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ARISTOTLE’S RHETORIC.

CHAP. I.

Motives to this Work.— Growing degeneracy of Literature.
—State of public Criticism. — Aristotle’s Rhetoric,.—
Iis.importance as a work of tagte, criticism, and history.
— Analysis theregf. — Its comnection with his other
writings.— General diffusion of these ‘writings.— His-
tory of their reception iWMMsia and in Europe, — Fanci-

Jul appendages joined to them. — Corrupted by the Popisk
Scholastics.— Mistaken and vilified bythe first Reformers.
— Subsequent objections made to them. — These objections
answered.— The difficulties of the Greek text obviated, —
Aristotle’s consistency and accuracy vindicated,

Aszove thirty years ago, being in company with CHAP.
men of learning and knowledge of the world, \_L_,
decided enemies to what has been called the Occasion
new or French philosophy, they regretted that {‘v:,'“'*_
works well calculated to counteract this specu-

lative folly, which had then begun to mount into
madness,* should not be brought before the pub-

lic in a shape less repulsive than that in which®

! Insanientis sapientise.
B



2 INTRODUCTION TO

-CHAP. they had hitherto appeared. They alluded to
‘emy the ethics and politics of Aristotle, of which we
had been speaking, and of which Locke, in his
letter to King, says, ¢ to proceed orderly in
politics, the foundation should be laid in inquir-
ing into the nature and ground of civil society,
and how it is formed into different models of
government, and what are the several species of
it. Aristotle is allowed to be a master of this
science.”” All present pronounced the enco-
mium to be just, but all doubted the possibility
of rendering the Greek works in question, popu-
lar, or even readable in English : I was inclined,
however, to make the experiment, and for a
reason that appeared to myself of considerable
weight. At a time when so many random opinions
were afloat, originatingein transient but head-
strong passions, there would be much propriety,
at least, in interposing the sentiments of a great
master of reason, widely remote both in time
and place, from the concerns and the feelings of
the present day. The remark made an impres-
sion; and I was encouraged to undertake an

useful and arduous, rather than a very promising
task.

I began with the ¢ Politics,”” but delayed
printing my translation of it, till I had finished
that of the ethics ; because, in Aristotle, the two
subjects are inseparably connected, and treated
simultaneously as integral parts of one and the
same work. In this delay, I was sensible of
sacrificing a certain portion of popularity ; but

18
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I was not to be moved by such a consideration: CHAP.
the agitations of the public mind were not likely \_2__,

to subside speedily; and I had fondly destined
my work to be an inheritance for ever? not a
contentious struggle for contemporary fame.
With a like purpose, I afterwards commenced
a translation of Aristotle’s critical works, per-
ceiving that to strange opinions on morals and
politics, others, analogous, and equally extrava-
gant, had succeeded in matters of taste and
criticism.

From the boundless increase of books, and Growing
the indefinite variety of readers Il descrip- acy of

tions, it came to be regarded as an old and dull literature.

prejudice, that the labours of the several muses
should be any longer confined to their distinct
provinces, or directed to their specific ends.
The love of wonder, novelty, and other popular
passions, it was thought, would be better gratified
by jumbling together all subjects and all styles,
though to the same confusion in the productions
of art, that would arise in those of nature, from
the multiplication of monsters. . In this manner,
the public taste was gradually brought back to
that decrepitude which is a second infancy, and
was to be fed with food convenient for it ; with
rhymes in short verse, tales of wonder and witch-
ery, and that motley brood of non-descripts,
calculated to please the pruriency of wild and
childish fancies : no longer tragedies or comedies,

2 Krua as ases.
B 2
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CHAP. but pramaTIiC works not intended to be acted,
\_i;__, wire-drawn biographies of such men as never

State of

lived, histories without facts, philosophy without
principles, poetry without harmony, and oratory,
supplying by loquacity and petulance, the want
of pathos and argument.

In the space of the last thirty years, literature
has thus degenerated in the two most con-
spicuous countries of modern Europe, more
than it had done in Rome in the period of
140 years, from Cicero to the younger Pliny ;
and more than it did in Greece in the course
of many uries. This applies generally to
thought and diction ; to compositions to be read
in the closet, or pronounced in public assemblies;
and it cannot be doubted that the inaccuracy
and diffuseness of speeches, now so numerous,
and by orators of all classes, has contributed to
the deterioration of our written style, and, toge-
ther with coarser blemishes, given to it that
vaporous pomp and tinsel texture which charac-
terised, of old, the Asiatic and Alexandrian
school, and contrasted it with the pure Atticism,
to which our classic authors, both in prose and
verse, had long successfully aspired.

We have, however, critics and critical review-
ers in abundance : how comes it that their voice
has not been raised against such vile innovations ?
I answer, these arbiters of elegance have gone
over, themselves, into the camp of the enemy.
They discerned the signs of the times. They
discovered that the exclusive appetite for satire
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and satirical novels, had destroyed all relish for CHAP.
any kind of food which had not the novel fla- ',

vour:? and that even works of learning must
assume that form, if they aspired to be fashion-
able. Cultivating letters, not as the first of
elegant pursuits, but as a mere trade, many of
the workmen employed soon saw that this was
a trade that might be carried on successfully,
with little other stock but that of presumption
and knavery. They did not combat an author
to invest themselves in his spoils; they first
stole his arms, then turned them insidiously

against him. Instead of lookingggpwards to.

their superiors in knowledge for fair fame, they
looked downwards to the multitude for sordid
lucre : ridicule or ribaldry was opposed to truth
and reason; the soundest arguments were encoun-

tered by a sarcasm or a sneer; and in favour of

the new school, of which they were devoted parti-
sans, many of our noblest authors were greatly
depreciated, and some of the ablest of them
treated with no small degree of studied con-
tumely. There were no bounds to theidle loqua-
city of critics, without name and without shame ;
and no cessation to the thick vollies of words,
which they emitted, without ever once hitting:
the point in question.

3 Mr. Knight, (Inquiry into Taste, Part iii. chap. iii. p.45%;)
well observes, “that the habit which young people get, of reading
for eveats, without any attention to language, thought, or sentiment
completely unnerves all their powers of application, and makes them,

incapable of learning or retaining any thing. The mind,like the body,”

he says, “ may be thus reduced to a state of atrophy, in which know-

sledge, like food, may pass through it without adding eithe to it

strength, its bulk, or its beauty.” 3
B
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But it is idle to arraign writers, whom you
may refute, but do not silence; whom you may
stab in the vitals, but do not kill. For, month
after month, or quarter after quarter, they revive
periodically; enter the lists afresh, after all their
errors have been exposed, all their sophisms
detected, all their predictions falsified; and while
their buffoonery, in the mask of erudition, amuses
idleness or delights malice, they will preserve
their influence, unimpaired, over readers of
scanty education and lazy habits, of light minds
and vicious characters.

When erisers reach a certain height, they have
a tendency to correct themselves; and their re-
moval is said to be the work of time. But mere
length of time is an inefficacious reformer. By
time, on the contrary, all institutions will contract
rust; and into the best of them, in the course of
time, corruption will enter, merely through the
love of change, and the fastidious preference of
novelty to excellence. They ought all of them,
therefore, in the words of a great and much
injured author*, to be seasonably brought back
to their first principles.

With this view, I have exerted my best
endeavour to familiarize the modern reader with
the most approved, and also the most ancient
treatise extant, professing to explain, on correct
philosophical principles, the merits and demerits
of literary composition; to investigate the rules of
taste, and establish the canons of criticism. This

¢ This epithet is justified by my observations on the works of
Machiavel, in various parts of “ Aristotle’s Politics.”
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treatise is degraded by the name of  Rhetoric,” CHAP.
in the present acceptation of that word. Taken _" ra

in conjunction with the works of more exact
science to which the author perpetually refers,
the ¢« Rhetoric of Aristotle’” comprises, within a
narrow compass, the absolute and unalterable
principles bf good taste 5, the foundations of all
correct moral reasoning, and, humanly speaking,
the maxims of all sound practical wisdom.
Here, especially, the Stagyrite is exercised, in a
field which the condition of his times afforded
advantages for cultivating, that were never
united in any other: the agitations of many
free states in the near neighbourhood of each
other; the ardent and illustrious competitions
in tribunals and public assemblies; the unri-
valled elegance of national solemnities; and
those high literary attainments, approved in all
ages, themselves worthy of approbation, and
never vilified by any but those ignorant and con-
ceited persons, whose envious and feeble eyes
were unable to endure their splendour. Such
were the advantages of which Aristotle fully
availed himself, in writing his treatise on prosaic
composition ; for he had before written his art
of poetry, whose golden fragments have been
translated and commented by some of the first
names in modern literature. But his Rhetoric
is not, like the Poetic, a fragment: it is a
complete work, ample in detail, and strict in
method, and comprised wholly in the three

* Though fastes be variable to a proverb, good taste is ever and
every where the same. How few ages have been adorned by it !
But in these few the glory of the human species is concentrated.

B 4
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CHAP books, inscribed to Tbeodectes, which are here
The Rhetoric inscribed to Alexander was

written by Anaximenes®, of Lampsacus: it has
little of Aristotle’s depth or precision, and was
edited in the body of his ample but ill-digested
remains, to supply the place of his lost treatise
that bore the same title : every thing of value in
it is contained in the Rhetoric to Theodectes.

Ammot Of this inestimable work, the greater part

toricto OMrus on the three kinds of oratory first dis-

Theodec- tirigutished in Athens, but which retain, and must
ever retain, their distinct place and character in
all free states, indeed in all civilized countries.
These are the deliberative and the judicial,
words which sufficiently explain themselves ; and
that called demonstrative, because principally
intended for demonstration or show, the display
of high intellectual powers, the exhibition of
generous and lofty sentiments.

The business of all oratory is to instruct or to
persuade ; but each of the three kinds has its dis-
tinct office and its peculiar end. The deliberative
is employed in exhorting to certain measures, or
in restraining from them; the judicial in accus-
ation or defence; the demonstrative in praise or
blame. Of the deliberative, the end is utility ; it
bearsareference tothe present : of the judicial, the
end is justice ; it bears a reference to things past :
of the demonstrative, which has not any appropri-
ate time, the end is honour and glory. Each kind

¢ Quintilian, Inst. Orator. 1. iii. c. 4. Dionys. Halican. Epist. ad
Ammegum. Compare History of Ancient Greece, p. ii. ¢. ix.
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of oratory is considered by Aristotle apart, and c HAP.
its rules are explained under the separate heads ,,_v_,
of thought, diction, and arrangement, or method ; )
an explanation equally evmcmgthevast réach _

his invention, and the unerring solidity of h 3
judgment. Boileau, himself so much distin-

guished by this faculty, that a cautious distri-

butor of praise says emphatically?, that ¢ Boileau

¢¢ will seldom be found mistake

he had learned more from Ari <
than from all the other books

in his life®! ‘This eulogy is

expressive of that deep sense of gratitude, in

which Horace, the precursor and the model of
Boileau, would hesrtily have joined ; for none

ever turned the Rhetoric to better account than
Horace, in his Satires, Epistles, and especially in

his Art of Poetry.

In treating the subject of deliberative .€lo- Delibers-
quence, Aristotle takes an extensive view of the oo 74
wide variety of discussions occupying senates and Y
assemblies. He does not consider a common-

- wealth as a machine ingeniously contrived for
multiplying riches ; much less as a mere engine
of war. He contemplates national prosperity
under every possible aspect ; divides it into its in.
tegral parts; resolves these parts into their con-
stituent elements, and from this complete ana-
lysis deduces those topics of argument which
may be successfully employed in every subjectof
political debate. R P

LA -

7 Johnson, in his Life of Dryden. S-'Q'
* Pour moi J’avoue franchement que sx lecture m’s plus pmﬁge P -

qu-mzcoqucj’upmnmenmm -
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The same process he pursues in treating the
eloquence of the bar, whose end is justice. This
bulwark of social life he examines and decom-
" poses with singular perspicuity ; distinguishing
vatural justice from that depending on positive
institution, and from both of them, equity, the
corrective of justice, which looks with an eye of
compassion on human frailty, duly discriminating
between errors and accidents on one hand, and
errors and crimes on the other : errors that are
committed without any pravity of purpose, and
crimgji that originate in willing villany ; to which
latter class, Aristotle refers the gratification of
allinordinate and odious passions. He then ex-
plains the difference betweeg public and private
delinquency ; and observes that in both, it is
indispensable that termsshould be clearly defined,
in order to understand precisely what constitutes
theft, murder, adultery, sacrilege, and treason ;
for in all crimes, the intention of the mind is the
main point, not the external act : since the inten-
tion constitutes the whole turpitude of the trans-
gression,andmustthereforebealwaysimpliedinthe
term by which the crime is denoted. Upon these
and similar distinctions, containing the germ and
more than the germ of the highest perfection to
which jurisprudence ever can be carried, Aris-
totle builds the art of inventing those topics and
arguments by which advocates may plead persua-
sively, and omit nothing calculated to prove that
they have justice on their side.

