the greater part of our logical language,
gave us this also, and in this very sense. For although some of their general
expressions countenance the use of the word in the more extensive and vague
acceptation in which it is taken by Mr. Mill, yet when they had to define it
specifically as a technical term, and to fix its meaning as such, with that admir-
able precision which always characterizes their definitions, they clearly ex-
plained that nothing was said to be connoted except forms, which word may
generally, in their writings, be understood as synonymous with attributes.

Now, if the word to connote, so well suited to the purpose to which they
applied it, be diverted from that purpose by being taken to fulfil another, for
which it does not seem to me to be at all required; I am unable to find any ex-
pression to replace it, but such as are commonly employed in a sense so much
more general, that it would be useless attempting to associate them peculiarly
with this precise idea. Such are the words, to involve, to imply, &c. By em-
ploying these, I should fail of attaining the object for which alone the name is
needed, namely, to distinguish this particular kind of involving and implying
from all other kinds, and to assure to it the degree of habitual attention which
its importance demands.
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negative. The word énconvenient, for example, does not
express the mere absence of convenience; it expresses a
positive attribute, that of being the cause of discomfort or
annoyance. So the word wunpleasant, notwithstanding its
negative form, does not connote the mere absence of plea-
santness, but a less degree of what is signified by the word
painful, which, it is hardly necessary to say, is positive.
Adle, on the other hand, is a word which, though positive in
form, expresses nothing but what would be signified either
by the phrase not working, or by the phrase not disposed to
work ; and sober, either by not drunk or by not drunken.

There is a class of names called privative. A privative
name is equivalent in its signification to a positive and a
negative name taken together; being the name of something
which has once had a particular attribute, or for some other
reason might have been expected to have it, but which has it
not. Such is the word dlind, which is not equivalent to not
seeing, or to not capable of seeing, for it would not, except by
a poetical or rhetorical figure, be applied to stocks and stones.
A thing is not usually said to be blind, unless the class to
which it is most familiarly referred, or to which it is referred
on the particular occasion, be chiefly composed of things
which can see, as in the case of a blind man, or a blind
horse ; or unless it is supposed for any reason that it ought
to see; as in saying of a man, that he rushed blindly into an
abyss, or of philosophers or the clergy that the greater part
of them are blind guides. The names called privative, there-
fore, connote two things: the absence of certain attributes,
and the presence of others, from which the presence also of
the former might naturally have been expected.

§ 7. The fifth leading division of names is into relative
and absolute, or let us rather say, relative and non-relative; for
the word absolute is put upon much too hard duty in meta-
physics, not to be willingly spared when its services can be
dispensed with. It resembles the word civil in the language
of jurisprudence, which stands for the opposite of criminal,
the opposite of ecclesiastical, the opposite of military, the
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opposite of political, in short, the opposite of any positive
word which wants a negative.

Relative names are such as father, son; ruler, subject;
like; equal; unlike; unequal; longer, shorter; cause, effect.
Their characteristic property is, that they are always given
in pairs. Every relative name which is predicated of an
object, supposes another object (or objects), of which we may
predicate either that same name or another relative name
which is said to be the correlative of the former. Thus,
when we call any person a son, we suppose other persons
who must be called parents. When we call any event a
cause, we suppose another event which is an effect. When
we say of any distance that it is longer, we suppose another
distance which is shorter. 'When we say of any object
that it is like, we mean that it is like some other object,
which is also said to be like the first. In this last case, both
objects receive the same name ; the relative term is its own
correlative.

It is evident that these words, when concrete, are, like
other concrete general names, connotative; they denote a
subject, and connote an attribute: and each of them has or
might have a corresponding abstract name, to denote the
attribute connoted by the concrete. Thus the concrete. like
has its abstract lZkeness ; the concretes, father and son, have,
or might have, the abstracts, paternity, and filiety, or filiation.
The concrete name connotes an attribute, and the abstract
name which answers to it denotes that attribute. But of
what nature is the attribute? Wherein consists the pecu-
liarity in the connotation of a relative name ?

The attribute signified by a relative name, say some, is a
relation ; and this they give, if not as a sufficient explanation,
at least as the only one attainable. If they are asked, What
then is a relation? they do not profess to be able to tell. It
is generally regarded as something peculiarly recondite and
mysterious. I cannot, however, perceive in what respect it
is more so than any other attribute; indeed, it appears to me
to be so in a somewhat less degree. I conceive, rather, that
it is by examining into the signification of relative names,
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or in other words, into the nature of the attribute which they
connote, that a clear insight may best be obtained into the
nature of all attributes; of all that is meant by an attribute.

It is obvious, in fact, that if we take any two correlative
names, father and son, for instance, although the objects de-
noted by the names are different, they both, in a certain
sense, connote the same thing. They cannot, indeed, be
said to connote the same attribute; to be a father, is not the
same thing as to be a son. But when we call one man a
father, another his son, what we mean to affirm is a set of
faets, which are exactly the same in both cases. To predi-
cate of A that he is the father of B, and of B that he is the
son of A, is to assert one and the same fact in different
words. The two propositions are exactly equivalent : neither
of them asserts more or asserts less than the other. The
paternity of A and the filiety of B are not two facts, but
two modes of expressing the same fact. That fact, when
analysed, consists of a series of physical events or pheno-
mena, in which both A and B are parties concerned, and
from which they both derive names. What those names
really connote, is this series of events: that is the meaning,
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