‘) 'vation’ down .through savage and’.barbarou
| times, Jeaves it at the end of the feudal 8-
n hﬂehehuthowngreatindustryin
g .all sorts of . in!ornmtion, -muyoh . of

*.i8 not, without’ -interest, - his »
w lly orit!oal. “The tales ot all travellers

werq. the- testimony. ‘of ‘an_eye-witness;
| Of course much that 13 -eited by Prot, Letours
neau 1s from trustworthy informanta, but the:
: t of 4 ki tobendmlttod!nto‘any
mnylcientiﬂc-e_ei; e

ume,
[ Equltablo ‘Taxation,” which is- ‘made,
up of seven essays by. dlﬂ!arent, authors. . The

5. Ot nmewhat moro lmpomnee is a book en
' _tltlod ‘Who Puyu Yonr ]

,pnblfabed'by Pntqgnnsin ‘their “Quesuon £
: y'!-,-am‘a.‘ s chibt lnm'esb Hes in

. ﬁork by H.de B, Gibbins (London ne, :
1 Co:) whieh reviows '

~Bodial questiona bave aronsed such mtemdty

-of feeling in England of late ‘years that it.is-
| diffcalt for a foreignér, to obtain information .
a8 to matters of fact thats not distorted’ by
the prejndleea of the’ intormant. ‘Tbe
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th¥¥&mo subjoct As thoso In tho thirteenth.
Thoy cover tho dates from' November 6, 1776,
to March 14, 1777, "Woree Lord Stormont, the
English Ambus:anthr in Paris, a haugbty, 1li-
manucred man, who yet thinks himself very
polite and dij lomatie, remonstiting with the
French Ministers and trying to bully them.
They are lying to him, and bo knows it, but
neither sido is ready to throw away the mask.
Both countrics cxpect war, und beth aro will-
ing to’ postpono it. )

In a lotter written by the American Commis-
sioners in Frauce to tho Committee of Corro-
spondence of Coilgmss in Philadelphin, wogeta
glimpse of the methods by whicii the English
Ministers are recruiting thoir armies in

America: . .

. e
¢

“1he Anspachers who wero t6 be embarked
in Holland mutinied & refused to proceed ;
80 that their Prince was obliged to go with kis
Guards & force them on: A Gentleman of
Rotterdam, writes us that he saw Numbers
brought bound Handy & Feet in Boats to
that placo. This ‘docs not seem asif much
Service can be expected from such unwilling
Soldiers.” (1448.) . .

The incident roferred to was not unknown.
The British Government, apong its contracts
for “ Hessiatis,” included ono for a contingent
of tho subjects of the Margrave of Awuspach-
Bayreuth.. Thoe -svldiers who were thus sold
marched out from Anspach in two regiments,

© with 101 chasseurs and 44 artillerymen—in all,

1,285 men. They marched in good order to the
neighborhood of thelittle walled town of Ochs-
enfurth, which is prottily situated on the
Main, and which belnged at that time to the
Bishop of Wiirzburg. Here, toward nightfall,
they wero put into the boats in which they
were to float down stream to Holland. But
one night aboard, mado the bLearts of theso
landsmen sink within them. Tbey had enlisted
to face the entmy, but not the perils of the

. deep and rapid Main, or of that even greatér.

expanse of water of whichh they bad veguely

"beard as the ‘Ocean. They were willing to
* stand their ground, but thoy wanted gfound to

stand on; so they .broke out into mutiny and
rebellion, pushed their boats ashore, and re-
fused to obey their officers. )

Here was news to disturb tte serenity of the

. Most Serene Highness, sitting there quictly in

the paluc> at Anspach aad wondering in a
dreamy way on what day ho might expect the
first instalment of the subsidy bo was to ro-
cefvo for the services of theso very troops. A
fino time he expects to bave’ smuding}hut
money. He bas planned a most charlging
journey to Paris. Visions of tho Boulevards,
with their Tows of smaller theatres, - of tho
Palais Royal and its mixod company, of Ver-
saillos and tho court, are chasing cach other in

" somewhat confused fashion thravgh His Serene

Higliness's day-dream. The young Queen of
‘France:is smiling most graciously on a prince

. suppgsed to bave leanings toward her native

Austria—but a chamberlain hns burst juto the
room: “The troops, Durchlauchtester. Herr,
the troops aro in.revolt!” “ What does hosay?”
The Margrave is ouf of bis arm-chair. “Bring
me zﬁy boots! Superment! not thoso things!—
the riding-boots! Nover mind the watch! No

- meed of a carpet-bag. My gray horso and such

cavalry as arc on guard, and seo that the pis-
tols are in the holsters!” And so lis Highness
gallops off to chsenfurth, and appears among

- bjs paughty_children. by tho. waterside,-and-

coaxes and drives them aboard, and even ac-

- companies them down the rives, stopping at

Hannu to borrow some cjean shirts, and brings
thew to Rotterdum, whero Dr. Fravklin hears

" . . ot

“termibacy in the limits of the applicaticn of

-kinds{-and-the-notion of separpte kinds is un-

of them; but llis Sereno gbness does not go
with his mon to America. . .