Demonstrative eloquence may be supposed, in
modern times, to have ceased. Whether destined
to entertainment merely, or to entertainment
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mixed with instruction, it was confined to the CHAP
Olympic and other public solemnities, to which \-w—»’
nothing parallel now exists in the world. But
it should be remembered that, before the inven-
tion of printing, such rehearsals were essential to
the wide and speedy diffusion of works courting
celebrity. Herodotus thus read his account of
the Persian expedition, at the Olympic games,
where Thucydides, then in early youth, wept
mingled tears of wonder and emulation. And
¢« with what other voice, but that of demonstra-
tive eloquence, is history, as contra-distinguished
from the compilement of annals; history, the wit-
ness of time, the light of truth, the guide of life®,
to be delivered down from age to age, and trans-
mitted with unimpaired effect, to the latest poste-
rity?”> Are men deserving of remembrance, that
have not been distinguished by energy either in
good or in evil? Can actions, entitled neither to
praise nor to blame, be held worthy of comme-
moration? The document is taken from history,
if stripped of its moral tendency, if it does not in
particular describe generous and noble feelings,
and by describing, inspire them. It must be ac-
knowledged, indeed, that, in later times, a cold
sceptical philosophy has infected the warmer re-
gions of history : and writers, learned, elegant,
and acute, have not exerted their highest powers
in holding up good and great men to admiration,
or in loading contrary characters with infamy.
By a pretended balance of virtues and defects,
by refined conjectures, by gratuitous suppositions,

* Historia vero testis temporum, &c. Cicero de Oratore, 1. ii. c. 9.
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~ sons towards whom they are most likely to be CHAP.
directed ; in other words, the persons who are \_L_,
their most natural objects. Having taken a
general view of his subject, he proceeds to ex-
amine the passions in detail, whether simple or
complex, and as differently modified®y age, sex,
and the external circumstances of birth, wealth,
and power, or the direct contraries of these ad-
vantages. From this investigation, equally ac-
curate and ample, sure rules are collected for
exciting and managing the passions, and thus
rendering them subservient to our purposes.

Such is the material part of the Rhetoric ; the
Jormal relates to style and method: it is the
counterpart of what the Poetic would have been,
had that treatise come down to us entire; and
it may be safely left, without any introduction,
to thé taste of the modern reader. Taken in the
whole, the ¢ Rhetoric”’ is the most complete di-
dactic performance in existence, not excepting®
the elements of Euclid or the Georgic of Virgil.

But in another point of view, in which it has The “Rhe-
never hitherto been regarded, the same work is 'p‘i’:‘;"'“;‘of
entitled to much importance. For many years themind
back, students in antiquity have not been con- ;':,':;'E,
fined to mere philology. They have even ex- Athenians.
tended their views beyond wars, negotiations, e
and the revolutions of empires. Their thoughts
have been more seriously directed to the internal
arrangements of free states, to the pursuits and
attainments of their citizens; their arts, occu.
pations, and turn of mind ; their private lives
and their domestic manners. Of all nations, the
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either in his own times, or in the age immedi-
" ately preceding them. Under this aspect, an
elaborate didactic work assumes a degree of
historical importance, scarcely belonging to any
other. It is a picture of the mind of the Athe-
nians; a living monument of tA® habits of
thinking, the sentiments, and -maxims which
prevailed among that most ingenious, and most
interesting people.

With such high recommendations, how does it
‘happen, we may ask, that the Rhetoric is little
read, and less understood? The same question
‘may be asked, with regard to Aristotle’s works
in general; and a distinct answer can be
given, which will include a very curious dis-
quisition, illustrative of the most whimsieal aber-
rations of the human understanding. Various
causes have concurred to diminish the popularity
of those works, originating sometimes in the very
qualities which constitute their principal merit.
The causes alluded to may, therefomg:be"di-
vided into the internal and external : ‘tHe inter-
nal, depending on the sty® and method of the
works themselves; the external, on the singular
circumstances and events, which I gall proceed
presently to relate. The Stagyrite’s style, and
still more his method, is totally different from
_that to which the caprice of fashion, even in
writing on philosophy, has given its temporay
sanction. This, however, by no means arises
from his ignorance of the rules fit to be observed
in speaking, or writing, popularly. In all ad-
dresses to the multitude, he teaches, that not

15
c HIA P.
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CHAP. only much extraneous matter may be introduced,

L but that many things really essential to the sub- -
ject, may be skilfully omitted. The hearers or
readers will thus be flattered with the seeming
exercise of their own powers, and made to fancy
that they hltve investigated and invented, when
they have merely pursued the train of thought
traced, or suggested, by another. In such com-
positions, impatience must not be tired ; the«con-
sciousness of weakness must not be provoked ;
the reader must rather be left to conjecture,
that he may be pleased with the notion of his
own penetration. If he hits the mark, it is well;
and the evil is not great, should he miss it.
The contrary of all this is to be done in compo-

. sitions destined to instruct. Here the learner
must be led, by the rules of strict method, to a
clear perception that the whole of the subject
has been brought before him : by which only he
can be assured that the instruction which he has
reeei is not partial, and deceitful, and more
dangefgus, perhaps, than even complete igno-
rance. Knowled® thus solid and satisfactory,
is laborious in the acquisition, but delightful on
the revi d most profitable in the use ; and
for the communication of such knowledge, the
style of Aristotle, chaste, sober, severe, and
flowing in the clear stream of unadorned reason,
is better adapted than any other, by its nicer
discrimination of all the relations of things, and
of all the modifications of thought; and by its
power of expressing them all, with equal brevity
and brightness.
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The external causes which have diversified
the fortunes of the same works, form a subject
of vast extent. They commenced above two
thousand years ago; they have operated through
all succeeding centuries ; and some of them are
continuing to operate powerfully at the present
day. From whence it has happened, that the
same performances which, in some ages, were
held in veneration, have, at other times, and par-
ticularly in our own, been treated with contempt.
To explain the matter clearly, the following por-
tion of this discourse must be partly historical,
and partly critical. In the critical, the diffi-
culties in the Greek text will be obviated ; the
erroneous interpretations of it accounted for;
and the objections, I hope, clearly answered,
that were made to it in remote times, and which
have been much aggravated in the last and
present centuries. This discussion will prepare
the way for the third and last part of the pre-
sent disquisition, which is to show the connec-
tion between Aristotle’s Rhetoric and his exact
philosophy ; and to vindicate that philosophy by
proofs, that all departures from it have been de-
viations into error.

In former works I endeavoured to explain
how Aristotelism, which had flourished under
the immediate successors of Alexander, was
corrupted, in the following reigns, by the sect
of Pythagoreans', and afterwards, under the
declining empire of Rome, still more perverted

10 See History of Ancient Grecce, p. ii. vol. ii. ¢, xi. pp. 331. et

seq. 8vo. edit.
C
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and darkened by the kindred sect of Plato-
nicians." But between these periods of ob-
scuration, there was an interval of distinguished
brightness. The writings of Aristotle, having
been carried to Rome, by Sylla, the Dictator,
acquired in the age of Cicero, and maintained
through that of Augustus, a similar regard from
Romans qualified to appreciate them, which
they had enjoyed among Greeks in the reign of
Alexander. By the study of them at Rome,
men of the finest genius, and the soundest
judgment, enlarged their views, improved their
taste, and sharpened their natural acuteness:
From the corrupt state in which they were
edited, part of those works, indeed, could not be
understood without more painful contention of
mind than men of the world, and in the higher
ranks of society, are usually willing to exert on
matters of mere speculation. But much also, re-
mained, clear, copious, and easily accessible, con-
cerning the affairs of human life, and the practi-
cal business of the world. This failed not to
make its due impression on congenial minds,
and established a sort of perennial philosophy,
altered, however, considerably from the original,
by transmission from one tongue to another, and
from one writer to another, on the subjects of
morals, politics, jurisprudence, and criticism.
The great corrupters of Greek philosophy, as
I have shown in another work, were the Plato-
nicians, or Eclectics, who began with the third

Y See Supplement to the New Amlym of Aristotle’s Works,
PP- 133, et seq. 3d edit.
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century in Alexandria, and who flourished in CHAP.
that city, in Athens, and in Rome, for three _T
hundred and fifty years, till their schools were . .¢ee
silenced by the Emperor Justinian, in the middle Eclectics
of the sixth century. The abolition of their santino-
schools did not destroy the credit of many emi- Bl Seg
nent members of the sect itself, whose wildest othercities
visions were eagerly adopted by the credulous

Greeks of Constantinople, and by them fre-
quently combined with the spurious Chris-
tianity'? long prevalent in that licentious yet
gloomy capital. From Constantinople, they
passed to Bagdad', where, in the ninth century,

under the Caliph Almanon and his successors,

many Greek books of science were translated

into Arabic, chiefly by Greeks themselves, par-
ticularly the physician Honain, with the assist-

ance of his sons and disciples.™.

Every thing relative to morals or to taste, was The Phy-
equally abhorrent from the religion and from Metaphy-
the policy of the Moslems. But from the ninth 5= %
century to the thirteenth, the abstract sciences thelearned T
of the Greeks were cultivated in the great cities m
professing the Mahometan faith, both in Asia
and in Europe. The physics and metaphysics
of Aristotle attracted their especial regard, and
were interpreted and commented by Alpha-
rabius, Avicenna, and Averroes, the three suc-
cessive luminaries of the three learned ages of

12 Michael Psellus affords a striking example of this mixture in his
book, I erepyeias Saspomer.

13 Giannone Historia del Regno de Napoli, vol. ii. p. 95. Edit.
v.?:etD’Herbelot Bibioth. o:iemxeé Article, Honain.

c
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CHAP. the Saracens. These Arabic versions, fraught
with many follies, speedily found their way into
Thesi. Europe, where they met and mixed with the
ence com- monkish learning of the West, with which they
:,mth were well calculated to amalgamate, since both,
learning.  gg far as concerns phllosophy, were derived from
the same polluted eclectic source.
The Scho- In the thirteenth century, the heavy hetero-
mgden. geneous mass, brightened by occasional sparks of
Aostone.  false subtilty, assumed a Latin dress in the pon-
in speculs- derous tomes of Albertus Magnus the German,
;\':;.:; Thomas Aquinas the Italian, and Duns Scotus,
whose name was once deemed an ornament to
his country. These, and other distinguished
scholastics, had the name of the Stagirite perpe-
tually in their mouths, while they greatly mistook
his speculative tenets, and equally neglected his
practical admonitions, It was his counsel, with
which his example conformed, never to intermix
the concerns of philosophy with those of the
e popular religion.” But the scholastics uni-
bulwark of Versally regarded philosophy as a mere handmaid
theRoman o vulgar superstition ; and their main drift was
church.  to uphold the dominion of the Pope, and the
belief of those erroneous doctrines, on which it
had been erected. For the space of nearly four
centuries, a mistaken Aristotelism was thus ren-
dered the bulwark of the Roman Catholic faith,
‘} and the Stagirite’s name was preposterously em-
ployed in defence of the two things which he
most abominated, — superstition and tyranny.
The first general assault made on the scholas-

15 Metaph., ii. 4. et passim.

Their au-
thority
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tics, happened at the revival of letters in the CHAP.
fifteenth century. In the middle of that century, | y

Constantinople, after being long threatened, was

feebly

finally taken by the Turks. The danger and tacked
distress of that imperial city filled Europe with ¢onists in

Greeks, craving public protection and private

the fift
teenth

%

bounty ; but whether they appeared as ambas- century.

sadors, or as needy exiles, always ready to per-
form the functions of professors' in any of the
great schools of the West. In Rome and Flo-
rence, and other Italian cities, Manuel Chrysa-
loras, the Cardinal Bessarion, and the venerated
master of both, Gemistus Pletho, are celebrated
for the introduction of a new and more liberal
philosophy”, instead of the Aristotelism which
had long reigned in Christendom. The new
doctrines were embraced by many of the great
and learned, and by none more zealously than
by Cosmo de Medici, who founded in Florence
the Platonic academy, the first literary institution
in modern Europe, not erected under the aus-
pices of the Church. But the same delusions
which had deceived the old age and dotage of the
declining empire of Rome, again seduced the
childhood and imbecility of newly-revived Italy.
Of the boasted Platonic academy, Marsilius
Ficinus continued, during four generations of the
Medici, to be the ornament, or rather the oracle ;
but his works, and those of his contemvoraries,

16 Hodius de Greecis illustribus, pp. 25. et seq.
17 Tiraboschi Histor. Litterar. vol. vi. p. 259. and Roscoe’s Life

of Lorenzo.
c 3
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afford abundant proof, that this new sect is little
entitled to the encomiums that have been lavished
on it. Adverse, indeed, to the Popish super-
stition, but thereby rendered hostile to Christian-
ity itself'®, the thoughts of these Italian Platonists
perpetually turn on the reveries of Pythagorean
members or Platonic ideas; and their writings,

" like those of their Greek masters, are deformed

by the mystical powers of words or sounds, by
sympathies and antipathies, by the dreams of
astrology and the dogmas of theurgy”: a mis-
taken Aristotelism had been enlisted in the ser-
vice of the Church; a more fanciful Platonism

' was now arrayed against it.

The Re-
formers in
religion
confound-
edAristotle
with the
School di-
vines.

These light skirmishers made but a feeble im-
pression on the sacred edifice, and on the scho-
lastic divinity by which it was upheld. Both
were destined to be assailed speedily by more
efficacious arms. With the light of the Gospel,
the champions of reformation dispelled the pes-
tilent exhalations, and disparted the gorgeous
but cloud-built castles, with which the school-
men had surrounded a fortress of adamant.
For the genuine philosophy of Aristotle re-
mained entire, unhurt, and alike concealed
from the combatants on either side. The
reformers, engaged in an infinitely greater
undertaking, were not concerned in distinguish-

8 Leo Allatius de Georgiis apud Fabricium Biblioth. Grec.
tom. x. p.751.
' Vid. Marsilium Ficioum de Vita celitus comparand. The

chapters dc virtute verborum ad beneficium celeste captandum,
are worthy of Plotinus himself.
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ing the master from his unworthy scholars, and
in separating the gold from the dross. All
truth, indeed, is necessarily consistent; and
reason and revelation, coming from the same
God of truth, can never possibly announce
" themselves in contradictory propositions. Real
religion, therefore, can have nothing to fear
from true philosophy. But in the zeal for
reformation, these plain truths were not suffi.
giently regarded. Great and good men are ob-
_ Boxious to human frailty; and the highest-

minded among them, invulnerable to pleasure,
are not equally secure against the disturbance
of anger.

