MNEMONIC VERSES AND WORDS

or affirmative; . What is its quantity? uni-
versal, particular, indefinite, or singular.]

3. Simpliciter Feci, convertitur Evi per acci,
Asto per contra: sic fit conversio tota,
Asserit A, negat X, std universaliter
- _ombae; . s
Asgerit 7, nmegat O, sed particulariter

ambo. :
[£ and I apé converted simply; £ and 4,
per acoidpts ; A-and O, per contrapositionem. |

4. e, . contradic.; post, -contra.; prae

postque, subalter. ‘
‘Non omnis, quidam non; omnis non,
 quasi nullus; _ '
Non nullus, quidam; sed ‘nullus non’

) “valet ‘6mnis’; ‘

Non aliquis, nullus; ‘non quidam non’
valet ‘omnis’; ' :
Non alter, neuter; ‘neuter mon’ prae-
stat. ‘uterque.’
[Non placed before omnis or nullus gives the
contradictory proposition; ‘placed after, the
- contrary; both before and after, the subalter-
- nate.) . ' '
. 5. Primus, Amabimus; Edodali que, se-
: cundus; ’ "
- Tertius, Illtics ; Parpiirts, yek
Destruit i totum, sed & cog
que; .
Destruit & dictum, destrnit i que
modum, . oL
Omne necessiiriat; impossibils, quasi
nullus; T
Possibilé, quidam; quidam non, pos-
* sibile non.. .
E dictum negat, i que modum, nihil &
sed i totum. : )
[The first syllable of each of the four vocables
Amabimus, Edentils, IWidce, Purpuréa, is for
sthe possible mode; the second for the contin-
gent; the third for the impossible; the
fourth for the necessary. ' The vowel a signifies
.. that both mode and ‘dictum’ are to be taken
asgerforically; e, that the dictum is to be
denied ; 7, that the mode is to_be denied;
u, that both mode and dictum are to be
denied: Each word refers to a line or order
of equipdllent modal forms.] - .

6. Tertius est quarto semper contrarius ordo.
Sit tibi lineasubcontraria prima secundae.
Tertius est primo contradictorius ordo.
Pugugt cum quarto contradicends ‘secun-

us., - :
Prima subest. quartae vice particularis
. habens se, ‘ i :
Hane habet ad. seriem se lege secunda
sequentem, . ! )

[The relation of ‘Sortem impossibile est

currere’ and .‘ Sortem necesse est currere’ is
that of contraries; they -cannot be true at
once. The relation ‘Sortem possibile est
currere’ and ‘Sortem possibile est non currere’
is that of subcontraries; ‘they cannat be false
at oncel  The relation of ¢ Sortem possibile est
currere’ and ‘ Sortem impossibile est currere’
ig that of contradictories. The relation of
{Sortem possibile est non currere’ and ‘Sortem
necesse est .currere’ is likewise that of con-

‘tradictories. Sortem possibile est currere’

follows from ¢Sortem necesse est currere,’as
does ‘ Sortem possibile est non currere’ from
¢ Sortem impossibile est currere.’] o
7. Sub. prae. prims, secunda prae. bis, tertia
C sub. bis, o ‘ ‘
[The first figure contains the middle term
as subject and predicate; the second, the
middle as predicated twice; the third, the
middle twice as sybject.]
8. Barbiird, Celarent, D¥rii, Firls, Biri-
lipton, . - ) ‘
Celantes, Dibitis, Faposmd, Frisdss-
mrum. ..
Cesiirs, Camestrés, Festing, Biroks, Di-
, répti, . : -
- Felapton, Disimis, Datist, Bokards, F-
. risom. . :
[These are original names of “the syllogistic
moods, which there is no sufficient reason for

abendoning. The direct moods of the first

figure are recognizable by théir containing no:

sign of conversion, s, p, or k; the indirect °

moods (or moods of the fourth figure) by their

baving those signs uttached either to the third -

vowel or to the first.two. In the second
figure, one of the signs s, p is attached to
the first vowel, or to the second and third,
or k is attached to the second. In the names
of the moods of the third figure, s or p is
attached to the second vowel, or to the first

and third, or % to the first. There are also .

