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THE CRITIC OF ARGUMENTS.

I. EXACT THINKING.

®

. BY CHARLES S. PEIRCE.

“Curric” is a word used by Locke in English, by
Kant in German, and by Plato in Greek,
the art of judging, being formed like “logic.” I
should shrink from heading my papers Logic, because

logic, as’ it is set forth in the: treatises, is an‘arf far’

worse than useless, making a man captious about trifles
and neglectful of weightier matters, condemning every
inference really valuable and admitting only such as
are really childish. -

It is naughty to do what mamma forbids;
* Now, mamma forbids me to et off my hair:
Therefore, it would be naughty for me to cut off my hair,

This is the type of.rcasoning to which the treatises
profess to reduce all the reasonings which they ap-
prove. Reasomihg from authority does, indeed, come
to that, and in a broad sense of the word authority,
such reasoning only. This reminds us that the logic
of the treatises is, in the main, a heritage from the
ages of faith and obedience, when the highest philoso-
phy was conceived to lie in making everything depend
upon authiority. Though few men and none of the less
sophisticated minds of the other sex ever, nowadays,
plunge into the darkling flood of the medieval commen-
taries, and fewer still dive deep enough to touch bot-
tom, everybody has received the impression they are
full of syllogistic reasoning ; and this impression is
correct. The syllogistic logic truly reflects the sort of
reasoning in which the men of the middle ages sin-
cerely put their trust ; and yet it is not true that even
scholastic theology was sufficiently prostrate before its
authorities to have possibly been, in the main, a pro-
~ duct of ordinary syllogistic thinking, Nothing can be
imagined more strongly marked in its distinctive char-
acter than the method of discussion of the old doc-
tors. Their one recipe for any case of difficulty was
a distinction. That' drawn, they would proceed to
- show that the difficulties were in force against every
member of it but one. Therein all their labor of think-
ing lies, and thence comes all that makes their phi.
losophy what it is. Without pretending, then, to pro-
nounce the last word on the character of their thought,

’

to signify .

. . e O

we may, at least, say it was not, in their sensey, syl-
logistic ; since in place of syllogisms it is rather char-_
acterised by the use of such forms as the foll('s(wv'.ngi:
Eversfthing is either Z,or J/; ‘
S'is not A7 :
oSis Py
This is commonly/

called disjunctive reasoning s -but,
for reasons whicli it would be too long to explain in
full, T prefer td'term it dilemmaitic reasoning.
modes of inference are, essentiaily, of the same char-
acter as the dilemma. fndeed, the regular stock éx-
ample of the dilemma (for the logicians, in their gre-
gariousness, follow their leader even down to ihe
examples), though we find it set down in the second-
century commonplace-book of Aulus Geilius, has quite
the ring of a scholastic disquisition. The question, in
this example, is, ought one to take a wife?  In an-
swering it, we first distinguish in regard to wives
(and I seem to hear the Doctor subtillissimus saying :
Dbrimo distinguendum est de*hoc nomine uxor). A wife'
may ‘mean a piain.or a pretty wife. Now, a plain
wife does not satisfy her husband ; so one ought not
to take a plain wife. Buta pretty wife is a perpetua!l
source of jealousy; so one ought still less to thke a
pretty wife. In sum, one ought to také no wife, at all,
It may seem strange that the dilemma is not'men-
tioned in a single medieval logic. It first ‘appears in
othe << De Dialectica” of Rugolph Agricola.* But it
should surprise n0body that the most characteristic
form of demonstrative reasoning of those ages is left
unnoticed in their logical treatises. - The best of such
Wworks, at all :apochs, though they reflect in some meas-
ure contemporary modes of thought, have always
been considerably behind their times. For the meth-
ods of thinking that are living_activities in men are not
objects of reflective consciousness. They baffle the
student, because they are a part of himself. ‘
, © “Of thine éy;a [am ey?:—beam." <Lt
says Emerson’s sphynx. The methods of .thinking
men consciously admire are different from, and often,
in some respects, inferior to those they actually em:
ploy. Besides, it is apparent enough, even to one_“)

* @r possibly in some other chaissn{ncc writing, My memory may deceive
me ; and my library is precious small. :
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who only knows the works of the madern logicians,
that their predecessors can have been Iitde given to
seeing out of their own eyes, since, had they been so,
their sequacious successors \'VO\Id have-been reli-
giously bound to follow suit.