It was sufficient to provoke this anger, that
Aristotle’s namg had been employed for many
centuries, as the prop of a church that affected
to be universal, headed by a man who pretended
to be infallible. To retaliate for this imputed

L3

CHAP.
L

Their bit-

surestaken
on trust by
the world.

injury, there is no excess of invective, no extra- .

vagance of calumny, no grossness of abusive
ribaldry, to which the first reformers did not
descend, and employ bitterly against his writings
and his person.® A large portion of the same
spirit, corrected only by the more softened man-
ners of the times, was imbibed by the theo-
logians who followed them. From these learned
divines, the hostile disposition was communi-

0 Nisi caro fuisset Aristoteles, vere diabolum cum fuisse, haud
puderet dicere.— Aristoteles prince pstenebrarum, triceps Cerberus,
tricorpor Geryonn bestia, et quidem teterrima. Such was the style in
which Aristotle is treated by Luther and his followers. The learned

Melancthon formed an exception. See the articlss, Luther and
Melancthon, in Bayle. 4
(o]
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e .ild have found the following words, which dis-

‘_ «t he calls Aristotle’s absurdity, to the confusion
\. ** In things apparently contradictory, we must ex-
:¢ same thing be spoken of ; whether in the same

h‘ :he same sense.”
‘ - to such criticisms, for they are all alike founded on
-, I cannot refrain from citing a passage from an au-
su ~:» eminent in erudition and in science, than in rank and

In 1816, Dr. Magee, now archbishop of Dublin, having

‘ - his approbation on my interpretation of Aristotle, sub-
v = It has been singularly the fate of the Greek philosopher, to
. . time superstitiously venerated, and at another contemp-
ridiculed; without sufficient pains taken, either by his adver-

« his admirers, to understand his meaning. It has been too
 egecutly his mi to be judged from the opinions of his fol-
h -, rather than his own. Even the celebrated Locke is not
. acquitted of this unfair treatment of his illustrious predecessor

¢ paths of metaphysics; although, perhaps, it is not too much
Qipasv of his well-known Eseay, that there is scarcely to be found in
Y - valuable and important truth concerning the operations of
i '+ understanding, which may not be traced in Aristotle’s writings ;
h—,‘__._..lsz, at the same time, they exhibit many results of deep thinking,
g hich have entirely escaped Locke’s perspicacity. Indeed it may be
t:nenlly pronounced of those who have within the two last cen-

™ turies been in the investigation of the intellectual powers
of man, that they studied Aristotle more, and (what would
= Yeve been & necessary consequence) reviled him less, they would
ve been more successful in their endeavours to extend the sphere
t buman knowledge”” Magee on Atonement, vol. ii. p. 4.,

rth edit.
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CHAP. cafec! even to the ingenious and liberal of other
N professions ; and by them diffused through so-

ciety at large, especially among those indivi-
duals who aimed at distinction by refinement of
taste and elegance of literature. At length the
reading of Aristotle, which too was made an
object of reproach, was confined within the
walls of a few colleges, whilst every writer who
piqued himself on being fashionable, or aspired
to become so0, must have a sneer at the organum*
and a fling at the Stagirite.

8t Of this carping disposition the examples are innumerable. I
shall be contented with the following quotation from an ingenious
and popular work, in which it was least to be expected. “ Aristotle
has observed that, in poetry, that which is credible but impossible, is
preferable to that which is possible but incredible.! This great phi-
losopher’s acuteness seems, however, in this instance, to have for-
saken him; for, in reasoning from experiencd analogy, possibility
is only a degree of credibility; and the greater degree must necessa-
rily include the less; wherefore, that which is thought to be credible,
must previously be thought to be possible. A negative, too, in its
nature, excludes all degrees whatever; for, where there is none, there
cannot be either more or less: and though a negative on one side
may, in some cases, imply an affirmative, either contingent or neces-
sary, on the other, it is surely most absurdly paradoxical to assert,
that an absolute negative on one side, may include a contingent
affirmative on the other side. Yet this is the conclusion to which
we must come, before we admit of a credible impossible. But the
nature and extent of human knowledge had not been ascertained in
the time of the Stagirite; it being to the profound investigation of
our own countrymen, particularly Locke, that we owe these most
important discoveries in philosophy>™ Thus does this elegant scholar
go out of his way to exalt Locke, at the expense of Aristotle; and
even engage in the rash attempt of overwheMning the latter by the
weight of his own syllogisms. But he forgets what Aristotle has
taught, that the show of syllogism may exist without the substance.
The impossible in Mr. Knight’s premiss, are things delicved to be
impossible, which it would be a contradiction in terms to call credidle.
The impossible in Aristotle, are things impossible in their own nature;

! Knight on Taste, part ii. . ii p. 269.
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It happened, unfortunately, that the onmly cuaP.

writers who ventured to oppose this popular L

- current, had deeply imbibed the errors of the . Humi
and Lasd

but which, he teaches, may, by the admirable skill of the poez, be ren-
dered credible?: and had Mr. Knight advanced a Sede ferther in che
same chapter, he would have found the follswing wank, vhich &
tinctly trace up what be calls Aristotie’s sbsundits, 3 The camfnsins
in his own mind.? * In things apparemtly contradictary, we mnx ex-
amine whether the same thing be spokes of ; whether T fhe sxme
respect, and in the same semse ™
In opposition to such criticems, for they are al zfis founded s
nception, I cannot refrain from ceisg 2 e from = as-
r not less eminent in erndition anf » screce, fass xx =mik and
character. In 1816, Dr. Magee, nos anchindap o Dumsin, Susing
bestowedhisappma-,"—mux‘-fm-
joins, “It has been singuiarly the s of Zhe Govvik Juiinnging-. %
be at one time superstitionsly veneond, and x asmferr rassey-
tuously ridiculed; without suffichene puies i, ctfieriv T asbves-
mahm.“hq X aan 3ums 2
frequently his o be judped Sum far sginias o 2 fa
Jowers, rather tham his oon. Esex for sduboues Lade-»ne
to be acquitted of this unfir teescarss of his e Jates
in the paths of metaphysics; airSeugh. Jefimps TS B T o
to say of his well-known Esmy, thut fare 3 =xrey =1 3 g =
it one valuable and importast rack comcerwmy fir et of
the understanding, which mas met be Tared 3 Samate » wertimgs-
whilst, at the same time, they cxhibic sce mwty.of a3 Tasscmg
which have entirely escaped Lodke’s pergicarss. Jodues x mur v
generally pronounced of those vhe hase widhis fhe ~ws mr w
turies been occugied i» the isvestigation of the morleas. pesws
of man, that had they studied Arimedic mave, snd ‘wha weuid
have been a necessary comsequence; sewiled him lox, fhes wanld
have been more saccessful i their endesvemss 19 catond fhe quhenr
of human knowledge™ Jiggre en fAtamemew, wal & p 4,
fourth edit.

1 Confer Poetic. . 33v. p. %3, smdp. 77 adic. Zume. e Enghes
reader may consult Twining's sandefion, pac & s < 3 5: am
part iv. sect. vi. p. 130,

3 Mr. Knight scknowledgrs = thet vy ipoennx pomess o sl
even probable, what the learned kusw » e impeasiite ©  Kegpaiaiin
But according to Aristetle, 2 pum pemt o pudun g difiscsmu
learned snd ualearmed.




CHIAP.
\q.-J
Mounbod-

oy

* drian com-

mentators.

M .
: to so
for
ﬁe-hu
formeu

had done
for reli-

gion.

INTRODUCTION TO

Adexandrian school, and never ceased to view
the Stagirite’s writings through the antic trap-
pings in which those visionary commentaries
had dlsgmsed them. In this manner the labours
of two ingenious and learned men, the elegant
Mr. Harris and the acute Lord Monboddo, had
a tendency rather to increase the evil than to
remedy it.

Under these circumstances, to a translation of
the Ethics and Politics, I prefixed a life of tl:i
author, and a new analysis of his speculati
works. This I did, that the efficacy of his im-
portant practical lessons, instead of being weak-
ened by the false subtleties and glaring absurdi-
ties erroneously ascribed to him, might receive
additional authority from his virtues as a man,
and his pre-eminence as a philo@her. My un.
dertaking, indeed, was not a light one. I was
ambitious of doing for philosophy what the
reformers had done for religion; to remove an

" oppressive weight of cumbrous and incongruous

The
objgctiom
Aristotel

embod:ed

appendages, and to show the original text of
truth in its genuine purity. With the success
of my work, I had no reason to be dissatisfied :
it was read by the learned; recommended by
the general voice of public criticism ; and, what
was of real importance, Aristotle again became
an author in some degree popular. Not many
years before my publication, his writings had
been attacked in a manner more marked than
" ordinary, by three men of much eminence, Lord
Kames, Dr. Reid, and Dr. Campbell ; and since
that publication, to which he does me the honour
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frequently to advert, Professor Dugald Stewart, .€ H AP
long considered as the chief ornament of the
University of Edinburgh, has re-enforced the py M.
attack, by repeating all the strictures of his pre. Ste™
cursors, and combining with them many new
objections of his own. This circumstance will
afford me an advantage which every author
should much prize ; it will enable me to consult
the conveniency of my readers, by referring
them solely to the well known and justly admired
lumes of Mr. Stewart. I shall endeavour,
therefore, to show every one of the strictures or
objections contained in them to be founded on
misconception ; and should this be done to the
complete satisfaction of my readers, their minds
will be prepared for entering on the more im-.
portant part of this discourse; I mean that
abstruse but accurate science, to which the
treatise on Rhetoric perpetually refers; ascience
which, rightly understood, would have stifled in
their birth many romances that have long passed-
for philosophy.

Iknow not whether it be worth while to ad- Objec-
vert, in the outset, to an observation, in which '.::fw:,.d
Mr. Stewart’s candour would not have allowed
him to indulge, had he read attentively the
words that gave occasion to it. In the preface
to my translation and analysis, I say that the pre-
sent work is a fit counterpart to my history of
ancient Greece, since * the learning of Greece
properly terminates in the Stagirite, by whom it
was embodied into one great work ; a work ra-

- ther impaired than improved by the labours of
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CH A P succeeding ages.”” ® Mr. S. cites these words

L
e’

tion 3.
answered.

with a point of admiration®, as if I had intended
to insinuate that no improvement had been made
in learning or science since the days of Aris-
totle. The possibility of this erroneous con-
struction was anticipated by the words imme-
diately preceding, in the same preface; where
I say, « it is time to draw the line between those
writings of Aristotle, which still merit the atten-
tion of the modern reader, and those of which
the perusal is superseded by more complete in.
formation.”” The question, therefore, is not
about learning in general, much less concerning
modern science : I speak of the learning or phi-
losophy of Greece, which, I think, instead of
advancing, has been fully shown in the sup-
plement to my analysis to have been almost
uniformly retrograde from the period that I
specify.

The following objection appears to me not
less frivolous. I had said in my analysis, ¢ that
Aristotle’s logic, instead of being derived from
any thing analogous to mathematical axiomps,
was founded on the natural and universal struc-
ture of language.”’* Ubpon quoting these words,
Mr. S. exclaims, ¢ Is it possible that Aristotle
should have thought of applying to mere gram-
matical principles the epithets, necessary, immu-
table,andeternal?”’* Thisquestion implies an un-

% Aristotle’s Ethics, &c. preface, p. x. 3d edit.

9. Elements of the Philosophy of the Human Mind, vol. ii. p.327
# Analysis, p. 64. and the Greek texts there referred to.

23 Elements, vol. ii. p. 351.
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intentional®, but exact coincidence of thought, cu A P.

with the following passage in the far-famed

« Diversions of Purley.” ¢ Truth is that which

is trowed : that every man in his communications
with others, should speak what he troweth, is of
so great importance to mankind, that it ought
not to surprise us, if we find the most extrava-
gant praises bestowed upon truth. But truth sup-
poses mankind, for whom, and by whom alone the

word is formed, and to whom only it is appli- ;

cable. If no man, no truth. There is, there-
fore, no such thing as eternal, immutable, and
everlasting truth ; unless mankind, such as they
are at present, be also eternal, immutable, and

everlasting.””” Now one and the same remark °

will serve to answer this captious sophism of
Horne Tooke, and to obviate Mr. S.’s objection.
It is well known, that the same word in Greek
denotes both reason and speech, because in
speech the acts of the mind are marked, ex-
pressed, and recorded, namely, those analyses
and inductions, those comparisons, abstractions,
and conclusions, which constitute, collectively,
the whole body of reasoning.? By confounding

¢ I say unintentional, because Mr. S. has animadverted at great
length, and I think with great justice, on the general scope of Mr.
Tooke’s Philology. I wish, however, that his answers were more
precise; and I hope that what he says in reply to Mr. Tooke, with
regard to the point in question in the text, will appear more intelli-
gible to many readers than it does to me. See Stewart’s Philosophi-
cal Eseays, Essay v. p. 181: “ With regard to abstraction,” &c.

27 Diversions of Purley, vol. ii. p. 404. 2d edit.

9 Aristot. Metaph. ). iv. c. iv. p. 874. Isocrates ad Nicoclem,
p- 28. edit. Wolf. holds the same doctrine; which Horace also coun-
tenances in his fanciful and frightful picture of men lgnomt of lan-
guage. Satir. 1. i., Satir. 3.
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CHAP. the rules of grammar with the intellectual prin-
R , ciples of man, to which language owes its form-
ation, Mr. Tooke says, * I think I have said
enough to discard that imagined operation of the
mind called abstraction, and proved that what
we call by that name, is only one of the many
contrivances of language for the purpose of
more speedy communication.” I would ask
Mr. Tooke, or Mr. Stewart, whether the thing
called language did, of itself, create these con-
trivances. Mr. T. speaks here® as if it did so:
but, such personifications, allowable in poetry
and rhetoric, are mere quibbles in philosophy.®
Answer to  Akin to this objection is another, which will
Ohecii  require a little, and but a little, more length of
discussion. Having observed that Aristotle’s
object was not merely to multiply or collect
facts, but to arrange and to explain them, I sub-
join, ¢ this can be done only through the me-
dium of a well defined and highly cultivated lan-
guage, and the language of Aristotle will be

found the most copious and complete, the most

 Diversions of Purley.