names for syllogisms with weakened conclu-
sions or strengthened premises, as well as
for indirect moods of the first figure congidered
ag belonging to a fourth. . But the above

rules will enable a reader to identify them. -

Thus, Bramantip can be nothing but Bara-
lipton; while, Barbari is Barbgra with a.
weakened conclusion. Cainenes can be nothing
but Celantes; Dimaris nothing but Dabitis;
Fesapo mothing but Fapesmo; Fresison
nothing but Fridesomorum. A writer who in-

- | troduces an m into the name of a mood con-

taining an s or p only after its third vowel,

‘tor who omits m from the name of a mood
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having s or p after the first and second vowels,
uses the fourth figure.]
9. Sinipliciter vult s, verti p verd per acci.
M vult transponi; %" per impossibile
duci.
Servat maiorem variatque secunda mino-
rem; '
Tertia maiorem variat servatque mihorem.
[, in the name of a mood, shows that the
proposition denoted by the preceding vowel
is, in a preferred mode of reduction, to be
converted simply ; p, that it is to be converted
per accidens; m shows that the premises
are to bestransposed; £, that the preferred
reduction is by reduction of the contradictory
of the conclusion to an absurdity, this con-

* tradictory of the conclusion belng, in the

second figure, put in place of the minor
premise (the major being retaintd), and in
the third figure in the place of the major (the
minor being retained). ,
A.great number of other memorial words
and verses have been proposed by logicians.
o . ' ‘ (c.8®.)
Mnemonics [Gr. priponcss, pertaining to
memory|: Ger. Mnemonik, Gedichtnisskunast ;
Fr. mnémotechnie; Ital. mnemonica, mnemo-
tecnica. Mnemonics or memoria technica is
the art of memory, a code of rules.for re:

‘membering. ‘The method consists usually in
_ & framework learned mechanically, of which

the mind is supposed to remain in permanent
and secure -possession. Then, whatever is fo
be remembered is deliberately associated by

“some fanciful analogy or connection with some

part of this framework, and this connection
thenceforward helps its recall’ (James, Princ.
of Psychol., 1. 668). " (E:B.1.)

Mob [abb. of Lat. mobilis, mobile]: Ger.
Pibel ; Fr. populace, foule; Ital. plébaglia. See
Crowp. A ‘rabble, the most disreputable
sort of mob, is designated in Ger. by Gesindel,
in Fr. by canaille, and in Ital. by marma-
glia. _ (3.M.B., E.M.)

Mobility [Lat. mobilis]: Ger. Beweglich-
keit; Fr. mobilité; Ital. mobilita. That
property of matter by virtue of which it may
change its position in space unless impeded by
other matter. . (8.N.)

Modalism (in theology). [Lat. modus,
manner]: Ger. Modalismus ; Fr. modalisme ;

Ital. modalismo. The doctrine that the divine

nature is unitary in both substance and
personality, and that Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit ‘represent simply three different modes
of temporal manifestation. ~ See SaBEL-
LIANISM. "y (AT.0.)
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. Modality [Lat. modus; see Mopr]: Ger.
Modalitit ; Fr. modalité; Ital. modalitd. There
is no agreement among logicians as to
what modality consists in; but it is the
logical qualification of a proposition or its
copula, or the corresponding qualification of
o fact op its form, in the ways expressed by
the modes possibile, impossibile, contingens,
necessarium. o e : .
Any qualification of a predication is & mode;
and Hamilton says-(Lects. on Logic, xiv) that
‘all logicians’ chll any proposition affected
by & mode a modal proposition. This, how- -
ever, is going much too far; for not only bas
the term usually been vestricted in practice,
from the age of Abelard; when it first appeared,
until ‘now, to propositious qualified by the
four modes  possible,’ ‘impossible,” ‘necessary,’
and ‘contingent,’ with only occasional exten-
gion to any others, but positive testimonies
to that effect. might be cited in abundance,
The simplest account of modality is the