One has to confess that writers of logxc books haxe
been, themselw ‘es, with rare exceptions, but shambling
reasoners. How wilt thou say to thy brother, Let me

_ pull out the mote out of thinc eye; and behold, a beam
is in thine own eye ?
losophers at largé, both small and great, that their
reasoning is so loose and fallacious, that the like in
mathematics, in political economy, or in physical
science, would be received in derision or simple scorn.
When, in my teens, I was first reading the master-
pieces of Kant, Hobbes, and other great thinkers, my
father, who ‘was a mathematician, and who, if not an
analyst o; thought, at least never failed to draw the
correct conclusion from given premisses, unless by a

mere slip, would induce me to.repeat to him the dem- -

onstrations of the phildsophers, and in a very few
words would usually rip them _up and show them empty.
“In that way, the bad habits of thinking that would

otherwxse have been indelibly impressed upon me by

“ those mighty powers, were, I hope, in some measure,
“overcome. Certainly, I believe the best thing for a
fledgling philosopher is a close compamonshlp with a
" stalwart practical reasoner.

How often do we hear it said that’ ‘the study of phx-
losophy requires /ard thinking ! But I am rather ins
clined to think a man will never begin to reason well
about such subjects, till he has conquered the natural

impulse to making spasmodic efforts of  mind. In.

mathematics, the complexity of the problems renders
it often ahttle difficult to hold all the different ele-
ments of our mental diagrams in their right places.
In a certain sense, therefore, hard- thinking #s occa-
~ gionally requisite in that discipline. But m taphysical
philosophy does not present any such com lxcatxons,
and has no work that /ard thinking can do.] What is
~needed above all, for metaphysics; is thgrough and
,mature thinking ; and the particular reqgyfisite to suc-
cess in the critic of arguments is exact and diagram-
matic thmkmg
To illustrate my meamng, and at the same time to
~“justify myself, in some degree, for conceding all I
" ‘have to the prejudice of logicians, I will devote -the
residue of the space which I can venture. to occupy

to-day, to the examination of a Statement which ha#

often been made by logicians, and often dissented

from, but which I have never seen treated otherwise

than as a position qu;_te possible: for a reputable

_«logician, I mean the statement thn/the principle of .
condition of the

identity is the necessary and sufficie
valxdlty of all af’ﬁrmatwe sylloglsms,‘and that the prm-

I fear it has to be said of phi-,

ciples of contradiction and excluded middle, cousti-
tute the additional necessary and sufficient conditicns
for the validity of negative syilogisms. The printipic
of identity, expressed by the formula #¢.4 is 4, states

-that the relation of subject to predicate is a reiation

which every term bears to itself. The principle of
contmdxctnon exprosmd by the formula ¢°.f 1s not not
A, might be understood in three different senses;
first, that any term g in the rolatxon ot negution to
whatever. term _is in that relation 10" it, which is -
much as to say that the relation of negation 15 its own:
converse; second, that no term is in the relation 6f
negation to itself; thirq, that every term is in the re-
lation of negation ‘o everything but itself. Dut the

_first meaning is the best, since from it thé ciber two' -

readily follow as corollaries. The priticiple of ex-*

cluded middle, expressed by the formula < Not not ./ -

1s A,"” may also be inderstood in three senses; first.
that every term, ./, is predicable of anything that is in
the relation of negation to a term which is in the same -
relation to it, ./ ; second, that the objects of which any
term, 4, is predicable together with those of which .

the negativedof 4 is predicable t,ogether make up all ’

the Ob]F‘CtS possible ; third,'that every term, ./, is pred-
icable of whatever is in the relation of negation to
everything but 4. But, as before, the first meaning

is to be prcferred since from 1t the ot‘lers aie imme-

diately deducible.
There is hut one mood of umverqal afirmative syk--

"logism. "It is called Barbas .7, and runs thus:

"Any Mis P;

Any S'is &: .

‘. Any Sis . .
Now the question is, what one of the proﬁcrtxes of
the relation of subject to predicate is it, with the de- -
struction of which alone this form of inference ceases
invariably to yield a true conclusion from true prem-
isses? To find that out the obvious way id to destroy
all the properties of the relation in question, so as to
make it an entirely different relatiog, and then note
what condition this relation must satisfy in order to

“make the inference valid. Putting /s in place of is,

we get:
) 47 loves. P;
¢ Sloves M:
. S loves L. .

That this should be umversally true, it is necessary ‘

that every lover should love whatever his beloved
loves. A relation of which the like is true is called a
transitive relation. Accordm"ly, the condxtlon of the
validity of Barfara is that the relation expressed by
the copula should be a transitive relation. This state-

‘ment, was first accurately made by De Morgan; but it
‘is in. substantial agr’eement w:th the doctrme of

v
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Aristotle. The analo"ue of the principle of identity,
when /ozes is the copula of the proposition, is . that
everybody loves himself. This would plainly not suf-
fice of itself to make the inferential form valid ; nor
would its being false prevent that form from bemrf
valid,  provided loving were a transitive relation.