30 A question has been agitated, whether God taught man language,
or whether he only endowed him with the mental powers and bodily
organs calculated to invent and frame it. The text in scripture, as
it runs in Hebrew, Greek, and English, should seem to admit of
either interpretation: “ And out of the ground the Lord God formed
every beast of the field, and every fowl of the air, and brought them
to Adam, to see what he would call them; and whatsoever Adam
called every living creature, that was the name thereof.” Genesis
ii. 19. If we adopt the former interpretation, language is derived
from the infinite intelligence of God; if we adopt the latter, lan-
guage is derived from that limited portion of intellect communicated
by God to man: by either interpretation my answer to Mr. Tooke

"> fully justified
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precise and accurate, ever employed by any phi- CHAP.
losopher, serving at once as the readiest channel ___
of conveyance, and the fittest instrument of dis-
covery. In his physical and moral works, facts
known and ascertained are reduced to their sim-
plest expressions, and those doubtfully inferred
or suspected, are, according to the true spirit of
analysis, denoted by words expressive merely of
relations to facts previously established.”® I had
said before, that when terms are chosen with
that propriety which shines in the works of the
Stagirite, language became an analytic art, in
which light Aristotle himself viewed it: ¢ an
opinion which philosophers had begun very ge-
nerally to adopt.”” When I used these words, I
had in view Lavoisier’s Chemistry, which I had
just happened to read in Mr. Kerr’s translation,
not having at hand the original. Lavoisier’s
words are, ¢ while engaged in this employment,
(the composition of his Elements of Chemistry,)
I perceived better than I had ever done before,
the justice of the following maxims of the Abbé
de Condillac. ¢ We think only through the me-
dium of words. Languages are true analytical
methods ; algebra is at the same time, a language
and a method; the art of reasoning is nothing
more than a language well arranged.” To this
opinion Mr. S. gave his sanction, in the first
volume of his Elements; but, in the second,
published twenty years afterwards, he was in-
duced to make recantation, upon reading the
Baron Degerando’s improvements on Condillac.
3! Analysis, p. 161.
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CHAP. He observes, therefore, ¢ that after DF. Gillies’s
\_i_, strong and explicit assertion of the priority of

Aristotle’s claim to the opinion, which philoso-
phers have begun very generally to adopt, it is
to be hoped that Mr. Degerando will be allow-
ed to enjoy the undisputed honour of having
seen a little further into this fundamental article
of logic than the Stagirite himself.”” #

To what then do Mr. Degerando’s improve-
ments amount? Take them in his own words,
as cited by Mr. S.® ¢ In asserting that languages
may be regarded as analytical methods, I have
added the qualifying phrase, in a certain sense,
for the word method cannot be employed here
with exact propriety. Languages furnish the
occasion and the means of analysis; that is to
say, they afford us assistance in following that
method, but they are not the method itself.
They resemble signals, or finger-posts, placed on
‘ﬁroﬁ?,enable us to discover our way ; and if
they H€lp @8 to analyse, it is because they are
themselves the results of an analysis which has
been previously made; nor do they contribute
to keep us in the right path, but in proportion
to the degree of judgment with which that ana-
lysis has been conducted.”” With the whole of
this doctrine I agree, and think that, in explain-
ing Aristotle,d had completely anticipated it.
The analysis, of which language is the monu-
ment, will certainly, like every other, be more
or less perfect in proportion to the attention and

%2 Elements, vol. ii. p. 137.
33 Elements, &c. p. 135.
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judgment’with which it has been conducted; CHAP.

and in proportlon to the same circumstances,
will the power of language be augmented, when
used as an instrument of thought ; for general
or abstract terms, verbal analogies, no, nor alge-
braic equations, do not operate spontaneously.
They are not like the statues of Dadalus, or the
tripods of Vulcan, efficient powers and hvmg
energies, which,
Wondrous to tell! instinct with spirit, roll’d

From place to place, around the blest abodes,
Self mov’d, obedient to the beck of Gods i+

In the New Analysis, ® I observe that Aris-
totle’s logic has been strangely perplexed by
mistranslating a sentence highly perspicuous.
According to this sentence, one term is said to
be contained in another, when the second can
be predicated of the first in the full extent of its
meaning ; and one term is predicated of another
in the full extent of its meaning, when there is
not any particular denoted by the subject to
which the predicate does not apply.* Dr. Reid,

L
\a— e/

Answer
to objec-
tion 4.

on the contrary, following the ordinary misinter-

pretations, tells us that the being in a subject,
and the being truly predicated of a subject, are
used by Aristotle, in his Analytics, as syno-
nimous phrases.” But the truth is, that these
phrases are so far from being used ag’synonimous,

3¢ Jliad viii.

s P.71.

3 Analyt. Prior. 1. i. c. i p. 134. edit. Buhle, and c. iv. p. 140.

37 Kames’s Sketches, vol. iii. p. 316.
D
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CHAP. that the meaning of the one is disectly the
\_:'_, reverse of the meaning of the other. Upon

this criticism of mine, Mr. S. observes, ¢ While
I readily admit the justness of this criticism on
Dr. Reid, I must take the liberty of adding, that
I consider Reid’s error as a mere slip of the pen.
That he might have accused Aristotle of con-
founding two things, which, though different in
part, had yet a certain degree of resemblance or
affinity, is by no means impossible: but it is
scarcely conceivable, that he should be so care-
less as to accuse him of confounding two things
which he invariably states in direct opposition to
each other.””*® I commend Mr. S. for his zeal
in the defence of his adopted guide in philo-
sophy, and of so wise and good a man, as from
personal acquaintance, I knew Dr. Reid to be.
But the defence is rendered altogether ineffec-
tual by the words of Dr. Reid himself, who
subjoins, ¢ Aristotle’s distinction between the
phrases ¢being in a subject, and being said of
a subject,” in the ¢Categories,” have led some
writers to conclude that the ¢ Categories’ were
not written by Aristotle.”® Dr. Reid’s mistake,
therefore, being a matter of deliberation, could
not proceed from a mere slip of the pen; it runs
through the rest of his work, and sometimes be-
comes the cayse of his speaking with much dis-
respect of the author, whose work he professes
to illustrate.® For this task, Dr. Reid possessed
38 Elements of Philosophy, vol. ii. p. 268.

% See Kames’s Sketches, as above.
40 Kames’s Sketches, vol. iii. p. 364. Comp. New Analysis, p. &4.
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many requisites; patience, candour, learning, CHAP.

and science. What he wanted was a deeper
and more intimate acquaintance with Aristotle’s
writings. He adopted such erroneous accounts
of them as, for reasons above given, had been
generally received*; and was contented with
the Latin version, instead of critically exammmg
the Greek text. Even in the latest version of
all, that of the laborious and learned Theophilus
Buhle, I find the same radical error that I had
previously detected in Dr. Reid.®

-

The following animadversion is also founded Answer to

entirely on a mistranslation, and one that could 2
not have been easily committed by any person
at all conversant with Aristotle’s works. It re-
lates to a most important subject, that of induc-
tion, the direct primary source of all our know-
ledge. Mr. S. dwells on this subject in all his
volumes, comparing, and, as he thinks, contrast-
ing the induction of Aristotle with that of Lord
Bacon, for the declared purpose of proving the
great superiority of the latter. It does not ap-
pear, however, that he has thought it worth
while to peruse the problems, the mechanical
questions, the various treatises on the affections
of brute or organised matter; above all, the ori-
ginal and most accurate inquiries into sensation,
memory, fancy, reminiscence, and intellect, in
all of which Aristotle’s reasonings are inductions

411 say this not merely from hisaccount of the Organum in Kames’s

Sketches, but from his Inquiry into the Human Mind. See particu-

larly chap. vii. p. 366. et seq. 3d edit.
# Unum in toto esse altero, et unum de omni altero preedicari,

idem est. Buhle, vol. ii. p. 87. Beponti, 1793,
D 2

jection
5. on the
_subject of
induction.
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CHAP. from observation, and from expenence in its
\__v__, largest sense, accompanied often with those dis-

tinctions, exceptions, and exclusions, so strongly
and so justly recommended by Lord Bacon.®

Without entering into this boundless field, it
will better answer the purpose of a discourse
aiming at all possible perspicuity, to borrow my
illustration from geometry, the clearest of all
sciences. From this it will appear, that Mr. S.
mistakes what he calls Aristotle’s induction,
and that his mistake is occasioned by an erro-
neous translation. ¢ Dr. Wallis4,” he says,
¢ justly observes, that inductions are of frequent
use in mathematical demonstration ; in which,
after enumerating all the possible cases, it is
proved, that the proposition in question is true
of each of these considered separately ; and the
general conclusion is thence drawn, that the
theorem holds universally. Thus, if it were
shown, that, in all right-angled triangles, the
three angles are equal to two right angles, and
that the same thing is true in all acute-angled,
and also in all obtuse-angled triangles ; it would
necessarily follow, that in every triangle the
three angles are equal to two right angles; these
three cases manifestly exhausting all the possible
varieties of which the hypothesis is susceptible.”
For introducing this passage from Wallis, Mr.
Stewart says, ¢ his motive was to correct an idea
which, it is not impossible, may have contri-
buted to mislead some of Wallis’s readers. As

43 See the Novum Organum.
¢ Stewart’s Elements, vol. ii. p. 347.
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the professed design of the treatise in question cH AP.
was to expound the logic of Aristotle, agreeably _ﬁ_,

to the views of its original author ; and as all its
examples and illustrations assume as truths the
Peripatetic tenets, it was not unnatural to refer
to the same venerated source, the few incidental
reflections with which Wallis has enriched his
work. Of this number is the foregoing remark,
which differs so widely from Aristotle’s account
of mathematical induction, that I was anxious to
bring the two opinions into immediate contrast.
The following is a faithful translation from Aris-
totle’s own words : < If any person were to show,
by particular demonstrations, that every triangle,
separately considered, the equilateral, the scalene,
and the isosceles, has its three angles equal to
two right angles, he would not therefore know
that the three angles of a triangle are equal to
two right angles, except after a sophistical man-
ner. Nor would he know this as an universal
property of a triangle, though besides these, no
other triangle can be conceived to exist, for he
does not know that it belongs to it gua triangle :
nor that it belongs to every triangle, excepting
in regard to number ; his knowledge not extend-
ing to it as a property of the genus, although it
is impossible that there should be an individual
which that genus does not include.” After
giving this unintelligible translation from the
clearest of all writers, Mr. Stewart proceeds to
remark ; ¢ For what reason Aristotle should
have thought of applying to such an induction
as this the epithet sophistical, it is difficult to
D3
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CHAP. conjecture. That it is more tedious, and there-

\

fore less elegant, than a general demonstration of

. the same theorem, is undoubtedly true; but it

is not, on that account, the less logical, nor, in
poigt of form, the less rigorously geometrical.”
Now I am compelled, much against my will,
flatly to contradict Mr. S.: for Wallis’s doctrine
of induction perfectly coincides with that of
Aristotle. Had Mr. S. been better acquainted
with the latter, he would have perceived that
the words which he translates, ¢ after a sophis-
tical manner%,” and “excepting in regard to
number,” have a quite different meaning from
that which his translation conveys to an English
reader. Aristotle here uses the epithet, *so-
phistical,”” without the least intention of saying
that the reasoning is erroneous, or employed for
the purpose of deceit. As, on other occasions,
he clearly defines the word, by saying, that to
reason ‘‘after the sophistic manner,”” is to
reason, not from the thing itself, but from its
concomitants or accessories. In reasoning from
the definition of the thing itself, he observes,
that of two contradictory predications, one must
be true, and the other must be false ; but if we
reason from mere concomitants, both may be
true, and both may be false? ; a mode of argu-
mentation which best suited the sophists who
disputed, not for truth, but for victory. When
a geometer, therefore, reasons from the isosceles,

> Stewart’s Elements, vol. ii. p. 547. et seq.
46 Analyt. Post. 1. i. c. 5.
*7 Analyt. Post. . i. c. 6. p- 451.  Edit. Buhle.
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the equilateral, or the scalene, he reasons after
the sophistic manner, because he reasons from
mere accessories or appendages; from things,
any of which may #e taken away, still leaving
the triangle itself, that is, the rectilineal figgre,
contained by three sides. Accordingly, in the
same chapter®®, which Mr. S. has in part trans-
lated, Aristotle tells us that the proposition in
question, namely, that the three angles of a
triangle are equal to two rights, is as inde-
pendent of their being equilateral, or scalene, as
of their being composed of brass or of weod.
This, however, does not-in the least invalidate
his doctrine of induction, to wit, that our know-
ledge ascends from particulars to generals; and
his perfect agreement with Dr. Wallis, that,
when the enumeration of particulars is complete,
the truths derived from induction are as firm
and certain as those derived from demonstration
itself.

