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introduction

    Although the human mind is a simple being, in which one can not distinguish 
temporal and spatial parts, one accepts after the various kinds of activities which he 
expresses several faculties in which the cause of these activities is sought. First and 
foremost, one distinguishes from it the power of imagination or the capacity of desire,
each of which is separated again into the upper and the lower. The upper faculty of 
cognition deals with rationality ( ratio ) and intellect ( intellectus ) with the latter 
power of judgment, though in a broader sense also the whole superior faculty of 
understanding is called reason or reason; the lower cognitive faculty also means the 
(theoretical) sensuality (sensualitas ), and contains the external senses and the inner 
sense, to which the latter one can compute the imagination. Theoretical philosophy, 
with which the original laws of desire are concerned, deals with the exploration and 
presentation of the original laws of the faculty of the imagination.

    The sensuality of all is a fortune to perceptions ( perceptiones ), which is 
understood all the ideas that a given object (object objectum) directly through his 
presence in us brings forth. Thus I perceive a tree, if such a tree really stands in front 
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of me, and is seen or felt by me, then I perceive a blow when I really suffer it, a 
sound when it is really perceived by my ear; if, on the other hand, I only thought of a 
tree, a beat, or a sound in general, without their influence on me by their presence, it 
would not count as perceptual. Now that the objects which we are to perceive must 
always be really present, it is easy to understand that only single, definite objects can 
always be perceived, but nothing can be collected or joined together from them; and 
of this one has a distinguishing feature of the perceptions or conceptions of the 
sensuality of the concepts and ideas (conceptions of the understanding and the 
reason). Some examples will explain this.

    When I see a particular book, the notion that is aroused in me is part of sensuality; 
it is a perception, for it is produced in me by the presence of the book itself, and it is a
single particular book, what I imagine. But if I had seen several books, had noted the 
features in which all these conventions belonged, and then combined them in my 
consciousness, I would not come to any perception of a book by the combination of 
these characteristics, common to all books I longed for because no particular book 
excited the idea in me, but to the concept of a book, which can take place quite 
independently of a single particular book in my soul, what one already recognizes 
from it, because, of course, the notion of a book has to fit all books, and thus can not 
just imagine a single real one. Likewise, when I hear a certain tone, it gives rise to a 
perception of it in me; but when I have perceived several tones, and taken from these 
perceptions those features which are common to all of them, I too, by uniting them, 
receive no perception of a particular tone, but a concept of the tone in general which I
can form without a sound, through its actual presence, occupying my imagination.

    The perceptions are either views ( intuitiones () or sensations senationes), as the 
notion which an object directly excites through its presence is more related to the 
perceiver itself (the subject of perception) or to the perceived thing (the object of 
perception). Therefore I say: I look at a house, a tree, a sound (for in philosophy the 
word intuition is not merely used by perceptions obtained by means of the sense of 
sight), on the other hand: I feel a blow, I feel well - being, etc In that case, as in this 
case, I receive conceptions through the immediate presence of the objects themselves,
so I perceive them, but there the condition or state of the object, of the house, tree, or 
sound is more in my consciousness, I only refer to my idea to these, think only of 
these objects, but not of myself,

    Sensuality or perception comprehends among itself the external senses and the 
inner sense. The external senses are those through which we look and feel the state of
the body-world, and they are themselves bound to bodily organs; This includes the 
so-called five senses and the bodily sense of community; but the inner sense is that 
through which we perceive what is going on in our own soul. So it is a perception of 
my inner sense when I notice to myself that I am happy, or sad, or reflective. The 
imagination, too, can be counted on to the inner sense by which we perceive ideas 
that arise in our soul from absent or even not really existing objects.

    If only we had the faculty of perceptions, we would not be able to obtain any 
general concepts that could be shared by several objects; for example, the concepts of



virtue, beauty, etc., would not be able to arise in us because they are nowhere separate
, neither look nor feel; yes, we would not even be able to get a concept of sensible 
objects. Because if I If, for example, I had looked at a house, I would not yet know 
what was essential to a house, what I should therefore include in the concept of the 
house and what I would have left out of it. If, for example, I see a yellow house with 
a flat roof, the perception would teach me nothing more than that such a house really 
stands before me, and the yellow color, and the flat roof, in my view, would be as 
essential as the walls and the roof at all, which I notice on the same. If intuition and 
concept were the same, then I would have to include in the concept of a house also 
the characteristics that a house should be yellow and have a flat roof, which is not 
necessary, since houses with other colors and with points Roofs there. With every 
new intuition, therefore, my concept would change, which I would have conceived of
a home, and in the end I would not know what I should imagine under such a 
picture. But the soul, besides the faculty of intuitions and sensations, which go only 
upon individual objects, has also the capacity to assemble the characteristics from the
individual perceptions. in which they agree with each other; to combine these 
characteristics, which are common to several perceptions, and to combine them into 
one. Such a union of features common to several perceptions is called 
oneTerm ( notio, conceptus) and the ability to form concepts, mind. For example, if I 
have perceived several organic beings, either through the external sense or through 
the imagination, then my mind will compare them, and notice that several of these 
organic beings have several characteristics in common, such as: As root, stem, 
branches, leaves, flowers, wood, on the other hand, other characteristics may be 
different to them. Now the mind will collect and unite the common characteristics, 
and form from this the concept of the tree, which omit non-common characteristics 
from the concept of the tree, which perception itself can not do, which must take the 
individual object as he is you offer. The sense, for example, perceives a tree with 
jagged leaves and white flowers; the mind, however, does not take into account the 
jaggedness of the leaves and the white color of the flowers in the concept of the tree 
which it forms, because otherwise there would be no tree without jagged leaves and 
white flowers, and of course there is no tree would be, even if he otherwise in all 
other characteristics with the already formed concepts of the tree agreed. This activity
of the intellect, by virtue of which he seeks out and combines common features in 
order to form concepts out of them, is called the discursive activity of the 
understanding, because it goes through the characteristics of objects as it were 
( although he otherwise agreed in all other characteristics with the already formed 
concepts of the tree. This activity of the intellect, by virtue of which he seeks out and 
combines common features in order to form concepts out of them, is called the 
discursive activity of the understanding, because it goes through the characteristics of
objects as it were ( although he otherwise agreed in all other characteristics with the 
already formed concepts of the tree. This activity of the intellect, by virtue of which 
he seeks out and combines common features in order to form concepts out of them, is
called the discursive activity of the understanding, because it goes through the 
characteristics of objects as it were (discurrit ) to read the appropriate ones. Part of 
this is thinking.