Thus, by a little exact thinking, the’principle of iden-

tity is clearly seen to be reither a sufficient nor a
necessary condition for the truth of Aarbara.

Let us now examine the negative sy llogisms. The
SImplest of these is Celarent, which rins as follows

Any /7 is not /’
Any Sis A
. Any Sis not' 2.

Let us subthtute injures for is not. Then the,form bc-

comes
Every J injures 7

Every Sis N
-. Every S injures 7.

ThlS 1s a good inference, still, no matter what sort of
relation injuring is. Consequently, this syllovlsm is
dependent upon no property of negation, except that
it expresses a relation. Let us, in the last form, sub-

‘stitutesloves for is, Then, we get

' ’ ey zkl'injures P )
S loves A7
‘. S injures /.

In order that this should hold good-ifrespeetihe of the

nature of the relation of injuring) it is necessary that

nobody should love anybody but himself. A relation.

of that sort is called a siéi-relation or concur rency. The
necessary and sufficient condition of the validity of

- Celarent is, then, that the copula shoul express a

sihi-relation.  This is not what the principle of iden-

tity expresses. of course, every sibi- reZzt:wz Is transi--
tive. :

~ The next simplest of the universal negative-syilo-
gisms is Camestres, which runs thus:

. Any M is P
Any Sis not P:
. Any Sis not M. .

Substitute injures for is not, and we get,
- Every Misa P;

Every S injures every /:
‘. Every S injures every M.

This obviously holds because the injuring is to cvery
one of the class injured. It would not do to reason,'
) - . Every Misa P,
‘ Every Sinjures a /7
. Every S injures an J/.

of Camestres-is that by not, we miean not any, and not

.
¢

not some.  In loglcal lingo, this is expressed by, saying
that negative predicates are distzibuted. But the con-
dition that the copula expresses a sivi-relation is also
involved. : '
" The remaining universal ne'fative svllo"isms of the
old enumeration, (eluntes and’ Cwm, depend upon
one principle. They are:
© Celantes o Cesare
Any ./ is not 7 \.ny M is not /7;
Any Sis A/ Auv Sis /7%
. Any Fis not S. . Any S is uot 1[

Substituting fe/ss for is not, we "et')

Every J/ fights every /2
- Every Sis J/;
. Every 7 fights every J/.

Every M fights every 7;
. Every Sis /%
. Every § fights every .1/

What is requisite to the vaiidity of these inferences is
plainly that the relation expressed by fiv/i¢s should be
its own converse, or that everything should fight what-
ever fights it. This is the analogue of the principle of
contradiction.

We see, then, that the principles of universal .,yl-
logism of the ordinary sort are that the copula ex
presses-a §idi-relation, not that®it gxpresses an agree-
ment, which is what the principle of 1dentvty states, -
and.that the negative is its own converse, which is the
law of contradiction.

The aythors who say that the prmcxple of identity
governs affirmative syllogism give no pwof of what

‘they allege. We are expected to see’it by -¢hard

thinking.” 1 fancy I can explain what this Pprocess of
‘“hard thinking” is. By a spasm induced by self-
hypnotisation you throw yourself into a\state of men-
tal vacancy. = In this state the formula «“ 4 is 4 " loses
its definite signification and seems quite empty.
Being empty, it is regarded as wonderfully lofty and-
precious. Fired into enthusiasm by the contempla-

tion of it, the subject, -with one wild ‘mental leap,

throws himself into the belief that it must rule all
human reason. -Consequently, it is the prmcxple of
syllogism. If thisis,as I suspect, what hard thmkmg
means, it is of no use in philosophy. .

As for the principle of excluded mxddle, the only

syllogistic forms it governgate the dilemmatic ones.
. Anynot Pis M; T

Any Si3 not M7:
‘. Any Sis 2.

w wlmiring for not, we have: »
Everything admiying every 7 is an M;

- We see, then, that the principal reason of the validity

Every S admires (eve:y A
B Every Sisa /.

i
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A STUDY OF FOLK-SONGS.
) BY L. J. \.’A‘,\.‘CE.