In the philosophy of Aristotle, induction is
the corner stone. He declares explicitly, in-
deed, that all correct reasoning must proceed
from definitions; but whence come definitions
themselves? He answers, from induction, that
" is, in other words, from intellect operating on
experience.® In the sense in which the word
idea is taken by the schoolmen, his pretended
followers, and even by Mr. Locke®, Aristotle

48 Analyt. Post. . i. c. 5.
# Ethics, 1. vi. R
% As objects present to the mind in thinking; impressions or
images on the mind analogous to those of external objects on the
visual nerve, &c. .
D 4
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CHAP-. denies the existence, not only of innate ideas, but
\_,:‘__‘, of any ideas whatsoever. But we have, he says,

Answer

to objec-
tion 6.

perceptions of things around us, the memory
retains these perceptions, and many acts of me-
magy coalesce into one experience® ; the under-
standing classing and assorting the various ob-
jects perceived, and marking those that are alike
by a common name ; a name that recalls to the
mind its own acts, and the individual things on
which these acts had been exerted ; and there-
by lays the foundation of true propositions con-
cerning them.* In this manner, without instruc-
tion and without a master, without the form of
syllogism, or conscious deduction of any kind,
the mind comes to the knowledge of those radi-
cal truths, admitted by all reasonable creatures:
which truths are the foundations of definitions,
as definitions, again, are the foundation of all
correct science.®

Had Mr. S. paid any attention to these observ-
ations, he would not have written as follows :
¢¢ The idea that all demonstrative science must
rest ultimately on axioms, has been borrowed
with many other erroneous maxims from the
logic of Aristotle ; but is now, in general, stated
in a manner much more consistent (though per-
haps not nearer to the truth) than in the works
of that philosopher. According to Dr. Reid,
the degree of evidence which accompanies our

51 In Libro de Memor. et Reminiscentis, c. i.ii. p. 680. and 685.
Conf. Analyt. Post. l. ii. c. 15. and Problem. Sect. xxv. p. 797.

5 See New Analysis, p. 63. et seq.

33 Metaph. L. iv. c. 4. p. 873. Conf. p. 881. and L xi. c. 5. p. 959.
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conclusions, is necessarily determined by the de- CHAP.
gree of evidence which accompanies our first \_:__,
principles ; so that if the latter be only probable,
it is perfectly impossible that the former should
be certain. Agreeing, therefore, with Arigjptle
in considering axioms as the basis of all demon-
strative science, he was led at the same time to
consider them as eternal, immutable truths,
which are perceived to be such by an intuitive
judgment of the understanding. This, however,
is not the language of Aristotle ; for while he
tells us that there is no demonstration but of
eternal truths, he asserts that the first principles
which are the foundation of all demonstration,
are got by induction from the informations of
sense. In what manner this apparent contra-
diction is to be reconciled, I leave to the consi-
deration of his future commentators.”* Upon
this passage I have to observe, that Aristotle no
where says that demonstrative science must rest
on axioms, but always says that it must rest on
definitions. His uniform practice is agreeable
to this maxim. In all his treatises, as well
as in the Rhetoric here translated, he will
be found to reason constantly from definitions,
and from them only. This proceeding was the
necessary result of his notion of definitions and
of axioms, the former being, as he says, those
primary truths or principles from which innu.
merable secondary truths may be said to flow®:
whereas, axioms are those simple elements im-

% Elements of the Philosophy, &c. p. 260.
% Metaph. L. v. c. 1. and 3.
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plied in all our. reasoning®, but from which no
new truth can possibly be derived. Mr. S., after
discussing this subject at great length, through
several sections® of his work, comes at last to the
samg conclusions, which both Aristotle and
Mr. Locke had drawn before him.* In one im-
portant particular, indeed, he differs from them
widely ; pronouncing all demonstrative reason-
ing to be merely hypothetical ; which, because so
wise and good a man as Mr. S. has said it, I am
unwilling to call a monstrous error, and fraught
with monstrous consequences. But of this
there will be a fitter occasion to speak hereafter.
At present I shall digress a little, by way of re-
laxation, to notice a very whimsical opinion of
Mr. Stewart’s, derived from his mistaken notion
of Aristotle’s doctrine of induction.

This doctrine, as understood by Mr. S., is cer-
tainly at variance with the doctrine of syllogism,
of which Aristotle claims the invention, but which
Mr. S. is disposed to refuse him, and to assign to
the ancient natives of India. The Stagirite’s
claim is stated by himself, with his usual preci-
sion. Having noticed the slow progress of arts in
general, he remarks, ¢ that those who have given
to them their last improvements, are often more

56 Hy 3’ arayxn exew drisy padwoouever, alwpa. Analyt. Post. l.i. c. 3.
p- 439. But the word axiom has been employed to express not only
a simple intuitive truth, but also a truth of importance and dignity,
and most worthy to be known. In this latter sense, it is much used
by Lord Bacon; it is sometimes so employed by Greek writers, and
of this ambiguity, Mr. S. is the dupe, when he considers “ the fabric
of syllogism as built on an axiom.” Vol. ii. pp. 245. and 258.

37 Sections ii. iii. iv. vol. ii. p. 28. to p. 99.

3 Compar. Aristot. ubi supra. Locke’s Essay, b. iv. c. 7. p. 280.
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in esteem than those who first laid their found- cHAP.
ations; though this is the matter of chief im- _1_,

portance, since in all things the beginning is the
principal, the most difficult; small, indeed, in
appearance, but mighty in power. On the sub-
jects of politics and rhetoric, much had been said
by preceding writets, but nothing whatever-on the
subject of syllogism. He had, therefore, begun
and treated this art to the bestof his abilities, spar-
ing neither time nor pains. Should a performance,
therefore, thus unaided by any preceding exer-
tions, stand a comparison with works which many
had concurred to elaborate, he trusted that his
hearers would be grateful for what was done,
and indulgent to his omissions.”® What does
Mr. S. set in opposition to this strong averment ?
A hearsay of the Hindoos of the Panjab, a peo-
ple whose history is mere mythology, and whose
errors in geography and chronology are mon-
strous. This hearsay is, however, countenanced
by Sir William Jones, the great orientalist, as
he has been called, and whose talents have been
appreciated at a just and high value from an
union, not very common, of the eastern tongues,
with a critical knowledge of Greek. I had the
pleasure of his acquaintance many years ago,
when his studies, however, were not so much
directed to the philosophers, as to Greek orators
and poets. The passage from Sir William’s Dis-
course to the Asiatic Society, cited by Mr.
Stewart, is, indeed, highly poetical.® ¢ We now

% Aristot. vol. v. p. 640. Edit. Buhle,
¢ Elements, vol. ijp- 304.
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CHAP. live among the adorers of those very deities who
L . .
\ , were worshipped in Greece. On one hand we

see the trident of Neptune, the eagle of Jupiter,
the satyrs of Bacchus, the bow of Cupid, and
the-chariot of the Sun. In more retired scenes,
in groves and in seminaries of learning, we may
perceive the Brachmans and the Sermanes, dis-
puting in the forms of logic, or discoursing on
the vanity of human wishes, on the immortality
of the soul, her emanation from the eternal
mind, her debasements, wanderings, and final
union with her source.” In a subsequent dis-
course, the same flowery writer mentions, on the
authority of a Mahometan historian, a report
that Callisthenes, nephew, as he is called, to
Aristotle, and who accompanied Alexander into
Asia, transmitted to the philosopher a technical
system of logic. ¢ If this be true,”” Sir William
observes, ¢ it is one of the most interesting facts
that I have met with in Asia.”® Upon this
fact, taken for granted, Mr. S. grounds his notion
that Aristotle stole his doctrine of syllogism from
the Brachmans ; a doctrine totally incongruous,
he thinks, to his other tenets. He subjoins,
¢ that the author of the Organum was fully
aware of this incongruity, there can be little
doubt ; and it was, not improbably, with a view
to disguise or to conceal it, that he was induced
to avoid as much as possible any reference to ex-
amples ; and to adopt that abstract and symbolic

. language, which might divert the attention from

the inanity of his demonstrations, by occupying

it in a perpetual effort to unriddle the terms in
8! Elcments, p. 502.

-
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which they were expressed.”® Dr. Reid had cuaP.

before said, in fewer words, ¢ Aristotle’s rules of
syllogism are illustrated, or rather, in my opinion,
purposely darkened, by putting the letters of the
alphabet for the several terms.” ® To this I had
replied in my New Analysis,* by observing that
the terms are commonly expressed by letters of
the alphabet, for the purpose of showing that
our assent to the conclusion results, not from
comparing the things signified, but merely from
comparing the relations which the signs, whether
words or letters, bear to each other: those,
therefore, totally mistake the drift of Aristotle’s
logic, who think that, by employing letters in-
stead of words, he has purposely darkened the
subject.”” Mr. Stewart says, ¢ he is at a loss to
conceive how this answer bears on the question
between Dr. Gillies and Dr. Reid.” How it
bears on the question! Most directly; for ver-
bal examples, if trite, would be superfluous; if
abstruse, they would not answer the purpose of
elucidation ; whereas letters, in themselves alto-
gether insignificant, show the absolute uncon-
ditional connection, in every legitimate form or
mode of syllogism, between the premises and
the conclusion : they also habituate the mind to
those philosophical abstractions, in which the
essence of logic, and, indeed, of all general rea-
soning, consists. On these solid grounds, as I
said, they were commonly employed by Aristotle,

62 Elements, vol. ii. p. 304.
% Kames’s Sketches, vol. iii. p. 631.
' P. 89.

L
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CH A P. and not from the most unworthy and incredible
\__;__, motive ¢ of darkening the subject,’” gratuitously

ascribed to him, both by Mr. Stewart and by
Dr. Reid.

That the Brachmans may be found reasoning
in the forms of logic, as they are described by
Sir William Jones, I have no inclination to deny.
The question of most importance is, how they
acquired this science. It may possibly have
been invented in Asia, as well as in Greece.
Certain rules of logic grow out of the structure
of all languages, more or less cultivated ; and a
sagacious Hindoo, considering that in mere ra-
tiocination, one man is the counterpart of an-
other, may have diligently attended to the intel-
lectual process that brought conviction to his
own mind, with a view completely to analyse
this process, and formally to explain it. He
may have defined, as Aristotle did before or af-
terwards, terms universal and particular ; propo-
sitions marked by these epithets, and also, as
affirmative or negative, pure or modal ; he may
have distinguished the three figures of syllogism,
and have enumerated all their various modes ;
and, contemplating each mode separately, have
examined how the truth of the conclusion was
affected by each specific arrangement. That he
may have done all this, is possible, but it is
barely possible ; and ought not to be admitted
for truth, if there is an easier way of accounting
for the fact stated by Sir William Jones, that
the Brachmans continue, to the present day, to
reason in the forms of syllogism.
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Aristotle, it is well known, preferred a philo- cHAP.
sophic residence in Athens to the glory of L

accompanying Alexander in his eastern triumphs.

ow Aris-

But in the conqueror’s train, one of his disciples totle’s

is named, and many others, in the course of m

twelve years, would gradually follow in it. His duced into

successors, particularly those of the house of perts partl of

Seleucus, were surrounded by learned men of A**
the Peripatetic school. They maintained a firm
hold of his eastern conquests ; and the Satrapies
of Bactria and Sogdia, formed into Greek king-
doms, established and long upheld an extensive
and animated intercourse with India itself.®
Independently of this chain of connection be-
tween the East and West, we know, on incom-
parably better authority than that of the Hin-
doos in the Panjab, that, in the sixth century of
the Christian era, and three centuries before
the Arabic translations of Aristotle, above men-
tioned, °¢ Sergius, the monophysite and philo-
sopher, translated his works into Syriac 7, and
that Uranius, a Syrian, soon afterwards pro-
pagated the Peripatetic philosophy in Persia,
and persuaded the emperor Chosroes to become
its zealous abettor.® Uranius is expressly de-
clared to have maintained the important Aris.
totelian tenets concerning the spiritual and im-
passive nature of Deity®, and to have reasoned,
in the forms of syllogism, as the Hindoos do at

¢ History of Ancient Greece, part ii.

68 See p. 19.

67 Abulpharagius, Hist. Dynast. p. 94.

s Agathias de Reb. Justinian, 1. ii. p. 48.

9 To awafyrov xu acwyvros. ld.ibid.
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CHAP. present; and by the latest oriental testimonies,
\__:,_, we are assured that Aristotle’s syllogism still

counstitutes the logic of all the nations in Asia,
professing the Mahometan faith.” The same
argument, therefore, that Mr. S. deduces from
Sir William Jones’s testimony in favour of the
Hindoos, will assign the invention of syllogism
to many other nations of Southern Asia : they
reason, to the present day, in the forms of logic;
and even many nations of northern Asia, nay,
the Tartars themselves, disputed in those forms,
two centuries ago, when the works of Aristotle,
translated into the Tartar language, were read
in the college of Samarkand, the capital of the
Usbecks.” Should any of those tongues, there-
fore, either of the East or West, into which the
Organum has been translated, claim the honour
of originating that work, it is probable that, in-
dependently of any external proof, real scholars
would be inclined to resist the pretension. They
would observe that, though certain rules of
logic result from the universal structure of
speech, yet many doctrines of the Organum
appear to have a specific connection with the
analogies of the Greek tongue, and that all its
terms not only sound more gracefully, but apply
more fitly, in that language, than in any other.
But without placing conjectures of this kind in
the rank of facts, they would appeal to the Sta-
girite’s own words, ¢ That on various subjects

70 See Mr. Balfour’s Discourses, in vol. viii. of the Asiatic
Researches.
7 See La Mothe le Vayer, vol. i. p. 475. Edit. Paris, 1656.
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of his inquiry, preceding writers had left much
for his use; but nothing whatever on the doc-
trine of syllogism. This was a new art, which
he had begun and completed to the best of his
ability, sparing neither time nor pains.”’”? Had
Aristotle stolen this art from the Brachmans,
would he have uttered such falsehoods in the
face of Greece, of India, and of the world?
Would he have provoked certain detection and
disgrace, and especially the scorn of his. friend
Alexander, then accompanied by Indian Brach-

mans as well as Greek philosophers; a prince

who abominated every kind of deceit™ as much
as he admired his preceptor, and who, about
that very time, had bestowed on him six hundred
talents for prosecuting his inquiries into natural
history ; a sum that may be computed at the
fifth part of his annual expenditure on an army
by which he had conquered Asia ?7

But what was the character of the man him-
self, who is supposed to have been degraded by
such an excess of vileness? A smart saying,
indeed, of Lord Bacon’s has been repeated a
thousand times, ¢ that Aristotle, like the Otto-
mans, did not think he could reign secure, un-
less he destroyed all his brethren.”” But Bacon
not only followed the current that, for reasons
above given, in those times ran strongly against

72 Aristot. vol. iii. p. 640. Edit. Buhle.

73 He disdained even to steal a victory: fired with the enthu-
siasm of truth and honesty, like his admired Achilles,

¢ The man who one thing thinks, and does another tell,
- ¢« My soul detests him as the gates of hell !”"