    In this thinking or forming of the concepts one can again distinguish different 
actions or acts of the mind. Namely, if there are several perceptions of which the 
mind is to form a concept, it can not, according to the above, need all the features 
contained in the individual perceptions, if they are not common to them, eg, the 
notion of To form a house, not that of the yellow color, to form the concept of man, 
not that of his clothing, though these features are found in several distinct perceptions
which are supplied to the understanding by sensibility. Thus, when the mind, as it 
were, looks away from these attributes, which do not essentially belong to the 
concept which it wishes to form, it is said that it abstracts from them; on the other 
hand, on the other hand, the mind seeks out the features essential to the formation of 
its concept, and by paying particular attention to them, is said to reflect upon 
them. For example, if the mind has the views of black and white, clothed and 
unclothed people in front of him, and wants to form the concept of man at all, he will 
abstract entirely from the black and white color of these people, as well as from their 
clothed or unclothedness because these characteristics can not be included in the 
concept of man, otherwise they would have to be common to all men; on the other 
hand, he will reflect on the characteristics that black and white, clothed and unclothed
people have in common, eg, on the head, hands and feet, mind, etc. which are 
essential to the formation of his concept, and by paying special attention to them, are 
said to reflect upon them. For example, if the mind has the views of black and white, 
clothed and unclothed people in front of him, and wants to form the concept of man 
at all, he will abstract entirely from the black and white color of these people, as well 
as from their clothed or unclothedness because these characteristics can not be 
included in the concept of man, otherwise they would have to be common to all 
men; on the other hand, he will reflect on the characteristics that black and white, 
clothed and unclothed people have in common, eg, on the head, hands and feet, mind,
etc. which are essential to the formation of his concept, and by paying special 
attention to them, are said to reflect upon them. For example, if the mind has the 
views of black and white, clothed and unclothed people in front of him, and wants to 
form the concept of man at all, he will abstract entirely from the black and white 
color of these people, as well as from their clothed or unclothedness because these 
characteristics can not be included in the concept of man, otherwise they would have 
to be common to all men; on the other hand, he will reflect on the characteristics that 
black and white, clothed and unclothed people have in common, eg, on the head, 
hands and feet, mind, etc. and by paying special attention to them, it is said that they 
reflect upon them. For example, if the mind has the views of black and white, clothed
and unclothed people in front of him, and wants to form the concept of man at all, he 
will abstract entirely from the black and white color of these people, as well as from 
their clothed or unclothedness because these characteristics can not be included in the
concept of man, otherwise they would have to be common to all men; on the other 
hand, he will reflect on the characteristics that black and white, clothed and unclothed
people have in common, eg, on the head, hands and feet, mind, etc. and by paying 
special attention to them, it is said that they reflect upon them. For example, if the 
mind has the views of black and white, clothed and unclothed people in front of him, 
and wants to form the concept of man at all, he will abstract entirely from the black 



and white color of these people, as well as from their clothed or unclothedness 
because these characteristics can not be included in the concept of man, otherwise 
they would have to be common to all men; on the other hand, he will reflect on the 
characteristics that black and white, clothed and unclothed people have in common, 
eg, on the head, hands and feet, mind, etc. If the mind has the views of black and 
white, clothed and unclothed men in front of it, and wants to form the concept of man
in general, then it will abstract entirely from the black and white color of these men, 
as well as from their clothed or unclothedness. because these characteristics can not 
be included in the concept of man, otherwise they would have to be common to all 
men; on the other hand, he will reflect on the characteristics that black and white, 
clothed and unclothed people have in common, eg, on the head, hands and feet, mind,
etc. If the mind has the views of black and white, clothed and unclothed men in front 
of it, and wants to form the concept of man in general, then it will abstract entirely 
from the black and white color of these men, as well as from their clothed or 
unclothedness. because these characteristics can not be included in the concept of 
man, otherwise they would have to be common to all men; on the other hand, he will 
reflect on the characteristics that black and white, clothed and unclothed people have 
in common, eg, on the head, hands and feet, mind, etc. as well as completely 
abstracting from their clothed or unclothedness, because these characteristics can not 
be included in the concept of man, because otherwise they would have to be common
to all men; on the other hand, he will reflect on the characteristics that black and 
white, clothed and unclothed people have in common, eg, on the head, hands and 
feet, mind, etc. as well as completely abstracting from their clothed or unclothedness, 
because these characteristics can not be included in the concept of man, because 
otherwise they would have to be common to all men; on the other hand, he will 
reflect on the characteristics that black and white, clothed and unclothed people have 
in common, eg, on the head, hands and feet, mind, etc.

    The inclusion of these common features in the term is called determination, and 
their combination with each other. The determination is still different from the 
reflection: For one can reflect upon or look at a feature in an intuition, because it first 
appeared suitable for the formation of the concept, or one does not even know 
whether it is fit for purpose or not fit for it could, what you want to explore just by 
the reflection, but subsequently reject it as unfit. For example, if I initially reflect on 
the characteristic of the white skin color, because it seemed at first glance as if it had 
to be included in the concept of man, or I also want to investigate whether it belongs 
in the concept of man; afterwards, however, find that there are also black people, so I 
do not let the determination of reflection follow, but abstract again from the white 
skin color; If, on the other hand, I have reflected on the head of man, and now find 
that all men really have a head, I then let the determination of reflection follow, that 
is, I really take the feature of the head into the concept of man and combine it him 
with the other features that I had already recorded. According to these different 
expressions of activity, a distinction is also made, in the understanding, of a capacity 
of abstraction, of reflectivity, of the power of determination, and of the power of 
combining. Incidentally, it should be noted that the intellect is not merely able to 