IN the last number of the Journal of Lnerican Folk-
lore the editor, Mr. Newell, says that ¢ the time has
not yet come for a comparative study of folk-song.”
It is argued that the materials for 'such a study are
wanting. That may be so—in part. DBut many stu-

dents of folk-lore will find the materials already gath- -

~ered sufficient for their purposes; for example, to
show the evolution of song. The evidence is about

allin. If any branch of folk-lore has been theroughly -

explored,and the results published, it is popular song.
It ig not likely that many new discoveries will be made
to change commonly-accepted opinionson the subject.
) The significance and value of folk—'s'ong are now
pretty well understood. - Whenever the folk-song has
sprung up and flourished jt has come from the life of
the people«and has grown out of the soil they trod’
~and ploughed. Hebrews, Greeks, 'and Romans all
had these songs, and while the l,1ouse-wijes lightened
their domestic labors with their country melodies, the
men ploughed many a furrow to their tune, and forged
' the war-weapon to their rhythm. Centuries later- the

Mastersingers came and chanted rude poeti¢ strains,’

“ As the weaver plied the shuttle, wove he too thé'mystic thyme ;
Aad the smith his iron meastres bammeted to the anvil's chime. "

With the migratipn of the German, the warriot
Teuton sang as he livdd. The greater part of his life
was devoted to hunting and’ fighting,. broken into. by
“rdde enjoyment and wild revelry. Now and then his
land-song was attuned in peaceful key, but more often
urging the singer to battle-axe and oar with a dash and
a vigor that made Roman enemies fear him asa fierce
. and cunning fée. It is strains such as_these—strains

which have sprung out of conflict and plundering éx-
' peditions, and out'of the every-day joys and sorrows
—that reflect human nature in its natural moods and
and aspects. ' . ,

Mr. Darwin refers to that deep-seated instinct of
man, which impels him in all moments of strong or
intense feeling-to break out intc a kind of chant. Such

7

emanations*well up from the heart : the lover describ-(\

ing the charms of the maid, the sower casting seed,
the‘reaper swinging his sickle, the shepherd minding
his flock, the-fisherman mending his nets,
on the march, the mourner at the grave—these
chanted a something, when music as an art still was
not, and what suéh was is more or lesspfaithfully re-
flected in Volkslicder, and in every country’s national
melodies. J S '

~from spirits.

the soldier.
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To make this gpod, it must be that the only- person
who admires everybody that admires a given person

is that person. This is the analogue of ““everything
<l is .1, which is the principle of excluded

Above allfolk-song tells of the existence and every-
day lifc 6f the workers, in-door and out-door, and that
has, for us, a special'valie and significance. It is the
habit of uncultured peoples {o break out into sony at

the slightest provocation.” Maty iudividuals can com-’

pose cxtempore.  Thus the New Zealand singers * Je-
scribe passing events in extenmpore songs.,” The Lum-
barrans, savs Park, iightened their labors with songs,
““orfc of which wasg compo:;-:;d cextentpore, for 1 was

the subject of jt.” The. Kirghese in Asia, savs the -

Rev. Dr. Lansdell, *have a keen appreciation of sing-
ing and improvisation. No young giri commands such

admiration of men as one who is clever at singing

repartee; and no men are sc¢ liked by the Kirghese
girls as gpod and able singers,”

- In the lower stages of culture the nprovisatory
often claimis 1o be inspired.” He obtains his sonys
In Austraiia the ‘“song-makers” are
Bira-arks, or .Shamans. According to Mr. A. \V.
Howitt; the Bira-arks of the Kurnai tribe “profess~tb

-receive their inspiration from thie ghosts (mrart) as

well as the dances, which they were supposed to have
seen first performed in ghostland.” The Eskimos

- have singing-masters,.who instruct both' young and

old in the ancienc songs. The natives build large
houses for singing. The master of the singing house
1S a fornay, or spirit, With whom the-Angakut, or Sha-
man, is supposed to be in communication. .

Dr. Franz 'Boag,' who has made a careful study of
Eskimo songs, says that “the form of both old and

¥ . . - . .
NeW songs 1s very strict.” There must be no devia-

tion from the words and rhythms fixed for zll time.
According to the same authority, the Kwakiu*i Indians

of British Columbia are veiy particular in this respect,

and any mistake made by a singer is considered op-
probrious. «“On, certain occasions the singer who
makes a mistake is killed.” The sav i¢, in the prac-
tice of his religion, regards song as a very serious mat-
ter. His medicine-men obtained the verses from the

. spirits, and they would be offended by any change.

Perhaps the most irregular kind of singing are the

dirges,"or “laments,” which are chanted over the
graves of the dead. And yeta comparative study of ,

these mournful tupes, will show that the wailings of
widely-separated peoplé ‘have elements in common.
The rudest funeral chants consist simply of howlings
a‘i’k’cryihgs and irregular callings. The words of - a
death dirge sung by the Sénél [ndian of California,
as given by Mr. Powers, are.as follows: ’

* Hel-lel-le-ly, -
Hel-lel-a,
i Hel-lel-1u.”
The Basques of Spain ululate thus:
s' Lelo-il-Lelo, Lelo dead Lelo
Lelo it Lelo

Lelo zarat, Lelo zara,,
Il Lelou killed Lelo.”
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