7¢ See History of Ancient Greece, p. ii. vol. i. c. i,
E
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c H A'P. Aristotle, but, aspiring himself to be the prince
‘_,;__, of philosophers, viewed the Stagmte with no

small portion of jealousy. There is, certainly,
no writer whom _he has so frequently copied, and
certainly none whom he has so unsparingly
abused. In opposition to his unwarranted alle-
gation, I will maintain that, in none of ali Aris-
totle’s various works, are there the smallest marks
of jealousy or envy towards any of his predeces.
sors, or contemporaries ; nor can it be made to
appear, that he ever disputed any of their tenets
captiously, or ever made any false criticism on
any one of their performances. The contrary of
this, .1 know, continues to be said every day ;
and is admitted, in some measure, by the latest
of his editors : for the learned Buhle takes it for
granted that he was actuated by the greatest
hatred® to Isocrates: though this false opinion
is founded, as I have shown, merely on a mis-
nomer?s; and there is no orator to whom Aris-
totle refers so often, as he does to Isocrates,”
and always with due praise. What, then, was
the character of Aristotle, not as misrepresented
by those who laboured to abolish the absurd
idolatry with which he had been long worshipped
by the schoolmen and the Romish church; but
what was his character with regard to honesty,
and consistency, the two points in question, as
exhibited by himself in his various writings, and

75 Probabile est Aristotelem, maxime Isocrati infensum, eum car-
pere voluisse. Bubhle, vol. iv. p. 433.

6 Of Isocrates for Xenocrates. Life of Aristotle, p. xxx.

7 Rhetoric, passim.
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confirmed by the authentic history of his life”® CHAP..

as delivered down from antiquity? As ta con-
sistency, his works are so closely united, and the
fabric of his philosophy so firmly compacted,.
that few parts of it can be fully understood, un-
less the whole be clearly comprehended. As to
honesty, the man accused of the vilest of thefts,
was distinguished by signal integrity in all his
transactions; was conspicuous for the noblest
and most generous proceedings in all the re-
lations of life, whether public™ or private ; and:
is extolled for his kindness, liberality, gratitude,
inviolable fidelity in friendship®; and has
given a system of ethics unrivalled by any un-
inspired pen, in which he hails truth and sin.
cerity as of all things the most, estimable;
announces justice as the great law of the moral
world ; and declares, that in the eye of him who-
has steadily contemplated this virtue, neither the
evening or morning star® will beam so beauti-
fully. Calm, sober, dispassionate, yet not there-
fore .the less energetic or lofty, he writes to’
Alexander, in the midst of his triumphs, ¢ those

are less entitled to be high-minded, who congiier’
kingdoms, than those who have learned to enter-

tain just notions of Deity :”’ and in speaking of

happiness, pronounces it to be most compatible

with mediodrity of extraneous circumstances ; not
requiring any greatness of wealth or of power, by

78 See my Life of Aristotle.
7 Life of Aristotle, pp. vi. xix. & xxii, et seq.
% Ibid, p. xxxvi. et seq.
st Ethic. Nicom. L. v. . i.
E 2
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which it is less likely to be promoted, than very

sadly obstructed ; but, in like manner as beauty

accompanies the perfection of external form, es-

sentially resulting from virtue, intellect, the

well regulated affections of the mind, and its

exalted energies.

. But were Aristotle’s logic the thing that

Mr. S. has made of it, there would be folly in

disputing the honour of its invention. I shall

give his three objections together, that they

may strike with their full force. ¢ The first re-
mark,” he says, ¢ which I have to offer on Aris-
totle’s demonstrations, is, that they proceed on
the obviously false principle of its being possible
to add to the conclusiveness and authority of de-
monstrative truth.””® His second remark is, “that
not one of these demonstrations ever carry the
mind forward, a single step, from one truth to an-

other; but merely from a general axiom to some

of its particular exemplifications : nor is this all,

they carry the mind in a direction quite opposite

to that in which its judgments are necessarily
formed. The meaning of a general axiom, it is
well known, is seldom, if ever intelligible, till it
has been illustrated by some example; whereas
Aristotle in all his demonstrations, proceeds on
the idea, that the truth of an axiom, in particular
instances, is a logical consequence of its truth,

as epunciated in general terms. Into this mis-.
take, it must be owned, he was naturally led by

the place which is assigned to axioms in the ele-

ments of g2ometry, and by the manner in which

¢ Elements, vol. ii. p. 246.
9
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they are afterwards referred to in demonstrating c HA P.
the propositions.”® Mr. S. again observes, not _"__,

very consistently, ¢ The idea, that all demon-
strative science must rest ultimately on axioms,
has been borrowed with many other erroneous
maxims, from the logic of Aristotle.””® In
answer to the first objection, that Aristotle’s
demonstrations suppose the possibility of adding
to the conclusiveness of demonstrative truth, I
am obliged to reply by a flat contradiction ; they

do no such thing. They show, on the contrary,

wherein demonstrative truth consists, and the
mental process by which it is obtained. An
able precursor of Mr. Stewart’s, has given to the
objection a different shape : he says more: slily,
- but not more sensibly, *“in every syllogism
there is a petitio principii, that is, a taking for
granted the thing to be proved.” This quibble,
for it is nothing better, is anticipated and re-
futed by Aristotle in his Analytics and in his
Rhetoric.® Every syllogism, he shows, consists
of three propositions, distinct and different from
each other. This is the primary and only com-
plete form of reasoning ; namely, the syllogism
containing three propositions, not the enthy-
meme, containing two propositions only. For
how can the connection between two propo-
sitions be demonstrated, without considering
the band that connects them? How can the
agreement or disagreement of two ideas or two

* Elements, vol. ii. p. 257. & Ibid. p. 259.
® Analyt. Prior, L. i. c. 22 23, 24. Rbetoric, L i. c. 1.
E3
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CHELE mrms b poewed, withost the assustance of a
,_E__ sy, B wiitich these conclesions are respectively
ouncesi? The philosopher’s meaning is clearly
stmtwsll i 3 kst publication by an eminent French
walns, wiw dees mot advert to Aristotle, and
who will mit be saspected ol partiality in favour
of his epmians. 1 shall cite the words, because
they ndicate am asspicious return to the sound
sense of amitayaity, ¥ scornful opposition to erro-
seeus mmevation. = I know,”** says the Baron
" Genumda, « that, m pronouncing syllogism to be
the primey amd essestial form of reasoning, 1
centralict the opimiom in vogue. But I will
veniure w0 oppose this opimion, or rather preju-
dice ; amd to maintain that the ancients analysed
better tham we Jo. It may be useless to express -
¥ Jdiscourse the conbecting proposition, when
sisphe amd evidemt in itself, but this inutility
et mot prove that the proposition in question
ot 3ot be present to the mind when it reasons,
w compliete the comnection of the ideas which it
<comgares. Let those who would refer all reason-
g o U emthymeeme, explain how the first pro-
postion cowkl kead them to the second, unless,
By & seret operation of the understanding, they
perceived the tie which exists between their
torms. Lot them propose their enthymeme to a
<hilkd, or to 3 man of weak understanding, and
thev will see clearly, that the apprehension of
this tiv, & essentially necessary to the reasoning,

M TN vk ge'om prescstant be syllogime,” &c.  Gerando des
Ngws & de TAret Jde pesser, counsidérés dems leur rapport mutuel,
v vt
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though it will often be more fitly left under.- ‘CHAP.

stood, than verbally expressed.” ¥

According to Aristotle, all reasoning must be
carried on by proposition, and all propositions
that can enter into a syllogism must employ, at
least, one general term ; since no one individual
term can be said of anothper, that is, can be em-
ployed, as a predicate or attribute.® The great
business, therefore, of logic is with general
terms ; and Dialectic, the synonymous word,
means properly the art of using these terms fitly,
indialogue or discourse.® According to the struc-
ture of all languages, things that have a common
nature, receive a cggmon name ; and to predi-
cate one term of another, is merely to say that
there is not any thing contained under the name
of the subject to which that of the predicate
does not apply. This is the principle on which
logic is founded: but to say that so simple a
truth comprehends the whole art, is indeed to
put the Iliad in anut:ishell ; and analogous to

® This is the case in mathematics, when we lay down a pro-
position, or produce an equation ; and from these, imnediatcly infer
a new,proposition or a new equation. The reasoning scems to con-
sist of two parts only. For in those cases, the mind readily supplies
the principles established, for example, concerning the transform.
ation of equations, without expressly announcing them; because
these principles being universally agreed on, and always preserit to
the understanding, would nrennddngmt by perpetual repetitions.
From inattention to this circumstance, some mathematicians have
spoken slightingly of Aristotle’s logic; but in mentioning this subjecta
few months #go, in the French Institute, to the firs; geometer of the
age, he said, “ La Logique PAristote est son grand ouvrage; c'est
un chef-d’cuvre.”

88 Categor. c. ii. p. 448. Edit. Buhle.

*9 See my New Analysis, p. 62. 3d cdit.

E4
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Halk e winim of certasn wathemsaticians who have
L immpmed the whole of geometry to be contained
i Biaclidll's fowrth proposition, because the whole
senonce depends on that proposition, and may, by
Hnet rossommg, be dedoced from it.®
The secomd objection is akin to the first, “that
Arstotie’s demmonstratijons, instead of carrying
the mimd forward, carry it in a direction quite
opposite to that im which its judgments are
formed™ If thiywere a valid objection, it would
% omce destroy all’ synthetic reasonings what-
ever; for they all proceed, as syllogisms do,
from canse to effect, from geverals to parti-
® cukws.  Both of these resgarks bottom on Mr.
Stewart’s third observation, namely, ¢ the idea
that all dJdessonstrative science must rest ulti-
mately on axioms, has been borrowed with
many other erroneous maxims from the logic
of Anstothe™ In direct countradiction to this,
I kad shown in my Amnalysis, that the logic in
question was founded on a principle totally differ-
<ut frome axiomrs, in the ordinary and proper sense
of the word. 1 ackeowledged, indeed, that all
the waderm systewss which bad fallen into my
Mads, ewploy in demounstrating the theory of
syllogism, the two following axioms, to wit, that
things agreeing to the same third, agree with
each other, and that when one of them agrees
to the same third, and the other does not, they
do not agree with each other. But instead of
using these axioms as the foundation of his
% “ Deduced,” by the principle of superposition, as it s called
Sce D’Alembert, Melange, vol. iv. p. 165,
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theory, Aristotle tells us that they do not at all cap.
apply to the predication of terms, the one of _
the other, unless these terms denote mathema-
tical quantities; and the reason why in this
single case they apply, is, because in reference
to mere quantity, equality is sameness. He had
formerly divided quantity into discrete and con-
tinuous ; to the discrete, belong numbers; to
the continuous, space and time: these, he says,
are the only proper quantitieg; since to them
all other things, admitting the denominations of
greater or lesser, are referred ; and by them they
are all measured. The notion of quantity is
perfectly simple ; itgincludes not contraries, as *
several of the other categories do; its parts are
entirely uniform; they exactly measure the whole
and each other; they are characterised solely
by equality or inequality : in these, their very
essence consists ; so that equal quantities are
precisely the same ; or, in Aristotle’s words, the
definition of their first substance is the same,
which technical expression he explains else-
where, to mean that the definition of any one
individual object denoted by the one, is pre-
cisely the same with the definition of any one
individual object denoted by the other.” It
was objected to geometers that they made false
suppositions, since there is not any line per-
fectly straight, nor any circle perfectly round.
Aristotle answers, that geometers did not reason
from the lines or circles exhibited in their dia-

# Aristot. Categor. c. iii. p. 458. Edit. Buhle. Conf. Metaph.

l.v.c. 8.



58

“- INTRODUCTION TO

CHAP. grams, but from the definite lines and figures of
\—:»-f which those in their diagrams were mere signs.

These signs would, of course, be more or less
accurate ; but the things signified by them, that
is, their definitions, were always one aud the
same®: and from this sameness and simplicity
of mathematical quagtities, the axioms above
mentioned, apply exactly in our reasonings with
regard to them, and them only. In the New
Analysis, I acknowledge that from the corrupt-
ness of Aristotle’s text, I have sometimes been
obliged to invert the order of words, and even
of sentences. The same freedom, I am also
compelled to use, even ilbthe‘ following trans-
lation of his Rhetoric, one of the best edited
of his works. But the judicious reader, I hope,
will always perceive the reason why I have done
so; and that I have never taken any liberty
with the form of any of his writings, but the
better to preserve their substance. Mr.S. thinks

- o Analyt. Poster. L. i. c. x. p. 472. Edit. Buhle. Conf. Metaph.
1. xi. c. iii. pp. 956.and . xiii. c. iii. 983. Locke and his followers say,
simple ideas cannot be defined. Aristotle teaches that all our no-
tions, or the words expressing them, may be defined, when they can
be arranged or assorted into genera and species; for every species
belonging to a genus, and every individual belonging to a species,
must have something common and something peculiar. This holds
with respett to what Locke calls the most simple ideas; tastes,
flavours, &c. Dr. Grew proved that there were at least sixteen dif
ferent simple tastes. See Philosophical Transactions for 1675. But
when our notions, or the words expressing them, cannot be arranged
into genera and species, what is to be done? Such things are to he
known and defined by a different kind of investigation; of which
Aristotle gives an example in his definition of the improper quantity
called motion, expluined fully and clearly, I-hope, in my New Ana-
lysis,p. 133. et seq.
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that I have fallen into an error, in my translation cu A P.
of the short sentence explaining the reason why, . ,

in mathematical figures, equality is sameness.
The force of his criticism, which I subjoin®, had

% “ Ey raras 4 werys evorys, in nathematical quantities, equality is
identity. This passage has furnished to Dr. Gillies, (when treating
of the theory of syllogism,) the subject of the following comment, in
which, if I do not deceive myself, be has proceeded upon s total mis-
apprehension of the scope of the original. In mathematical quantities,
Aristotle says that equality is sameness, because, é Aeyes 8 Tw4s wpwrns
soas &is ess.  * The definition of any particular object denoted by the
one, is precisely the same with the definition of any particular object
denoted by the other.” Gillies’s Aristotle, vol. i. p. 87. In order to
enable my readers to form a judgment of the correctness of this para-
phrase, I must quote Aristotle’s words, sccording to his own arrange.
ment, which, in this instance, bappens to be directly contrary to that
of his interpreter. Er: 3¢ a» 8 Aayos § ™5 wpwrys svias as p, v & was
Ypapupas evbeas & aUTAL, KAl TR (T8 KA TG ITOYNVIR TETPEYVE, K&l TOl TALIM,
@A\’ & Toreis § worys brerys.  The first clause of this passage is from
its conciseness obscure; but Aristotle’s meaning on the whole seems
to be this: * that all those magnitudes that bear the same ratio to the
same magnitude, though, in fact, they may form a multitude, yet,in a
scientific view, they may be regarded as one: the mathematical notion
of equality being ultimately resolvable into that of unity or identity.’
It was probably with a view to obviate any difficulty that might have
been suggested by diversities of figure, that Aristotle has confined his
examples to straight lines, and to such quadrangles as are not only
equal, but similar.