form concepts out of perceptions by collecting their common characteristics. but that 
he can also form concepts out of concepts by reflecting on their common 
characteristics. For example, out of righteousness, goodness, gentleness, and the other
good qualities of man, which are already concepts per se, he can, by summing up or 
combining that which belongs to them collectively, form the concept of 
virtue. Another example: If one looks at several individual insects, he can assimilate 
the same common characteristics, and from this form the concept of insect in 
general; furthermore, if he sees several birds, he can also form from them the concept
of bird; as well as the terms fish, mammal, etc .; but now he can again look at all the 
individual concepts, insect, bird, fish, etc., with his understanding, and by gathering 
together the common features of them, from these form the concept animal; If he has 
already formulated the concept of plant before, he can once more assimilate the 
common characteristics of the concepts animal and plant, and from this form the 
concept of an organic being, and so on, so that one sees, as the understanding is 
always higher in its concepts can rise until it finally comes to the very general, which 
are common to all objects, the like is the concept of being. - The mind must be 
supported in all its activities by the judgment. For one can imagine objects merely for
themselves, but also in relation to other ideas. For example, I can only imagine a 
house for myself; but I can also imagine the yellow color related to it; In the first 
case, I have only either the pure conception or the pure intuition of the house; in the 
other case, by setting the relation between the yellow color and the house, I say: I 
judge, for example, that the house is yellow or the house is not yellow or all houses 
are yellow etc. are judgments. It is easy to see that determination and combination are
really only judgments, and therefore the power of judgment can itself be counted 
among the reason to which these activities belong. If one now seeks the reason for a 
judgment in another, and thus derives one from the other, then one calls this 
closure. For example, when I say: All organic beings are alive, the dog is an organic 
being, so the dog is alive; that's how I closed because I have the verdict: the dog is 
alive, from the judgment: All organic beings are living, derived. Closing is the 
peculiar activity of reason, and since an uncertain judgment, if its truth is to be 
deduced or concluded from another, can at last be inferred only from such a thing, 
which in itself is universal and unconditioned - for otherwise its truth would have to 
only when they are closed again-so reason is attributed to the consciousness of the 
unconditioned and universal and its relation to the conditioned and the particular, 
does such an unconditional universal concept also call an idea which is the supreme, 
whither the human mind goes can raise. Here belong, for example, the ideas of God, 
freedom. and since an as yet uncertain judgment, if its truth is to be deduced or 
concluded from another, can at last be inferred only from such a thing, which in itself 
is universally valid and unconditional - otherwise its truth would first have to be 
closed again - as one writes Even reason, the consciousness of the unconditioned and 
universal, and of its relation to the conditioned and the particular, also calls such an 
unconditioned universal concept an idea, which is the highest, to which the human 
mind can rise. Here belong, for example, the ideas of God, freedom. and since an as 
yet uncertain judgment, if its truth is to be deduced or concluded from another, can at 
last be inferred only from such a thing, which in itself is universally valid and 



unconditional - otherwise its truth would first have to be closed again - as one writes 
Even reason, the consciousness of the unconditioned and universal, and of its relation
to the conditioned and the particular, also calls such an unconditioned universal 
concept an idea, which is the highest, to which the human mind can rise. Here belong,
for example, the ideas of God, freedom. which in itself is universally valid and 
unconditional-for otherwise its truth would first have to be closed again-so too reason
is attributed to reason the consciousness of the unconditioned and universal and its 
relation to the conditioned and the particular, and probably also to such an 
unconditional universal concept Idea which is the highest to where the human mind 
can rise. Here belong, for example, the ideas of God, freedom. which in itself is 
universally valid and unconditional-for otherwise its truth would first have to be 
closed again-so too reason is attributed to reason the consciousness of the 
unconditioned and universal and its relation to the conditioned and the particular, and 
probably also to such an unconditional universal concept Idea which is the highest to 
where the human mind can rise. Here belong, for example, the ideas of God, freedom.

    In the functions of reason, judgment and reason, that is, in the formulation of 
concepts, judgments and inferences, thought consists, which therefore belongs solely 
to the upper capacity of imagination, for sensibility, by means of its perceptions, 
merely provides the material for thinking. Now one can look at thinking in two 
ways; in the first place merely by considering the ideas which occur in thinking in 
their relation to each other, without taking into consideration the objects themselves, 
which are thereby presented. For example, when I say: Man is rational, or: The 
animal is not rational, so I can completely ignore the objects that are presented by the 
concepts of man, beast and reason, and only pay attention to whether the one term 
really related to the other, as in the first case, or whether it is presented as not related 
to it, as in the second case, or whether one term is generally related to another (eg, all 
human beings are mortal) or not general (eg, some human beings are mortal), etc., so 
that it does not matter at all here what I speak for objects, because I consider only the 
form of the sentence, whether it is affirmative, negative, general or particular, etc. In 
this respect the propositions become: God is omnipotent, the beast is greedy, the tree 
is green, be the same, because here the ideas are omnipotent, gluttonous, green, all in 
a way related to the conceptions of God, beast, tree. although animal, tree, etc. are 
very different from each other. Looking at thinking from this side, so it is called a 
formal or analytic thinking, well thought also par excellence; here one does not care 
about the objects that are being thought, but only about the way the thoughts are 
connected. But if one considers at the same time the thinking of the objects which are
thought, and considers the relation of the ideas not with one another (as in analytic 
thinking), but with their objects, then one calls it a material or synthetic thinking, or 
even cognition, when one calls analytic thinking, thinking par excellence. Therefore, 
the formal truth in thinking must be distinguished from the material truth. A sentence 
can be formally right and true if it does not conflict with the laws of formal thinking, 
but material is wrong. For example, if I say, all flowers are white, So this sentence is 
formally correct, because such a general relation of non-contradictory ideas, as here 
of white on flower, can really happen according to the laws of formal thinking, and it 