| scholastic, according to which the necessary

(or impossible) proposition is a sort of uni-
versal proposition; the possible (or contingent,
in the sense of not necessary) proposition,
a sort of particular proposition, " That is, to -
assert ‘ A must be true’ is to assert not only
that 4. is true, but that all propositions
analogous to 4 are trif®; and to assert ‘4
may be true’ is to assert only that some
proposition analogous to 4 is true. If it be
asked what is here meant by analogous pro-
positions, the answer is—<all those of a certain
class which the conveniences of reasoning
establish, Or we may say the propositions
analogous to 4 are all those propositions
which in some conceivable state of ignorgnce
would beindistinguishable from 4." Error is
to be put-out of the question; only ignorance -
is to be considered. This ignorance will con-
sist in its subject being unable to reject certain
potentially hypothetical states of the universe,
each absolutely determinate in every respect,
but- sll. of which are, in fact, false. The
aggregate of these unrejected falsities consti-
tute the ‘range of possibility,” or better, ‘ of,
ignorance.” Were there no ignorance, this
aggregate would be reduced to zero. The
state of knowledge supposed.is, in necessary
propositions, usually fictitious, in possible
propositions more often the actual state of
tthe speaker. The necessary proposition asserts
that, in the assumed state of knowledge, there
is no case in the whole range of ignorance in
which the proposition is false. - In this sense
it may be said that an impossibility underlies
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every necessity. The possible proposition
asserts that there is a case m which it is
true.

Various subtleties are encourtered in the
study of modality. Thus, when the thinker’s
own state of knowledge is the one whose range
of i ignorance is in question, the judgments ‘ 4
istrue’ and ‘A4 must be true’ are not logically
equivalent, the Iatter assérting a fact which
the former does not assert, although the fact
of its assertion affords direcl: and conclusive
evidence of its truth, The two are amalogous
to“4 is true’ and ‘4 is true, and I say so’;
which are veadily. shown not, to be logically
equivalent by denymg each, when we get
‘4 is false ‘and If 4 is true; I do not
88y 80."

In the necessary particular proposxtxon and
the possible univerzal propesition there is
sometimes a distinction between the ‘com-
posite ’ and “divided’ senses. . ‘Some S must

" be P, tdken in the composite sense, means
that tbere is no case, in the whole range of
ignorance, where some S or other is not P;

. but taken in the divided sense, it means that

there is some S which same .§ remains P

throughout the whole range of lgnomnce

"~ So ‘Whatever S there may be may be P,
taken in the composite sense, means that there
is; in the range of i ignerance, some hypothetic
state of things (or it may be the unidentifiable
true state, though this an hardly be the:only
such case) in which there either'is no S, or
every S there is is P; while in the divided
sense, it means that there is no § at all in
any hypothétic state but what in some hypo-
thetic state or other is .. When there is any
such distincéion, the divided sense asserts more
than the composite in necessary particular pro-
positions, and less in possible universal. But
in most cases the individuals do not remain
identifiable throughout the range of possibility,
when the distinction falls to the ground. It

.never applies to necessary universal proposi-
tions or to possible particular propositions.

* Some loglcmna say that¢S may be P’ is

" nota proposxtxon at all, for it asserts nothing.

But if it asserted nothmg, no state of facts

could falsify it, and consequently the denial
of it would be -absurd. " Now.let § be ‘some
self-contmdlctory proposition,” and let P be

‘true” Then the possible proposition is

‘Some self-contradictory proposition may be

true, aud its denial is “No self-contradictory
proposition can be true,’ whlch can hardly be.
pronounced absurd. - It is true that those

logicians usually take the fgrm ¢S may be P’

in the copulative sense ¢S may be P, and §

may not be P, but this ounly makes it assert ~

more, not less. The possible proposition, tlien,
is & proposition. It not only must be admitted
among logical forms, if they are to be adequate
to represent all the facts of logic, but it plays
a particularly important partiin the theory of
science. See SciextiFic METHOD. At the
same time, according to the view of modality
now under consideration, necessary and pos-

sible propositions are equipollent with certain.

assertory propositions; so that they do not
differ from assertory propositions as universal
and particular propositions differ from one
another, but rather somewhat as hypothetical
(i.e. conditional, copulative, and disjunctive),
categorical, and relative propositions differ
from one  another—perhaps not qulte 80
much.