Let us now consider the paraphrase of Dr. Gillies: ‘In mathe-
matical quantities, equality is sameness ; because the definition of any
particular object denoted by the one, is precisely the same with the
definition of any particular object denoted by the other.” Are we to
understand by this, that to all things whicl are equal, the same deéi-
nition is applicable; or conversely, that all things to which the same
definition is applicable, are equal? On the forsper supposition, it
would follow, that the same definition is applicable to a cirele, and to
a triangle having its base equal to the circumference, and its altitude
to the radius. On the latter, that all circles are of the same magni-
tude; all squares and all equilsteral triangles. There is,indeod, one
sense, wherein those geometrical figures, which are called by the sanie
pame, (all circles, for example,) may be identified in the mind of the
logician; inasmuch as any theorem, which is proved of one, must beld
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been anticipated and obviated; and his diffi-

\_';_, culties, I trust, will be entirely removed by what

Objec-
toa 11.
amswered.

has been now said.

This is not the only criticism in which I am
accused of looseness of paraphrase, when I trans-
late literally the precise terms of my author.
Anstotle says, that for the purpose of demon-
stration, it is not mecessary to suppose general
ideas, but only that one general term can be
applied with truth, and in the same sense, to
many species, or to many individuals.* Things
that have a common nature, receive a common
name: and on this principle of classification,
whatever is predicated of a genus, may be said
of every species and every individual compre-
hended under it. Mr.S., after speaking, with
no more respect than they deserve, of those fan-
ciful writers, who talk of one idea being con-
tained in another as one box is inclosed in an-
other, and who found logic on the axiom that the
whole is greater than any of its parts, subjoins,
s if we have recourse to Dr. Gillies for a little
more information, we shall meet with a similar
disappointment.”’® According to him, ¢ To say

equally true of all the rest; and the reason of this is assigned with
tolerable correctness in the last clause of the sentence quoted from
Dr. Gillies. But how this reason bears on the question with respect
to the convertibility of the terms equality and sameness, I am at a loss
to conjecture.”

o Analyt. Poster. l.i. c. 11.

® It would be mortifying to have disappointed such a manas
Mr. S.in my account of syllogism, if there was not reason to believe
that his discerning mind had, on this occasion, been warped by preju-
dice. I venture to say this, because 1 could appeal to the general
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that one term is contained in another, is the same CHAP.
as saying that the second can be predicated of g_l,,._;
the first in the full extent of its signification, and
one term is predicated of another in the full ex-
tent of its signification, when there is not any
individual denoted by the subject to which the
predicate does not apply.” Mr. S. proceeds,
¢ In order, therefore, to make use of Aristotle’s
idea, we must substitute the definition, instead
of the thing defined, that is, instead of saying
that one term is contained in another, we must
say that the second can be predicated of the
first in the full extent of its signification. In
this last clause, I give Aristotle all the advantage
of Dr. Gillies’s very paraphrastical version ; and
yet such is the effect of the comment, that it at
once converts the axiom intoa riddle. Ido not
say that when thus interpreted, it is altogether
unintelligible, but only that it no longer possesses
the same kind of evidence which we ascribed to
it, while we supposed that one thing was said by
the logician to be contained in another, in the
sense in which a smaller box is contained in a
greater.””* Ubpon this criticism I must take the
liberty to observe, that the words which Mr. S.
is pleased to call my very paraphrastical version,
and of which he indulges Aristotle with the ad-

voice of public criticism in the year 1798, when my Analysis
and also to the authority of men held in equal estimation with Mr. 8,
himself, who have said that I gave a just and truly philosophical view
of the subject : such as no man can collect from the works of my pre-
cursors, even of Dr. Reid.

% Vol. ii. p. 264.
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vantage, are the ipsissima verba, the precise
terms of my author ¥: and this principle, so ex-
pressed, is the foundation on which he builds his
logic, and not on any thing akin to mathematical
axioms. I have changed the order of words,
and sometimes that of sentences; I have eluci-
dated the passages in one treatise by similar pas-
sages in another; but it has always been my
endeavour to adhere strictly to his sense, and to
select the precise clause in which it is most
clearly conveyed: a precaution indispensable
towards translating his invaluable and always
consistent writings, I will not say agreeably, but
intelligibly.

I have thus endeavoured to show that, con-
cerning axioms and definitions, and also concern-
ing induction®, Aristotle did not materially dif-

97 To B¢ ev SAgp et érepor érepy, xai To KaTa WarTos KuTyyopewsbas
batepor Bareps, Thvrov esi. Aeyoper B¢ To xara warros xuTyopesdas, dray
1mBer p T8 vroxeipere Aaew, xal’ ob Gureper o Aexmoera. Analyt. Prior.
Li. c. 1. p. 134. Edit. Buhle.

98 On this last subject Mr. S. cites a passage from the Asiatic Re-
searches, vol. viii. p. 89,et seq. Not having that volume now by me,
I copy from Mr. S.’s Elements, vol. ii. p. 339, et seq. The ingenious
author in the Researches, says, “ that the Baconian method of induc-
tion was perfectly known to Aristotle, and distinctly delineated by
him, as a method of investigation that leads to certainty and truth:
that Aristotle was likewise perfectly acquainted uot merely with the
form of imduction, but with the proper materials to be employed in
carrying it on; facts and cxperiments.” The Memoir from which
the above passage is taken, consists of extracts, it should seem, of a
lost work of Aristotle’s, “ On the Essence of Logic,” first translated
from Greek inte Arabic, and then from Arabic into Persian. Mr. S.
proceeds, “ When this memoir was first presented to the Asiatic So-
cigty, the author informs us, that he was altogether ignorant of the
coincidence of his own conclusions with those of Dr. Gillies ; and
he seems to have received much satisfaction from the proofs alleged
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fer from Mr. Stewart. But wide, indeed, is the
difference between them, with respect to the
nature of demonstration. Mr. S. maintains,
« that demonstrative evidence belongs only to
mathematics. It is not founded on absolute or
unalterable truths, but on definitions or hypo-
theses; and implies nothing more than the ne-
cessary connection between the premises which
we assume, and the conclusions which we deduce
from them. The word ¢ demonstration’® cannot,
therefore, be applied to reasonmgs concemmg
matters of fact, which, how convincing soever
they may be, afford only the highest degree of
probability.”’9» From this very limited notion of
the subject, he seems, however, afterwards to
depart ; and, in speaking of the Pythagorean or
Copernican system of astronomy, he says,  that
the discoveries of the last century afforded many

in support of their common opinion by that learned writer ;" adding
« From the perusal of Dr. G.’s wonderful work, I have now the satis-
faction to discover, that the conjectures I had been led to draw
from these scanty materials, are completely confirmed by the opinion
of an author, who is probably better qualified than any preceding
commentator, to decide on this subject.” In conversing, August
last,in Paris, with Baron Cuvier, the illustrious saccessor of Buffon,
and far his superior in exact science, he said, it is ridiculous to think
that Aristotle did not employ induction in the phyzical sciences, when
he always employs it with such signal success in the moral. On the
consrary, he appeared to this excellent judge, to be the greatest col-
lector of facts from his awn observation, thas perbaps ever existed;
and always to reason from them, consequentially. He was unag,
qusinted, indeed, with many facts and many instruments which. time
hes brought to light ; but how wonderfully he supplied the want of
them, is proved in my New Analysis, p. 147. third edit.
9 Compare Elements, vol. ii. p. 151. et seq, & p. 251.
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€ H A P. new proofs of a direct and even a demonstrative
" __ nature”™ But, waving this apparent incon-

Analyt.
Posterior.

sistency, I would observe that Aristotle’s account
of demonstration’ is altogether different. Its
object, according to him, is not conditional or
hypothetic, but absolute and immutable truth.
From principles deserving those epithets, he de-
duces, by the cogency of clear argument, con-
clusions demonstratively certain ; thus preparing,
in the preliminary books, for example, of what
have been called his metaphysicks, the way to
what he himself calls his first philosophy, or
theology ; and rearing, on accurate and firm
definitions of cause and effect, mind and matter,
his glorious demonstrations of the being and
attributes of Deity. Descending from this
sublime speculation, he investigates, in other
treatises, truths not demonstrative, indeed, but
by no means purely hypothetical. It is thus
that, in his physicks, his problems, his meteor.
ology, and in his history of animals, taken in the
largest acceptation of that title, as containing
not only history, but the philosophy of that his-
tory, he draws innumerable conclusions more or
less probable, according to the different degrees
of evidence belonging to his premises ; and pass-
ing from physical science to the moral world,
and the practical affairs of life, deduces from de-
finitions carefully established on facts, the duties
and interests of men, whether considered as in-
dividuals, or as members of the same commu-

0 Elements, vol. ii. p. 421.
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nity. Such are his important reasonings on ethics ¢ HAP.
and politics, and also on the subject of rhetoric, \_\'__,

which he observes is a natural adjunct to politics,
since it serves as one of the main instruments
by which the managers of free states are enabled
to guide and govern them. Having thus deli-
neated an encyclopédia of science, under the
heads of God, man, and nature, Aristotle ana-
lysed the-inteHectual operations by which all
this had been effected, and recomposed them
into the form called syllogism. He anticipates
and scorns the vain boast of his pretended fol.
lowers, of teaching men to argue and to reason.”®
He protests no less distinctly against the per-
verse use which, after the example of even his
best ® Greek commentators, the schoolmen made
of his syllogism. To see the justness of a con-
clusion, the movement of thought quicker than
lightning, needs not to be expanded verbally
into all the various steps of an argument. In
most cases this is unnecessary, in many it would
be awkward ; in some it would be intolerable.
~ The modern oppugners of abused syllogism

have, therefore, a great authority on their side,
namely, Aristotle himself. He says explicitly,
that some sciences'® need not its aid; and that
even in those matters' which Lord Bacon allows
tQ be its proper and legitimate province, it ought

% Rhetoric sub initio.

% See Johannes Philoponus, vwoumua es ta weps Yvxns G€Asa,
L dii. edit. Venet. 1535.

10 Anlyt. Poster. l. i c. 10. evas perlo: emismpas, x. 7. A,

101 The affirs of civil life and arts, consisting in talk and opinion
Bacon, Novum Organum in Preefat.

F
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to be employed sparingly.'® When any proposi-
tion is so obvious, that it cannot fail te occur
spontaneously, it would savour of the rustic or
the pedant' to declare it : but expressed or un-
derstood, the elements of syllogism are essential
to all demonstration, for all reasoning whatever,
implies a subject about which we reason, pre-
mises from which we reason, and a conclusion
that is drawn from them.'™

If Mr. S. had not too much despised logic, to
be a proficient in that art, he would not have
found fault with Aristotle’s phraseology in di-
viding syllogisms into demonstrative and dialec-
tical. He says, * For the sake of those who
have not previously turned their attention to
Aristotle’s logic, it is necessary, before proceed-
ing farther, to take notice of a peculiarity, (and
as appears to me, an impropriety) in the use
of the epithets demonstrative and dialectical,
to mark the distinction between the two great
classes into which he divides syllogisms ; a mode
of speaking which, according to the common
use of language, would seem to imply, that one
species of syllogism may be more conclusive
and cogent than another. That this is not the
case, is almost self-evident ; for if a syllogism
be perfect in form, it must of necessity be not
only conclusive, but demonstratively conclu-
sive. Nor is this, in fact, the idea which Aris-

w8 Rhetoric, l. iii. cap. 18. p. 389. edit. Buhle. et pasim.

18 | have resolved the epithet gopruor because it implies both

notions.

104 Analyt. Poster. 1. 1. c. 10. p. 270. edit. Buhle.
105 Elemcnts, vol. ii. p. 249.
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totle himself annexed to the distinction ; for he
tells us, that it does not refer to theform of syl-
logisms, but to the matter ; or, in plainer lan-
guage, to the degree of evidence accompanying
the premises on which they -proceed. In the
two books of his last Analytics, accordingly, he
treats of syllogisms that are said to be demon-
strative, because their premises are certain ; and
in his topics of what he calls dialectical syllo-
gisms, because their premises are only probable.
Would it not have been a clearer and juster

mode of stating this distinction, to have applied.

the epithets demonstrative and dialectical to the
truth of the conclusions resulting from these
two classes of syllogisms, instead of applying
them to the syllogisms themselves? The phrase
demonstrative syllogism certainly seems, at first
sight, to express rather the complete and neces-
sary connection between the conclusion and the
premises, than the certainty or the necessity of
the truths which the premises assume.”'® This
reason is a very illogical one. In every legiti-
mate syllogism, the conclusion is indeed neces-
sarily connected with the premises; but, as
every syllogism must consist of premises, as well
as of a conclusion, nothing more than a dialec-
tical or probable syllogism can be the result of
dialectical or probable premises.