does not matter whether the ideas flower or tree or knows black are at the bottom of 
it, if only the ideas themselves are connected in a correct way, hence the judgment 
has a correct form. Material, however, or according to the laws of cognition, is the 
proposition: All flowers are white, false, because, if I really consider the imaginary 
objects themselves, flower and white color, I find that not all flowers are white. But 
the sentence: Animal is not an animal, would also be formally wrong, because it 
would be just as wrong if I put an object instead of an animal, which I always 
wanted; so that here its falseness can not be conditioned by the nature of the object 
itself, but must lie in the incorrect way of connecting the ideas themselves, and 
consequently in the form of the judgment. Apart from these two ways of considering 
ideas either merely in relation to each other, or even in relation to their objects, one 
may also consider to what extent the notions of certain objects arouse a feeling of 
pleasure or aversion in us, to what extent, for example the pleasure of looking upon a 
beautiful face, or awakening in us an ugly grimace; and, indeed, the susceptibility to 
such a kind of pleasure and aversion, which arouses in us ideas, is called taste. so that
here its falseness can not be conditioned by the nature of the object itself, but must lie
in the incorrect way of connecting the ideas themselves, and consequently in the form
of the judgment. Apart from these two ways of considering ideas either merely in 
relation to each other, or even in relation to their objects, one may also consider to 
what extent the notions of certain objects arouse a feeling of pleasure or aversion in 
us, to what extent, for example the pleasure of looking upon a beautiful face, or 
awakening in us an ugly grimace; and, indeed, the susceptibility to such a kind of 
pleasure and aversion, which arouses in us ideas, is called taste. so that here its 
falseness can not be conditioned by the nature of the object itself, but must lie in the 
incorrect way of connecting the ideas themselves, and consequently in the form of the
judgment. Apart from these two ways of considering ideas either merely in relation to
each other, or even in relation to their objects, one may also consider to what extent 
the notions of certain objects arouse a feeling of pleasure or aversion in us, to what 
extent, for example the pleasure of looking upon a beautiful face, or awakening in us 
an ugly grimace; and, indeed, the susceptibility to such a kind of pleasure and 
aversion, which arouses in us ideas, is called taste. but must lie in the incorrect way 
of connecting the ideas themselves, and consequently in the form of the 
judgment. Apart from these two ways of considering ideas either merely in relation to
each other, or even in relation to their objects, one may also consider to what extent 
the notions of certain objects arouse a feeling of pleasure or aversion in us, to what 
extent, for example the pleasure of looking upon a beautiful face, or awakening in us 
an ugly grimace; and, indeed, the susceptibility to such a kind of pleasure and 
aversion, which arouses in us ideas, is called taste. but must lie in the incorrect way 
of connecting the ideas themselves, and consequently in the form of the 
judgment. Apart from these two ways of considering ideas either merely in relation to
each other, or even in relation to their objects, one may also consider to what extent 
the notions of certain objects arouse a feeling of pleasure or aversion in us, to what 
extent, for example the pleasure of looking upon a beautiful face, or awakening in us 
an ugly grimace; and, indeed, the susceptibility to such a kind of pleasure and 
aversion, which arouses in us ideas, is called taste. It is also possible to consider to 



what extent the notions of certain objects arouse a feeling of pleasure or displeasure 
in us, to what extent, for example, the contemplation of a beautiful face pleases, or 
that of an ugly grimace arouses disgust in us; and, indeed, the susceptibility to such a 
kind of pleasure and aversion, which arouses in us ideas, is called taste. It is also 
possible to consider to what extent the notions of certain objects arouse a feeling of 
pleasure or displeasure in us, to what extent, for example, the contemplation of a 
beautiful face pleases, or that of an ugly grimace arouses disgust in us; and, indeed, 
the susceptibility to such a kind of pleasure and aversion, which arouses in us ideas, 
is called taste.

    According to these three ways of looking at our ideas, theoretical philosophy is 
divided into three main sections, the logic, which deals with the original laws of 
formal thinking, and also the doctrine of thought is simply called; Metaphysics, 
which deals with the original laws of material thinking or knowing, and is therefore 
called the theory of knowledge; finally, into the aesthetics or the theory of taste, 
which represents the laws of the representation and cognition of objects, to what 
extent they arouse a feeling of pleasure or pain in us.

    It follows from the above-mentioned fact that logic can not teach us anything about
the nature of objects themselves, because it regards ideas not at all in relation to them,
but only in relation to each other. Logic, therefore, can not find new truths, but it can 
test whether the truths that one believes to have found are actually in accordance with
the nature of our mind; it can show the ways of deducing from other truly found 
truths others, and of discovering errors that derive from confused, incorrect 
thinking. Logic can not teach us to think, but it can clearly visualize the laws that 
govern thinking, and thus enable us to do so, if we do not observe it. to discover the 
mistakes made; It can show us what to look for if we want to examine the formal 
truth of a concept, judgment, or conclusion. 
  
 

First chapter

From the division of logic

+

Question. What is logic? 
Answer. Logic is the part of theoretical philosophy that acquaints us with the 
laws of (formal or analytical) thinking. But it does not look at thought insofar 
as it refers to certain objects, but only teaches the laws of thought in general, 
thus indicating in which way all objects must be conceived, even if they are so 
different. Insofar as it now looks merely at the mode of thinking in itself, it is 
also said that it considers only the form of thinking, but that it disregards or 
abstracts from the matter of thinking under which one actually understands the 
objects actually conceived.



  
        Q. How do you divide the logic? 
        A. A distinction is first made between general and special logic. The former deals
with the form of thinking in general, and is also called elemental logic, the latter 
gives rules for thinking in particular sciences, and therefore can not be represented 
separately from them.

  
        Q. How is the general logic classified? 
        A. First and foremost in pure and applied. Pure logic completely sets aside the 
rules of thought as they originally take place in the higher faculty of knowledge; the 
applied logic, on the other hand, takes account of the various conditions on which the 
application of those rules depends; For example, on the conditions that can lead us to 
false judgments, and the means to build them.

  
        Q. How is pure logic classified? 
        A. In the (pure) elementary theory and the (pure) methodology. The former 
considers the functions of the mind as concepts, judgments, and inferences one at a 
time, and gives the rules by which it operates; The latter teaches, by proper treatment 
of those operations of our scientific knowledge, to give form appropriate to the mind, 
and thus has to do with what can be observed in explanations, divisions, and proofs.

        Q. How do you divide the applied logic? 
        A. Also in an (applied) elementary doctrine and an (applied) methodology. The 
former deals with the doctrine of the emergence of logical semblance and error 
(logical pathology), and the doctrine of the means against error (logical therapy); the 
latter deals with the acquisition and communication of findings. 
  
 

Pure logical elementary theory

second chapter

Of logical things and features

    F. What is a logical things and logical absurdities? 
    A. A logical thing ( ens logicum ) is that which can be thought according to the 
laws of the mind, though it is not really found in the world of experience; a logical 
absurdity ( nonenslogicalum ), which can not even be thought of. The logical thing 
and the idiom are to be distinguished from the real things and things, the first of 
which is really found in the world of experience, the latter not.

    Q. What are some examples that explain this? 
    A.An animal, which would have the shape of a dragon, or such a size that it would 
reach back to the moon with its back, would be a logical thing, for it does not prevent
us from thinking of such an animal; on the other hand, it would be a real absurdity 



because it is not really in the world of experience. But a quadrangular compass, or a 
leaf that would be green and not green at the same time and place, would not only be 
considered real but also logical, because one could not even think of them. One sees 
from these examples that many things can be logical things, which are therefore not 
real things; On the other hand, every real thing insofar as it refers to us must also be 
thought of as a logical thing, because otherwise it could not be thought at all, and thus
would not be there for us at all.