According to thls view, logically necessary
and possible. propositions relate to what might
be known, without any knowledge whatever.
of the universe of discourse, but only with
a perfectly distinet understanding of the
meanings of words; geometricully necessary
and possible propositions, to what a knowledge
of the properties of space does or does not
exclude; physical necessity,«to what a know-
ledge of certain principles of physics does or
does not exclude, &. But when we say thit
of two collections one most be corresponden-
tially greater than the other, but each can-

not be correspondentially greater than the.

other, it has not- been shown how this kind
of necessity can be explained on the sbove
prmcxples

. The earligst theory of modahty is Amstotle s, -
whose philosophy, indeed, consists mainly in .

o theory of modality. The student of Anstotle
usually begins with the Categories;. and the
first thing that strikes him is the suthor’s
unconsciousness of any distinction between

grammar and metaphysics, between modes of .

signifying and modes .of being. When he
comes to the metaphysical books, he finds that
this is not so much an oversight as an assumed

axiom ; and that tife whole plulosophy regards
the exmtmg universe as a performange which -

has ta.ken its rise from.an antecedent ability.

It is only in special cases that -Aristotle -

distinguishes between.a possibility and an
ability, between a necessity and a constraint.
In this, he is perhaps nearer the' truth
than the system of eqmpollencxes Bet forth
above.

.. Kant seems to have been the firgt to throw

any light upon the subject. To the old dis- .. .
90 . | )
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tinction between logical and real possibility
and necessity, he applied two new pairs of
terms, analytic and syntletic, and subjective
and ob_)ectlve The following definitions

“(where every word is studied) certainly

advanced the subject gréaﬁy - .

1, Was mit den formalen Bedingungen
der Erfahrung (der Anschauung und den
Begriffen nach) iibereinkommt, ist méglich.

‘2. Was mit den materinlen Bedingungen
dér Erfahrung (der Empfindung) zusammen-
hzul{.,t, ist wirklich.

¢3. Dessen Zusammenbang mit dem Wirk-
lichen - nach allgemeinen Bedingungen der
Erfahrung bestimmt ist, ist (existirt) noth-
wendig’ (Krit.ud. reinen Vernunft, 1st ed.,

219).

Kant holds that all the general metaphysical
conceptions applicable to experience are
capable of being repre=ented as in a diagram,
by meaus of the image of time. Such dia-

. grams he calls ‘schemata.’ . The schema of
* the possible he makes to be the figure of any-

thing at any instant. The schema of necessity
is the figure of anything lasting through all
time (ibid, 144, 145). , He further states
(ibid., 74, footnote ; Jiische’s Logik, Einl. ix,
and elsewhere) that the possible proposition
is mierely conceived but not judged, and is

- & work of the apprehension (Verstand); that

the assertory proposition is judged, and is, so
far, a work of the. judgment; and that the
Decessary . pr oposxtlon is represented as deter-
mined by law, and is thus the work of the
renson (Vernunft). He maintains that his

‘deduction of the categories shows that, and

how, the conceptions originaily apphcable to
propositions ;ean be extended to modes of

- being—constitntively, to being having refer-

ence to possible experience; regulntlvely, to
bemg beyond the possibility of experience.
Hegel considers the syllogism to be the
fundamental form of real being.’ He does
not, however, undertake to work over, in the
hght of this ides, in any fundamentnl way,
what is ordmnrlly called logic, but which,

from his point of view, bécomes werely sub-

jective logic. e mmply accepts Kant’s table
of functions of judgment, which is one of the
most ill-considered performances in, the whole
history of philosophy.. Consequently, what
Hegel says upon this subject must not be
considered as necessarily representmg the
legitimate outcome of his gereral position.
His followers have been incompetent to do
more. Rosenkrans ( Wissenachaft d. logischen
Idee) makes modality to represent the super-