Perbaps it would hdve boen betler for their
reputation and Lis own had bho dono so. Per-
haps in that caso Sir Heury Clinton would not
have found it necessary tosend the Anspachers
round by water from lhiladelphia to New
York in the summer of 1773, with tho invalids
and the non-combatants - instead of including
thero in his marching army. Perhaps the Ger-
man princo woulJ have shown himself o brave
man it an unscrupulous one, willing tosell his
own body for foreign service as well as those
of his tubjecth. But no, tbe Margrave re-
turned tg Anspach, picked up his watch and
pocketed bis subsidy, and went off to Paris
after all. : BN

Distinction and ‘the Criticism of Belicf. By
Alred Sidgwick.” Longmans. (1893,

Mr. SILGWICK enjoys a certain’ reputatiqu, ¥o'f

carries an air of distinction.and mundauity .
in his style, and he professes to discuss ques-
tions of logic in a “fresh and enlightenod way;
so that we open his books in high expectation.
But we lay them down with a sigh.  All that
“hss beenaccowplithed in this department of
thought sinve the days shen it was possible for
a Hegel to publish such attempts at analysis as
"Hegel’s were, might as well have remained
unrecorded as far as Mr, Sidgwick’s teachings
are concerped. Now, that a.man can do fine
work in Jogic without being well read in its
literature, several eminent instances render
mere-than evident. But the requisito to such
fruitfuln is an extraordinarily vigorous
mind, tHi#t brings forth genuine flowers of
thou;ht, bright, delicate, and redolent of sug-
gestion, and not'mere fabrjcations of tissuc-
paper, neeiing iwires stuqk through them to |
hold them in shape. .

The author opens by expluining that the sub.
jeet of his studies is. Ambiguity., This pro-
mises well, for there is nothing thinkers of his
quality need more tostudy. But we soon find
ourrelves wondering whether he knows what
the word .ambiguity meauns. Hocan hardly be
unawaro there is such a fault, but.he appears
to have littie dread of it. The real topic of
‘bis book’is not that, but vagueness. Ambigui-
ty is & confusion between ideas quite distinct,
such as tho unlimitcd and the immeasurable;
and though *Distinction” does not treat of this,
it richly illudtrates it. Vagueness is an inde-

an idea, as to how many grains of sand are
required to make a heap, and the like, It is
not necedsarily o fault of reasoning; in its
lower degrees it is but an unavoidable and
Larmless imgperfection of thought. T'he problem
Mr. didgwick sets himeelf is to note the pre-
cautions needful that vagueness mny not lead
into positive error; and a problem of elemen-
tary simplicity it is. Yet 280 pages mhshit suf-
fico t> muudlo it, and this volume s 27%:
Au cflicient aid in trcuu‘pg such a subjéet, so
as to satisiy tho’»kiu)mer of books that be bas
gone over matter which would have been worth
reading—and this class numbers finportant
critics—is a vceabulury well choren to render
the meaningy of dubious propositions question-
able, and to dress up fumiliar ideas in queer
disguises, -~

AMr. Bidgwick informs us that “ distinction as
such—distinction at all—is the separation of

avoidably opposed to, the notion of differences
which are morely of degroe.” The first half of
this : tatement is, of course, true, if the writer.

cloo:es to tako the word “distinction” in the
, . ¥ _

seuse whbich makes it so.  In tho received lane .
gungoe of logic tho soparation of kinds i called
division, and distinction is restricted to, a so-
paration of :-ignillcnlinn{; in metaphysicsydis-
tinction is auy kind ol otherue:s. Bub\ﬂm
tecond part of the statemicnt, that a “distine.
tion ™ Eannot be merely guantitative, is a fair
specimen of Mr, Silawick's logic. Is there
any Ydistinction” between the color of searlat
iodide of mercury and thatof Paris green? It
not, wo fear the new meuning of “distincticn®
is not'a very useful one. Tho two colors are .
defined by the following equations:

Scarlet =.58 R £ 0,10 G —0.03 B.

Zmerald = —0.03 R + 0.91 G—0.13 B,
where R, G, and B dencte n stendard red;
green, and blue respectivoly. 1t is seen that
the colors differ only by the magnitudes of

or

§ certain coeflicients. 'Thero seems to ba tome

contiict bere,
.18 Nir.Sidgwick quito surs of his position?
Here is his arguinent, with which.he is plain- \

\

ly v'ery well satisfied: “In order to put any .

Rieaning into the nome ‘differcnco in Kind,?
wo must have some alternative contrasted with
it, and that alternative is ‘ditference in de-
greo.’” What shall we nay of this rensoning ?
It is highly philosoplical, no doubt; but e
favorite division with Mr. Silgwick s that of -
thought into philosophy and good senso.