    F. What makes thought a thing? 
    A. By features.

    Q. What is meant by characteristics? 
    A. Characteristics ( notae ) are representations which are contained as parts in 
other representations, and by which several ideas can be distinguished from one 
another. For example, from the tree, the leaf is a feature, for it is an idea that is 
included as part of the idea of the whole tree, and thus it can be distinguished from 
the ideas of an animal, house, etc. The characteristics are also called properties, 
determinations, characteristics, predicates, characters. Only insofar as such things are 
settled on a thing can it be conceived, and a thing that has no characteristic existed so 
well as not at all for our minds, could not be thought at all.

    Q. How to differentiate the characteristics? 
    A. In internal and external, affirmative and negative, essential and non-essential, 
original and derivative, direct and indirect, fruitful and unfruitful.

    Q. What are internal and external characteristics? 
    A.Inner or absolute characteristics are those which determine an object, taken by 
itself; but the external features, which are also called relative or relational or 
relationship features, determine only the relation or relation that the object has to 
another thing. Thus are trunk, root, leaf, flower, inner characteristics of the tree, for 
they determine its concept without any consideration for other objects; against the 
fact that the tree has grown into the earth, or that its trunk has a certain direction 
against another tree, are external or relational features, for they express only a 
relation of it to other things. The thing to which the relation is expressed by means of 
the relational feature, as in the above case the earth, is called the pertinent or 
correlate.

    Q. What are affirmative and negative characteristics? 
    A. Affirmative or positive traits are those by which one imagines something as 
belonging to a thing; negative or negative, by which one excludes something from a 
thing. For example, red, warm, fast are affirmative features because they express the 
qualities with which a thing really exists; on the other hand, undyed, not warm are 
negative features because they exclude properties from the existence of a thing. If a 
negative feature is again denied, an affirmative characteristic arises on it; For 
example, not undyed is colored as much as the affirmative feature.

    Q. What are essential and extrinsic features? 
    A. Essential features ( essentialia, attributa ) are those which have to come to the 
things conceived of at any time and must be necessary if the concept of the thing 



itself should not become completely different. By contrast, non-essential features 
( accidentalia), which are also called accidental ones, of the kind that they do not 
come to an object with constancy, and therefore can be thought away from it without 
changing its concept in general. Thus, for example, the characteristic of voluntary 
movement is an essential feature in animals, for all animals are so general and 
consistent that a creature lacking this trait would not be worthy of any animal, but 
would have to be a plant or something else; on the other hand, the characteristic of 
four feet is insignificant in animals, for there are also animals with more or less than 
four feet, and the concept of the animal in general remains unchanged, though I do 
not think of the characteristic of the four feet. - The essential characteristics of a thing
taken together are its essence,attributa propria ), or are also added to other objects 
( attributa communia ); so the characteristic of the voluntary movement on our earth 
is at least peculiar to the animal creatures; but the essential feature of the diet is also 
due to the plants. - External features can not be essential because they merely express
relationships with other objects, but they can change.

    Q. What are original and derived characteristics? 
    A. Original features ( notae originariae, primitivae, radicales ) are those that are 
not inferred from other features, derivative ones ( derivativae s., Consecutivae ), on 
the other hand, those that are attached to a thing as consequences of other 
features. Thus, the sharpness is an original feature of a cutting tool, its ability to 
divide other bodies, a derived from it; an original feature of a circle is that all its 
points are equidistant from a particular point; that he is a crooked line, a derivative 
from that.

    Q. What are immediate and indirect characteristics? 
    A. Immediate or the next features are those which are themselves added to the 
object, while those which are immediate or indirect are those which are first of all 
referred back to another feature of the object, and only insofar as to the object 
itself. Thus, for example, the leaf would be an immediate feature of the tree, because 
it refers directly to the tree itself; the green color, on the other hand, is an indirect 
characteristic of it, because it is first of all applied to the leaf, and only to the tree.

    Q. What are fertile and unfruitful traits? 
    A. Fertile traits are those from which many other traits can be derived, and which 
can serve to distinguish an object from many other objects. Infertile features, on the 
other hand, are those that do not take place.

third chapter

From the highest laws of thought

    Q. Can the mind, when referring to features, resort to things of its own free will, or 
is it bound by certain laws? 
    A. He is, as nothing at all happens in the world without laws, bound to certain laws



which he must observe if his thinking is to have (formal) truth. Anyone who thinks 
this contrary thinks logically wrong or wrong. Logic does not teach us to observe 
these laws; Rather, they are so deeply rooted in the nature of our minds that every one
unconsciously obeys them, if only he enjoys ordinary common sense. The logic here 
has nothing to do but to make it clear to our consciousness.

    Q. What are the supreme laws of logical thinking? 
    A. The principle of contradiction or opposition ( principium contradictiones s. 
Repugnantiae ); the principle of universal equality ( princip. identitatis 
absolutum ); the principle of exclusion of the middle or third ( pri exclusi medii s 
tertii ) and the principle of sufficient cause ( pr rationis sufficientis). These four 
principles are usually taken to be the fundamental laws of thought. Krug also calls the
principle of contradiction the principle of thesis, and lays down to him a principle of 
antithesis, but the sentence of sufficient reason, which he also calls the theorem of 
synthesis, a sentence of proportional or relational equality as the principal thought-
laws ,

    Q. What is the principle of contradiction? 
    A. One can put it this way: No things come to contradictory characteristics, or: 
Each of these things has only unanimous characteristics. For contradictory 
characteristics are called ones, one of which almost abolishes what the other has set, 
and which therefore can never be thought of as united in one thing. Such 
contradictory features are eg green and not green; mortal and not mortal. One can 
also express this principle in the following way: One can not think A, which at the 
same time would not be A; if under A any feature or thing, whatever one wants, 
understands.

    Q. What are some examples that explain the principle of contradiction? 
    A. According to the principle of contradiction, one will not be able to think that a 
thing is both round and not round; a thing is at the same time a table and not a table, a
tree carries fruits at the same time and no fruits. All this would be contradictions, 
where the one feature abolishes what the other has set.