seding of the form of the jildgment and to be

the preparation for that of -the syllogism.
In the Encyclopidie, Hegel's last statement, '
§§ 178-80, we are given to understand that
the judgment of the Begriff has for its contents
the totality (or, say, conformity to an ideal).
In the first instance, the subject is singular,
and the predicate is the reflection of the
particular object upon the universal. That
is, this or that object forced upon :us by
experience is judged to conform to something
in ‘the realm of ideas. But when this is
doubted, since the subject does 'not, in itself,
involve any such reference to the ideal world,
we have the ¢ possible’ judgment, or judgment
of doubt. But when the subject is referred .
to its genus, we get the apodictic judgment.
But Hegel had already developed the ideas of
possibilityi and necessity in the objective logic
as categories of Wesen. In the Encyclopidie
the development is soméwhat as follows: .
‘Wirklichkeit .is that whose mode of being
consists in self-manifestation. As identity in
general (the identity of Sein and Existenz)

it is, in-the first instance, possibility. That -

is: to say, appirently, bare possxbihty, any
fancy projected and regarded in.the aspect of
o fact. It is possible, for example, that the
present, Sultan may become the néxt Pope.
But in the second movement arise the con-
ceptlons of the Zufiillig, Aeusserlichkeit, and "
‘condition.” . The Zufillig is that which is
recognized as merely possible: ‘4 may be,
but 4 may not be’; but it is also described
by Hegel as that which has the Grund, or
antecedent of its being, in something other

‘than itself. The Aeusserlichkeit seems to be

the having & being outside the ground of its
being=an idea assimilated to caprice. That
which such Aeusserlichkeit supposes outside
of ‘itself, as the antecedent of its being, is the
presupposet} condition, The third movement
gives, in the first instance, ‘real possibility.’
In this we find the conceptions of fact’
(Sache), ‘activity " (Thitigkeit), and ‘neces- -
gity.’ ’
Lotze and Trendelenburg‘ represent the
first struggles of German thought to rise
from Hegelianism. The most remarkable .
characteristic of Lotze’s thought is, that he>
not only sees no urgency for unity. of conce
tion in philosophy, but holds: that such unity
would inevitably involve & falsity. He. repre-
sents a judgment, as & means of apprehending -
becoming, in oppoaxtlon to the concept, which -

apprehends being; but he says that the :

business of the Judgment is to supply the

> e oo 91
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cement for building up concepts.  Accordingly,
he has no doctrine of modality-as a whole,
but merely considers three cases, between
which he traces no relation. Necessity may
arise either out of the universal analytic
judgment, the conditional judgment, or .the
disjunctive judgment. -By the ¢ judgment’ is
meant the meaning of a proposition. Lotze
finds-that the meaning of the analytical judg-
ment is illogical, singd it identifies contraries.
However, the meaning of this meaning is
justified by its not meaning to mean that the
terms are 1dentical, but only ‘that the objects
denoted’ by those terms are identical. The
analytic proposition is, therefore, admissible,
bécause it is practically mesnt to’ mean a
particular proposition, that is, one in which
the predicate is asserted of all the particulars,
And the justification of the proposition, whose
" ude was to be to conpect elements of terms,
is that, meant not as it is meant, but as it is
- meant to be meant, these ‘elements are iden-
tical and do not need to be connécted. In

this way Lotze vindicates the necessity of the|

analytical categorical proposition. Coming
next to conditionals, by thought of the same
order, he finds that, assuming that the universe
of real, intelligible objects is ‘coherent,” we
‘'may be justified in nsserting that the intro-
duction of a condition X info a subject S
gives rise to a.predicate P as an analytical
" necessity ; and for this purpose, when it is
once accomplished; it does not matter whether
the ludder of the assumption of coherence
remains or is taken away. Lotze treats the
disjunctive proposition last, as if it were of
a higher order, following Hege] in this respect.
But what was excusable for Hegel is less so
for Lotze, since he himself had signalized the