He tells ns that wherever fhere is continuity,
evory distinction must Lo vaguo and hazy in

its gutlines. 1}f bo reans that a surface can- -

not be part searlet” and part emerald, witha
tharp boundary between them, be is making a
large draft upon -the confiding trust of the
reader. But on p. 72 Mr. Sidgwick lets drop
a remark about centinuity (and a ‘long anno-
tation sbows it to Lo no inadvertency) which
disqualifies bim frow teaching the propertis
of continuity, by showing bin ignorant of one
of the fundamental discriminations established
by niodern discussions, and.-no longer in intel-
ligent dispute. The remark fn question jm-
plies that inlinite divisiLility—that is, tbe pre-
senco; in a row of poiuts, of intermodiate
poluts botween overy two puints—cxcludes the
exictenco of finite geps in the row., But put -
this to'tbe test.  From the whole seres of ra-,
tional fractions remove 1{ and 2{'and all frac-
tious fntermediats botween these in value,
‘Lhis makes a gap'in the scries; yet it remains
as true of the series ro mutilated as it was of

the unwutilated series, that if nny two frac-

tions which belong to it are given, a fraction
of intermediato valuo can bo found. belonging
to it. . -
Mr. Sidgwick says that if nature is continu- .
ous, it certainly follows that “the laws of
thought ™ (the -quotation-marks are his) are .
fal:o in every case, asapplied to actual thiogs,
By tho laws of th:ought he means the principles -
of identity, contradiction, aud excluded mid-
dle, which he says are “nsualiy " so called. If
be would Jook futo the last fifty treatises cn

“Jogie in German, English, and Frcnch, he

would find, we think, tbat these principles
-aro not now usually called the laws of thopght.
Any decper acquaintance with the ‘actual
stato of Jogical nnalysis would show that such

A\

8 desigwation i tlic mark of an'olisolescent und

degenerate school of logicians. But let us sce
what his rea:ons are for saying these princls

ples uro fulsitied L continuity, 1n the caseol
tho principlo of idenmy, tho reason: i3 that

“any uctual A bas been non-A dnd will be -

non-A again; v has therofore some non-A_{n
it,” But suppose wo grant this (though its

-therefore is absurd), it does not touch the prin-

ciploof identity, which ehuply says, “AfsA®
—f.¢e., overy term can bo predicated o fuell—

N

L reasons overlook the paradox which really does give to continuity an appear-

:'Q.'_ . Cluded middle must be violated in form.

e to call a point colored is a figure of speech, and this figure of 'speéch it
is which alone gives the appearance of a violation of the principle of con- )
. ~eradiction. ' ' ' ‘ o
me ' But enough of this. The spectacle of Mr. Alfred Sidgwick grappling S T

The following is taken from page 325:

¥ . &
and fnakes no reference to the relation between A and non-A. For the prin-
ciple of contradiction his reason is, that "any actual A may deserve to be
called non-A.“ For the principle of excluded middle his reason is, that ’
"between the actual A's and non-A's there is always a middle region, or -
borderland." Besides being the baldest possible petitiones principii, these

‘ ance of inconsistency. If a surface be painted part red and part green, it
is true'thaf points on the boundary-line are equally green and red, and thus
for them it seems that either the principle of contradiction or that of ex-

But this is not true of points in \

general, nor.e£& any région, as Mr. Sidgwick's reasons imply. The violation '

of consistency is merely apparent, as any sound brain witll feel. Every
portion of the surface is either red or green, those which cross the boun-

dary being partly red and partly green. But a point is not a portion of a-

surface; and the true characters of the points with reference to the colors

are three: namely, they are either (1) wholly surrounded by red portions,

.0r" (2) wholly surrounded by green portions, or (3) partly -surrounded by red

and partly by green portions. Literally, nothing but.a surface is colored;

with the problem of continuity is like an infant slapping the face of the'
i Great Sphynx: it is so ridiculous as to become positively touching. He
" is more in his element with such questions as these: "“Is snow a thing, or
. is it only an accidental state of matter? And is water, for that matter,
anything more than an imperfectly stable condition of its two component e
" gases?" He reaches his largest proportions in our eyes when we. find him L
criticising with success the reasoning in those gigantic efforts of intel- ‘
. lect, the debates in the British-House of Commons, such as the following:
~ “Lord R. Churchill--He says it.is well known in war that movements -
which are offensive in their nature are’ sometimes defensive in their essénce.
"Mr. Gladstone--Offensive in their form. ' : ' o
"Lord R. Churchill--What does that come to--that the attack of Gen.
Graham was offensive in its form but not in its nature? ' Three thousand men
Oor more were slaughtered, as a matter of form, by movements which were not
offensive 'in their nature! " . : o :
Until our "G. B." has his way, it may be feared we shall not°hear
debating like that in the House of Representatives. In this country we
have not time for such reasonings, nor for the other argumentations which
Mr. Sidgwick is occupied with refuting, nor for the closely similar ones. . >
with which he would replace them. :
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