    Q. What do you call that which can be thought of according to the proposition of 
contradiction, or is really thought? 
    A. What can be thought of after this means logically possible, and insofar as it is 
really thought, logically real or a logical thing. It is already mentioned above that a 
logical thing must not immediately be presupposed as being found in the world of 
experience. - Who obviously opposes the contradiction, and therefore discourses 
apparent contradictions, of which one says, he thinks absurdly.

    Q. What else is to be noted in the sentence of contradiction, so that it will not be 
misunderstood? 
    A.It might seem to be of external features that express mere relationships and 
relationships, as if those contradictory ones could also be thought of as uniting one 
thing. For example, it is said of the same man: He is great, and in a sense again: He is
not great. But for the first time he may be considered in relation to an ant, the second 
time in relation to an elephant; In this case, one relationship by no means supersedes 



what has been set by the other, for man is great against the ant, but not great against 
the elephant, and the apparent contradiction lies here only in the expression, not in 
the matter. It should also be noted that the sentence of contradiction applies only to 
the same time and to the same space, for a man can be funny today, for example, and 
not be funny tomorrow; or red in the face and not red on the arms. On the other hand, 
it is simply impossible to think of a man who is both funny and not funny, and in the 
same place red and not red.

    Q. What is the principle of universal equality or uniformity? 
    A. One expresses it like this: Every thing is equal to itself, or: Every thing agrees 
with itself, or also: A is equal to A. Because a thing can be thought only by features, 
and the summarized features only the Make a concept of the whole thing; so also 
must the characteristics of an imaginary thing and the concept of it be completely 
equal. Further, this principle says nothing. For example, the notion: circle, and the 
features, line, anywhere equidistant from a point, taken together, must go all the way 
to one; because I just think of the circle; by summarizing the mentioned 
characteristics.

    Q. What conclusions can be drawn from the principle of uniformity? 
    A. The thing to which all the characteristics of a concept are assigned must be 
added to the concept itself, and for which the features are lacking, the concept itself 
can not be given; Further, what is true of the notion of a concept also applies to the 
concept itself, and if the features are different, then the concept itself is different.

    Q. What is the principle of exclusion of the third or middle? 
    A.It is also called the principle of universal determination and expresses it in the 
following way: To what extent an object is thought to be thoroughly determinate, it 
must receive one of all possible almost opposite characteristics. A thing must 
therefore be thought of as either round or not round, white or not white, living or not 
alive. From such almost contradictory or contradictory features, the mind is always 
compelled to choose one thing and to put it in one thing (both at the same time he 
may not according to the first principle), and there is no third or middle feature, 
which he does instead of one of the two opposite could include in the term; Hence the
name of this principle. One can also express this principle as follows:

    Q. What is the law of sufficient reason? 
    A.It is expressed as follows: Link each to be placed with a prerequisite as a reason, 
or shorter: Do not do anything without a reason. Indeed, according to the previous 
principle, each of two contradictory features must be given one; but the intellect must
by no means arbitrarily settle one of these things, but it must be caused or compelled 
by something to either resolve one or the other, for example, either green or not 
green, alive or not, to put things in it. Now this, which causes the understanding to 
place one sign before the other, is called the reason, and that which depends on that 
reason is the consequence. According to this principle, anyone who claims something
is required to know why he claims it; and the one who wanted to fix things, without 
being able to give a reason for it would grossly violate the laws of thought. Therefore,
even in exercises in speech disputations one must not fight with yes, yes, and no, no, 



but defend one's own opinion by reasons, and seek to refute those of the opponent by 
reasons. Incidentally, the logical reason is probably to be distinguished from the real 
reason: the former merely gives rise to the idea that something is thought so and not 
differently, the second, however, that something really is in a certain way.

    Q. What is the principle of antithesis? 
    A. It can be expressed as follows: Under opposite determinations of a thing you 
may only put one, and if this one is set, then you must cancel the other. This principle
of antithesis follows from the principle of thesis or contradiction.

    Q. What is the principle of relationship or proportional equality? 
    A. It is expressed in this way: two concepts that agree with, or are related to, a third
stand in the same relation to each other; or, two things that resemble a third are self-
similar. Therefore, if the thing A is equal to the thing X, and the thing X is equal to 
the thing B, then the thing B will be equal to the thing A. This proposition is 
connected with the proposition of reason, because here the equality of the thing X 
with the thing A and the thing B is the reason that one also sets A and B equal. 
  
 

Chapter Four

Of the terms in general

    Q. What is a term? 
    A. A term ( notio, conceptus) is a conscious connection of several common features
or partial ideas to the unity of a whole. It is formed by comparison (comparison of 
several ideas), abstraction (refraining from the various features of the same), 
reflection (looking at their common features); Determination (incorporation of the 
common features into the whole to be formed), and combination (union of the 
recorded features to the whole), as already discussed in the introduction. By the way, 
these various acts of the mind are not so divorced in reality as they are represented 
here; rather, they flow together there, and are separated only by us for the sake of 
easier observation.

    Q. What is meant by abstract and concrete concepts? 
    A.If one thinks a concept purely and separately for itself, it is called an abstract 
concept; but a concrete one, as to whether one associates it with other ideas, or thinks
of certain objects. Thus, for example, virtue, conceived as such, is an abstract 
concept; on the other hand, when I think of a virtuous man, I think the concept of 
virtue concretely; by thinking of him as connected with the idea of man, linked to 
him. Similarly, the concept of green color, conceived as such, is an abstract 
concept; but thought of a leaf, he is concrete. In itself, every concept is abstract, for it 
is formed by abstraction, but by looking away from the ideas that are different from 
it; but he becomes concrete by thinking of him in relation;



    Q. In what ways is one to consider the concepts in order to make clear their logical 
nature? 
    A. In terms of quantity, quality, relation and modality. 
  
 

Fifth chapter

On the quantity of concepts

    F. What is the quantity of a term? 
    A. In the set of ideas that one thinks through him. This can either be quantity of 
quantity or quantity of the content of a concept.

    Q. What is the scope and content of a term? 
    A. The scope or the sphere of a concept ( ambitus s sphaera notionis ) make up all 
those things to which the concept can be referred as a sign ; on the other hand, the 
content of a concept ( complexus notionis ) consists in those ideas which are thought 
to be united in it.