significance of impersonal propositions, such’

as ‘it raing,’ ‘it thunders,’ ‘it lightens,” whose
only. subject is the universe. Now, if there
is any difference between ‘If it lightens, it
thunders,” and * Either it does not lighten or
it thunders,’ it is that the latter considers the
actual state of things alone, and the former
- whole range of other possibilities. However,
/iotze considers last the propositional form
‘Sig P, or P, or Py’ Properly, this is not
a disjunctive proposition, but only a proposi-
tion with a disjunctive predicate. Lotze con-
siders it a peculiar form, because it cannot be
represented by an Euler's diagram, which is
simply o Blunder. . The necessity to which
it’ gives rise must, therefore, either be. the
spme as the conditional necessity, or else differ.
from it merely by greater simplicity, For

other sound objections to Lotze's theory see
Lange, Logische Studien, ii.

Trendelenburg (Logische Untersuch., xiii)
maintains that possibility and necessity can
ouly be defined in terms of tlfe antecedent

{Grund), though ke might, perhaps, object to -

the translation of Grund by so purely formal

a word as \antecedent,’ notwithstanding its,

are recogniged, and the fact is understood
flom its epdire Grund, so that thought
quite perméates being—a sort of phrase which .
Trendelenburg always seeks—there is ¢ neces-
sity.” If, on the other hand, only some con-
ditions ave recognized, but what is-wanting
in Grund is made up in thought, there is
‘ posaibility.. In itself, an egg is nothing but
an egg, but foir thought it may become a bird.
Trendelenburg will, therefore, neither admit,
with Kant, that modality i$ originally a mere
question of the attitude of the mind, nor with
Hegel, whom he criticizes acutely, that it
is-originully objective. :

Sigwart, who holds that logical questions
must ultimately be decided by immediate
feeling, and that the usages of the German
language-are the best evidence of what ¢hat
feeling is, denies that the possible proposition
is a proposition at all, because it asserts
nothing. He forgets that if a proposition

harmony with ~Aristotle.  If all condition{}

asserts nothing, the denial of it must be

absurd, since it must exclude every possibility.
Now, the denial of ‘I do not Know but that
4 may be true’ is ‘I know 4 is'not true,
which is hardly absurd: Sigwanrt, it is true,
in accordance with usages of speech, takes
‘4 may be true’ in what the old logicians
called the semsus wsualis, that is, for the
copulative proposition ‘4 may be.true, and
further 4 may be not truc’ But this does
not make it assert less, but ‘more, than the
technical form. In regard.to the necessary
proposition, Sigwart, following his guide, the
usages of speech, finds that * 4 must be true’
asserts less than ‘4 is true,’ so that from the
latter the former follows, but not at all the
latter from the former. This may be true
for the usages of German speech, just as such
phrases as ‘beyond every shadow of doubt,’
‘out of all question,” and the like, in our
vernacular- commonly betray the fact that
there is somebody who not, only doubts and
questions, but flatly denies, the proposition
to which they are attached: Briadley accepts
the sensational discovery of Sigwart.

"Lange (loc. cit.) thinks the matter is put .

in the clearest light by the lo@ul dingrams
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usually attributed to Euler,‘i but{ really /going

-back: to Vives. ‘We, therefore, here/acain
’]‘ s, g

see,’ he says, ‘how spatial |intuition, just as
in geometry, verifies (begx@ﬁud t) & priority
and necessity:’ | . [(c.8.p.)

Mode [Lat. modus, manner]: |Ger. Modus ;
Fr. mode ; Ital. modo. In genergl, thé manner
of the existence of a thinggl It|is equivalent

‘in the generic sense to the terms attribute,

quality, state, all of which have|suljstance as

‘their correlitive. But the term modg specially

emphasizes the aspect of mutability or vari-
ability in things, that is, the chapge from one
state to another. Although a substance, there-
fore, must exist in some mode, anly indjvidual
mode is regarded as accidental.| In conse-

~ quence of this erphasis upon the aspect of

variubility, a differentiation arises between
the term attribute, as signifying the permanent
and essentisl qualities of a substance, and

- mode, as signifying its more varinble qualities

or the varying forms in which the fundamental
attributes express themselves. .
This is the scnse of the term mode in the
Cartesian system, where it first acquires philo-
sophical prominence. ‘We have understood
by modes,” says Descastes (Principia Philos., i.