A demonstrative syllogism, therefore, requires
premises that are necessary and certain; since, in
the words of Aristotle, these qualities could not

106 flem, vol. ii. p. 250.
r2
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CHAP. be ascribed to the conclusion, unless they be-

\_.:'_; longed to the premises which are its “causes.”'%

These observations are not made with a view

merely to vindicate the propriety of one phrase-

ology in preference to another. They are made

rather to obviate an error into which many have

fallen with respect to Aristotle’s logic, in con-

fining it to the rules by which, from given pre-

mises, we may infer a legitimate conclusion.

The principal concern of logic, on the contrary,

is with the premises themselves : to discover the

certainty or various degrees of probability on

which they rest, and to omit none of the pre-

mises that bear on the subject; since our errors,

as I had before occasion to show, proceed less

frequently from illogical inference, than from

narrowness of comprehension and rashness of
assumption.'®

17 How justly did Seam. Johnson suspect, that the Peripatetic

Logic had been condemned without a candid trial. See Johnson's

Works, vol. ii. Preface to the Preceptor.
We See New Analysis, p. 91. comp. p. 234.
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CHAP. II.

ARGUMENT.

Character of Mr. Stewart’s Writings. — The Paris and
Edinburgh Encyclopedias. — Speculative Philosophy. — .
Its nature and use.—That of Aristotle, on what grounded,
— His Doctrine of Causes mistaken, and misapplied, by
the Schoolmen. — His Doctrine of the Association of
Ideas, or Custom, mistaken, and misapplied, by modern
Metaphysicians.— Their History. — Des Cartes, Hobbes,
Locke, Berkeley, Hume.— Modern Scepticism vainly,
combated by Drs. Reid, and Beattie, Lord Kames, and
Myr. Stewart. — Bacon, his supposed Reformation in
Philosophy.— His real Merits. — His Physical induction
not applicable in Metaphysics.— Locke’s Method, wherein
consonant to Aristotle’s.—Supposed consciousness of many
original principles. — Story of Sir William Johknstone
and the Indians. — The acknowledged necessity of re-
turning, in some points, from the school of Locke to that
of Aristotle. — The Materialism of Diderot, Helvetius,
Priestley, and Darwin, anticipated and refited by the
latter, — Transition to his Practical Philosophy.—
Etkics, Politics, and Rhatoric.— The Moral Constitu-
tion of Man more correctly explained by him, than by
Clarke, Shafiesbury, Hutckinson, Hume, Smith, or
Paley.—Adbstract and Estimate of his Philosophy.—.
Conclusion.

Ix the former chapter I obviated every one of CHAP.
Mr. Stewart’s objections, whether against the
doctrines of my author, or my own inter- Chwtﬁ'
pretation of them. The character of the ob- Stewart’
jector, and the rank which he holds in the *rii"e™
republic of letters, merited this complete ex-

F3
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amination. While professor in the university of
Edinburgh, Mr. Stewart was regarded (and I
think most justly) as the principal ornament of

- that illustrious school. His writings also, are in

high estimation ; most readers may derive profit
from them, and all receive much ‘¢ rational
entertainment;”’ for, being well acquainted with
the French and English metaphysicians, many
of them men of genius and fancy, from Hobbes
and Des Cartes downward to the writers of the
present day, Mr. Stewart has selected from
them with taste and judgment, and embodied,
by way of citation, into his own works, many of
their most ingenious remarks and most brilliant
passages. The object of his own philosophy, is
¢ to ascertain the simple and uncompounded
faculties, or principles, of which the mind con-
sists ; and his method of prosecuting this study
is the way of observation and experiment
recommended by Lord Bacon, for ascertaining
the properties of bodies.”! Whatever may be
thought of this undertaking, or of his own and
Dr. Reid’s success in conducting it, Mr. Stewart
will be acknowledged to have embellished many
parts of his subject, by natural and apt com-
parisons, and to have adorned the whole with a
style, less attic and various indeed than that of
Locke or Hume, but clear, flowing, and har-
monious. To me it appears, that the authors
on whom he has formed his taste, are not of
native growth; much less has he looked back to
Greece or Rome; France should seem to have

! Stewart’s Elements, passim.
9
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had his decided preference; and I should be cHAP.
inclined to believe that D’ Alembert, a geometer L ,
and metaphysician like himself, had been his
favourite model ; except that in Mr. Stewart

you may discern, I think, more warmth of heart

and affection, and more native eloquence ; but,

on the other hand, too frequently recognize the
academic lecturer in unbounded diffusion, and

in endless repetitions.

In the year 1751, D’Alembert first printed The Paris
his preliminary discourse to the French Eney- ;:fgﬁd -
clopédia. Within these few years, Mr. Stewart E:d?:“
performed a somewhat similar office for the )
Encyclopédia Britannica. In D’Alembert’s Re-
view of Philosophy, in many respects highly
valuable, he gives reason to believe, as I shall
have occasion to shew hereafter, that he was
little, if at all, acquainted with Greek philosophy,
and particularly with that of Aristotle. Mr.
Stewart’s undertaking precluded the necessity
of any such acquaintance whatever, since his
s« view of the progress of metaphysical, ethical,
and moral science,’” is confined to the period
that has elapsed since the revival of letters in
modern Europe. We shall see, by and by,
whether the preliminary discourses of both these
eminent men, would not have been more complete
and more satisfactory, had they been better
qualified in their reviews to extend the retrospect.

I now come to the most important branch of Transition

. qe e ee o e to the ac-
this disquisition, to examine into that abstruse, count of
but exact science, to which Aristotle continually ;‘:‘:ﬁl",ﬂa‘fe

refers in the popular work here thanslated. philosophy.

Upon this subject, having much to say, I must
F 4
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CHAP. strive to compress my matter to the utmost,

‘e~ lest this introduction to the Rhetoric shodld
appear to be a frontispiece too vast for the
building. A

mnw- This science, then, whether it be called meta-
physics, the first philosophy, the intellectual
system, or the knowledge of human nature? has
never been depreciated, but either by perver-
sity or ignorance. Bacon declares it to be the
key to all other knowledge?, and an illustrious
distiple of Bacon, pronounces it to be the basis
of all the other sciences, and essential to the
formation of distinct and exact notions on any
subject whatever.¢ It remounts to the origin
of all these notions; classes or assorts them;
distinguishes those that afford demonstration,
from those that lead us only to different degrees
of probability ; and, discerning the various ener-
gies of thought, contemplates in the noble works
effected by them, the fair edifice of arts and
sciences ; surveys the relations which they bear
to each other ; and thus appreciates the extent
of human power in speculation, in action, and
in production. For, as of speculative philosophy
truth is the object, so of practical philosophy
the object is truth accompanied with works;
whether these works terminate in the actions of
men, and what is called moral virtue, or in skil-
ful productions of the arts.®

2 It has recently received the new name of Idéologie. See
“ Elemens D’Idéologie, par M. Destutt Comte de Tracy.”

s De Augment. Scient. 1. v. c. 1.

¢ D’Al Discours sur L’Encyclopedie.

% Conf. Aristot. Metaph. . i.c. 1. 1. vi. c. 1. Ethic. Nicom.l.vi. c. 4.
and Moral, Magua. 1. i. c. 35. p. 170. In the last chapter of his Esssy,
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Aristotle rejects the doctrine of innate ideas, CHAP.

afd maintains, that all our direct information ori-

ginates in perceptions of sense.® But this inform- Intellect

ation could not carry us a single step in science

or in art, without higher principles than sensa-

tion, memory, fantasy, and the capacity of being’

disciplined and instructed by associations, or
custom, all which are shared in common with
man, by many inferior tribes of animals.” Even
reason itself, thereby meaning the discursive
faculty which infers one propositionfrom anagher,
would never, of itself, enable us to rear any part
of the intellectual edifice ; for, to this end, there
must be a firm foundation to rest on : unless this
were the case, reasoning would be endless; to
cite Aristotle’s emphatic words 8, ¢ It is ignor-
ance not to know in what things demonstration
is required, and in what it is not.” To suppose
all truths obtained by demonstrative reasoning,

Locke gives a division of the Sciences, or, as he says, of all that can
fall within the compass of the human understanding. The first is
¢uvouen, or natural philosophy, which consists in the knowledge of
things, as they are in their own proper beings. The end of this is
bare speculative truth. Secondly, =paxtu, the skill of applying
rightly our own powers and actions, for the attainment of things
good and useful. These two, together with the oyuewruen, or doc-
trine of signs, otherwise called Logick, are, he says, the most general,
as well as most natural division of the objects of the understanding.
In this division, however, Locke omits the womruy, the productive;
wpalis and wormous, action and production, are neither of them mere
speculation, yet totally different from each other.

6 New Analysis, p. 68. et seq.

7 Aristot. in libro de Memoria et Reminiscentia, c. 1, 2. p. 680.
Conf. Problem, sect. xxv. p. 797. .

¢ Aristot. Metaph. 1. iv. c. 4. Confer. Analyt. Poster. . ii. c. 15
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implies a progress to infinity, a thing impossi-
ble®; and therefore takes away all demonstra-
tive reasoning whatever. The author, therefore,
infers a better and higher faculty in man than
that merely discursive; the faculty, by which
we obtain the knowledge of immediate or infui-
&ive" truths ; namely, those truths which are the
basis of demonstration itself. ¢ Of the intel-
lectual habits, by which truth is discovered,
some are firmly relied on, as demonstration and
scieyce; others are found, by experience,
frequently to deceive us, as reasoning and
opinion. All science, however, is accompanied
by reasoning : there cannot, then, be any science
of first principles; that is, of those immediate
truths, on which all others hinge. Intellect,
therefore, is the source of science, being the
only thing more bright, and more divine than
science itself : and, as the human hand is the
instrument of instruments ; that is, the instru-

. ment that enables us to fashion every other 2,

so the intellect is the form of forms ; in plainer
words, that supreme faculty in man, in which
all his accurate knowledge originates, and by
which, solely, its solidity is established.'

® The words in Italics, are used by Aristotle a little below, in
going over the same subject.

1o Immediate truths are those obtained without any medium of
proof: in modern langusage, called intuitive, by a metaphor.

1 Metaph. . xiv. c. 9.  Conf. Analyt. Posterior, 1. ii. c. 15. et
Ethic. Nicom. 1. vi. ¢. 6.

'* De Anima, l. iii. c. 9. p. 656.

13 This doctrine of intellect was shown to be essential to an explan-
ation of the pheenomena of mind. See my New Analysis, p. 53. et
seq. To rcfer thesc pheenomena to mere sensation, is an abuse of
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On this foundation is raised the first stage of CH llf P.

Aristotle’s philosophy, his doctrine of causes;
which, after being grossly mistaken, has been
very unjustly stigmatised by writers, from whom
better things might have been expected. Ac-
cording to Aristotle, the notion of a cause,
though one of the most general that we enter-
tain, is also one of the very first in formation.
It is a notion impressed on us by all our sens.
ations and reflections, and discovers itself so
early, that the actions of a child imply a familiar
acquaintance with it. Every change that ap.
-pears in the objects around us, intimates some
cause of that change ; whether the change be the
simplest of all, merely that of place; or whether
it consists in alteration, which is change of
quality ; in augmentation or diminution, which
. are changes of quantity ; in generation, or cor-
ruption, which are changes of substance. In
every one of these cases alike, to infer the action

terms. This, however, is attempted, in one of the newest and most
elaborate works of modern metaphysics, (the Ideology of Count
Tracy) ; in perusing which ingenious performance, it is impossible not
to join with the present Archbishop of Dublin, when he says, “Had
those, who within the two last centuries, employed themselves in
investigating the intellectual powers of man, studied Aristotle more,
they would have been more successful in their endeavours to extend
the sphere of human knowledge,” Magee on Atonement, vol
ii. p. 4. fourth edit.

14 This substance, essence, or «3os, may either be the principal
characterising property, from which things commonly derive their
names, and from which all their other sensible qualities, as well as
latent powers, are supposed to flow, or it may be a real individual
substance, as the soul of man. When this departs, the body changes
and rots. Aristot. deé Anima. -1, iii. c. 9.

o/
Aristotle’s

doctrine of
causes.
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cHAP. of an efficient cause, is one of the first per-
IL
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ceptions of intellect operating on experience ;
and to deny the force of this conclusion, would
lead to the most palpable absurdity, and prepare
us to believe that this fair world could have
begun, of itself, to exist; a work without a
maker, a contrivance without a contriver; pro-
positions so monstrous, that they are thrown out
by every sound mind, and rejected with the
utmost scorn. A cause is essentially prior to
its effect; but, as causes or agents operate in
perpetual succession, that may be a cause con-
sidered under one aspect, which is barely an
effect considered under another. This suc-
cession, however, cannot be endless; for, in
such a succession, every cause being merely the
effect of the cause preceding it, when the chain
is endless, there can be no first link, and there-
fore no cause at all. In this progression of
causes, therefore, the first link is held by the
hand of the Almighty, whose essence is absolute
self-derived power, independent and never-
ceasing energy.'"

An able and acute writer has said, “ Many of
Aristotle’s distinctions are merely verbal. Of
this kind is his distinction of causes, of which
he makes four kinds, efficient, material, formal,

15 Metaph. 1. xiv. c. 7. and 8. In conformity with this doctrine,
the ablest, perhaps, of modern metaphysicians says, “ The course of
nature is nothing but the will of the Almighty, operating in a con-