    Q. What are some examples? 
    A. From the concept of man, the scope is formed by the Europeans, Asians, 
Africans, Americans and South Indians, for to all of these the concept of man can be 
referred to as a sign; on the other hand, the content of the concept of man, the ideas of
the head, chest, abdomen, hands and feet, reason, reason, language, etc., constitute all
of these characteristics, because all these characteristics first make up the concept of 
man. Thus, the size of the term tree will make oak, beech, fir, fruit trees, etc., on the 
contrary its contents root, trunk, leaves, etc.

    Q. What is meant by a concept and contained in a concept? 
    A. Of the things that make up the scope of a concept to which the concept can thus 
be referred as a sign, it is said that they are contained in the concept, but of the things 
which constitute the content of a concept; Contain terms. Thus, in the above case, 
oak, beech, fir are included under the term tree; on the other hand root, stem, leaves 
in the concept of the same. To imagine one conception under another means to 
subsume it.

    F. What is the ratio content and scope of the terms to each other in terms of their 
quantity? 
    A.The larger the scope of a term, the smaller its content and vice versa. For 
example, the scope of the concept of man is greater than the scope of the term Negro, 
for there are many other types of human under the concept of man besides the 
negroes; on the other hand, the content of the term negro is greater than that of the 
concept of man, for the Negro must have, in addition to the other characteristics of a 
man, black skin, woolly hair, and so on. Likewise, the scope of the term figure is 
greater than that of the term triangles; for it contains among itself, or can be referred 
to as a feature, not only all triangles, but also squares, pentagons, round figures, etc. 



On the other hand, the content of the term triangle is greater than that of the term 
figure, for, in addition to the characteristic of the confined space which belongs to the
figure, it also contains the fact that these boundaries are formed by three lines, 
together with many others, to be derived from them. The reason for this relation 
between the scope and content of a concept lies in the fact that, if one includes 
several features in the content of a concept, then all those things must be excluded 
from the scope of the concept which they do not possess. If, for example, one were to
include the characteristic of white color in the concept of man, and thus increase the 
quantity of its content, then man would no longer be able to refer to the Negroes, and 
then, excluding them from the concept, the scope would become to diminish. that 
these boundaries are formed by three lines, together with many others, to be derived 
from them. The reason for this relation between the scope and content of a concept 
lies in the fact that, if one includes several features in the content of a concept, then 
all those things must be excluded from the scope of the concept which they do not 
possess. If, for example, one were to include the characteristic of white color in the 
concept of man, and thus increase the quantity of its content, then man would no 
longer be able to refer to the Negroes, and then, excluding them from the concept, the
scope would become to diminish. that these boundaries are formed by three lines, 
together with many others, to be derived from them. The reason for this relation 
between the scope and content of a concept lies in the fact that, if one includes 
several features in the content of a concept, then all those things must be excluded 
from the scope of the concept which they do not possess. If, for example, one were to
include the characteristic of white color in the concept of man, and thus increase the 
quantity of its content, then man would no longer be able to refer to the Negroes, and 
then, excluding them from the concept, the scope would become to diminish. if one 
includes several features in the content of a concept, then all those things must be 
excluded from the scope of the concept which they do not possess. If, for example, 
one were to include the characteristic of white color in the concept of man, and thus 
increase the quantity of its content, then man would no longer be able to refer to the 
Negroes, and then, excluding them from the concept, the scope would become to 
diminish. if one includes several features in the content of a concept, then all those 
things must be excluded from the scope of the concept which they do not possess. If, 
for example, one were to include the characteristic of white color in the concept of 
man, and thus increase the quantity of its content, then man would no longer be able 
to refer to the Negroes, and then, excluding them from the concept, the scope would 
become to diminish.

    Q. What is meant by simple and compound terms, single terms and common 
concepts? 
    A. A simple notion ( notio simplex ) is one whose content is so small that it consists
of only one feature, and that one can not divide it into several ideas by means of 
dissection; a composite ( not. composita), on the other hand, is one in which such a 
decomposition still takes place in several features or ideas. It follows from the above 
that simple terms must be proportionately the largest. A single term ( notio 
individualis) is a term whose size is so small that it no longer deals with other ideas; a



general or common (not universalis ), on the other hand, under which ideas are still 
included. Individual terms must have the greatest content relatively.

    Q. What are some examples that explain this? 
    A.The concept of being is a simple concept that one simply can not dissect into 
several features; but it is precisely because of its lack of content that it has the widest 
scope: for one can refer to all things the attribute of being or existence. The concept 
of movement is already a composite one: for it can be used to distinguish the 
characteristics of change from temporality and spatiality, since movement is a spatial 
change that precedes time. But the movement also has a smaller scope; because you 
can not refer to all things as a characteristic. - A single term is the concept of a 
particular being, eg a particular plant, a particular animal, which, however, can not be
confused with an intuition, because it is not directly related to the individual object, 
not by its direct influence on sensuousness, but indirectly only in the understanding, 
by the combination of its individual characteristics. A common term is any term that 
can be applied to different objects.

    Q. What is meant by type terms and by generic terms? 
    A. Both terms refer to the scope of the terms. A species notion ( notio specialis ) is 
the one that contains only single things among themselves; a generic or sexual 
concept ( notio generalis), on the other hand, a term that contains species terms 
among themselves. Thus, the term lily is a species term; for its extent contains only 
single things, namely all individual lilies among themselves; the term plant is a 
generic term; for he contains the species of lily, rose, carnation, etc., among 
themselves. The generic terms are divided into lower and higher. For, in fact, several 
generic concepts can again be contained under another generic concept, and this is 
called the higher generic concept; Thus the generic terms insect, fish, bird, etc., are to
be understood by the higher generic term animal; and the generic terms animal and 
plant under the even higher: organic creature. - The highest generic term is that which
contains all other generic terms among themselves, and he must therefore have the 
greatest extent but the smallest content, so that he can be referred to all sorts of 
objects as a feature, thus taking them under himself. At the same time, the highest 
genre terms are those which are highest only in a particular set of things. Thus, for all
individual human races, the concept of man is the highest generic concept, although 
he himself actually stands under the concept of an organic being.

    Q. How do naturalists call the lower and higher genera? 
    A. The genus, which contains at first several lower genera among itself, is called 
order, which contains several orders among itself, class, and which contains several 
classes among itself, a realm of nature.

    Q. What are intermediate genera, next genera and distant genera? 
    A. intermediate species ( genera media ) are those which are higher than one, but 
lower than the other type, ie are held between them. For example, tree is an 
intermediate genus between fruit tree and plants, because it is higher than the genus 
of fruit trees, lower than the genus plant; he contains those among themselves; under 
this he is himself included. The genus under which one species stands directly is 



called the next genus proximum , but the genus under which it stands only indirectly, 
by intermediate genera, is a genus remotum .