. proposition §6), ‘the same as what we else-

where designate attributes or qualities, But
when we consider substance as aftected or
‘varied by them, we- usq -the term modes.
Besides God, to whom the term substance, in
the sense of self-subsistent, is alone strictly
applicable, there ave for Descartes only two
summa genera of things (or creat6d substances),
namely, mindsor thinking things, and material
or extended things. And of /every substance,
according to proposition 53, there i§ one
principal property which constitutes its nature
or essence, and upon which all the others
depend. ‘Thus extension constitutes the

nature of corporeal substance, and is called |

par excellence its attribute, while the attribute
of thought constitutes similarly the essence of
thinking substance. For everything else that
can be attributed to body presupposes exten-
gion, and is only some mode of an extended

“thing, as all the properties we discover in

mind (such as imagination, sensation, or will)

are only diverse modes of thinking Modes'
are thus modifications of the one fundamental.

attribute of substance. - This is the distinction
of substarnce, attribute, and mode which fur-
nishes the framework of Spinoza’s system, in
which the substantiality of the res extensae
and the res cogitantes disappears, individual
minds becoming modes of the divine attribute

of thought, and individual bodies modes of the
divine attribute of extension.

- Lockegavetheterm currencyin English philo-
sophy by hisdivisionofecomplexideasinto‘modes,
substances, and relations” Modes are ‘such
complex ideas which, however compounded,
containnot inthem the supposition of subsisting
by themselves, but are considered as depen-

-dences on, or affections of, substances.” Locke -

apologises for using the word in a technical
sense. Modes are then divided into simple
and mixed.  Simple modes are ¢ only variations
or different combinations of the same simple
iden, ag a dozen or score, which are nothing
but the ideas of so many distinet units added
together.” Mixed modes contain ¢ 2 combina-
tion of several -ideas of several kinds, e. g
beauty, theft’ (Essay II, 12. 3-5). © (A.s.R.2.)

Literature : EisLer, Wirterb, d. philos. Be-
griffe,‘Modus'; HoFFping, Hist.of Mod. Philos.
(and other Histories), Index. © (3.MB.)

Mode (in- logic) [Lat. modus, trans. of
Gk. mpémos]. See MopavriTy. - -

Model | Lat. modwlus, dim. of modus, mea-
sure]: Ger. Modell, Vorschrift; Fr. modele;
Ttal. modello. (1) In psychology: something
held up for conscious IstrTATION (¢, V.).

Tt is recommended that this term be in all
cases employed for the matter set up for pur-
posés of imitation (the usage of Taine, Tarde,
Royce), the term Cory (q. v.)-being used in the
wider sense given it under that topic. The
word ‘example’ is used in the four languages,
especially with an- ethical freference, for cases’
in which the model is explicitly chosen and
pursued. -

(2) In biology: see MmIcrY (4).

Laterature: see Imirarion, and Miory.

] : (§.M.B,, G.F.8.)-

Moderation. Sometimes used torenderthe
Greek cwpposivy. See TEMPERANCE. (J.M.B.)

Modesty [Lat. modestus, moderate] : Ger.
(1) Bescheidenheit; Fr. (1) modestie; Ital.
(I; modestia.. (1) The form -of timidity or
shyness due to reflective: self-consciousness. -

(2) A popular term for general lowliness of -
-mind. o

The demarcation’ of modesty off from the
other forms of Smynmss (q.v.) is difficult,
especially in view of the confusions of popular
usage. There is often an element, both in
the conscious state and in the physical re-
action of modesty, due to the particular ex-
citing object, which may, at the same time,
excite SHAME or COYNESS (see those terms) ;
as, for example, when modesty is excited by

physical indelicacy, which also produces shame.
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