    Q. What is meant by subordination and assignment of concepts? 
    A. Subordinated notions ( notiones subordinatae ) are those that are contained 
under another term. For example, the terms bird, fish, are subordinated to the term 
animal. Hence, all kinds of genera and all lower genera are subordinate to the 
higher. The term which is subordinate to the other is called the lower or narrower 
( inferior S. angustior ); but that which contains the other among them, the upper one 
or more ( superior s). So man is a higher concept than Negro and Kalmuck; Plant a 
higher than tree and herb. The higher concept includes the lower one all the time. - 
Assigned terms ( notary coordinatae) are those which are both contained in or under 
a third term at the same time. Thus insect and fish are co-ordinate concepts, for they 
are both contained under the term animal; leaf and root are also subordinate concepts,
because they are contained in the term plant. Mutually co-ordinate concepts can not 
be subordinate to each other at the same time and vice versa. Depending on the 
subordinate concepts are genera or species, they are called secondary genera or 
secondary species. Rodents and ruminants are secondary genera; Mouse, Rat, 
Nebenarten. The widest concept is at the same time the highest concept of genus, has 
the greatest extent, can not be subordinated to any other, nor can it be subordinated, 
but it has all subordinated among itself.

    Q. Which laws apply to higher and lower terms? 
    A.That which belongs to the higher concept or contradicts it also comes or 
contradicts all lower concepts which stand under it; In other words, whatever comes 
to or contradicts the whole sphere of a concept comes or contradicts all parts of that 
sphere. Further: whatever suits or contradicts all lower concepts, that also comes or 
contradicts its higher concept. The first law follows from the conclusion drawn from 
the principle of universal equality that what is of the notion of a concept must also 
apply to the concept itself: for the higher concept is one which contains all the lower 
ones among themselves, and so as a feature on them must be obtainable. The other 
law results from it; that the higher concept arises precisely through the combination 
of the common features of its lower concepts; hence what is common to all lower 
concepts must necessarily also be found in the higher concept. Incidentally, many 
features may be in lower terms, which do not belong to the higher; because their 
content is larger because of their smaller size. 
  
 

Sixth Chapter

From the quality of the terms

    Q. What is considered in the quality of the terms? 
    A. The degree of consciousness with which conceptions linked in a concept are 



thought. After this one distinguishes clear, clear, detailed and complete or perfect 
concepts.

    F. What is the clarity ( claritas ) of a term? 
    A. In that degree of consciousness of the characteristics of a concept by virtue of 
which one is able to distinguish its object from other objects in general. Now, as the 
number of things from which the subject matter of the concept can be distinguished is
large or small, the clarity of the concept is greater or less. The opposite of a clear 
concept is a dark one ( not obscura ). So many people only have dark concepts of 
what philosophy is, what logic is; that is, they do not properly distinguish these 
sciences from others. To make a concept clear and clear is called, to develop it.

    Q. What is meant by clarity ( perspicuitas ) of concepts? 
    A. That degree of consciousness of the characteristics of a concept by virtue of 
which one is able to distinguish those same characteristics from one another. The 
clarity of a concept, then, is really nothing else than the clarity of its characteristics 
and also has different degrees. The opposite of the clarity is the indistinctness 
( imperspicuitas ) which one also confusion ( confusio), even if one can not even 
determine the characteristics of a concept from each other. A clear term therefore 
does not need to be clear. Thus, though I may well know how to distinguish 
philosophy from the rest of the sciences, I may not yet give the characteristics that 
make up the essence of philosophy, because I can not separate and distinguish it. In 
this case, I have a clear or no clear concept of philosophy. Conversely, however, a 
clear concept must always be clear: for concepts can only be distinguished by the 
consciousness of various characteristics in them; and this consciousness is necessarily
stronger in clarity than in mere clarity.

    Q. In what relationships can one consider the clarity of the concepts? 
    A.The clarity of a term can refer both to the content and to the scope of a 
term. That which is also called intensive or analytic distinctness, is produced by the 
dissection of a concept into the attributes of which it is composed, and development 
of it; this, the extensive or synthetic clarity, by distinguishing the lower concepts, 
which are contained under the higher. This is done by means of explanations, this by 
division. Suppose the concept of philosophy had become clear to me, so that I could 
distinguish it from all other sciences, but I also wanted it to be extensively and 
intensively clear to me; so I would seek to distinguish the various sciences in its 
scope, which are included under the term philosophy; first and foremost the 
theoretical and practical philosophy; If he were to become even more extensively 
clear to me, I would, in theoretical philosophy, use logic, metaphysics, and 
aesthetics; in the practical to differentiate the jurisprudence, the moral doctrine and 
the religious doctrine; In order to further the clarity, I would again seek to distinguish 
the pure part from the applied in each of these sciences, and so on. In this way I 
would make the philosophy extensively or synthetically clear or divide it. But to 
make the concept of philosophy clear to me intensively or analytically, I would divide
it into its features; that philosophy is a science and that it searches for the ultimate 
causes and purposes of human knowledge and activity. In order to obtain an even 
higher degree of intense clarity, I would dissect the concepts of science, knowledge, 



activity, reason, purpose, and thus, by continuing dissecting, to ever higher degrees of
clarity, to explain to myself the concept more and more. Simple concepts can not 
have an intense clarity, though they are clear. Since they do not contain a multiplicity 
of features, simple concepts such as that of being can not be explained either: 
individual concepts, on the other hand, can not be extensively clear There is a 
multiplicity of things among them, and therefore they can not be divided.

    Q. What is meant by the verbosity and completeness or perfection of the concepts? 
    A.Both are higher degrees of distinctness. For the verbosity of a concept consists in
that degree of consciousness of its characteristics by virtue of which one is able to 
dissect these very characteristics again, and consequently into the distinctness of the 
characteristics themselves. Thus, in the above example, the concept of philosophy is 
extensive in its scope dissected. Since the dissection of the characteristics of a 
concept can be continued, so too does verbosity have its degrees. The highest degree 
of logical detail is the completeness or perfection of concepts, which takes place 
when, by continued dissection, one has come to terms which can not be further 
dissected; in terms of content to simple, in terms of scope to individual terms. 
  
 

Seventh Chapter

On the relation and modality of concepts

    F. What is the relation of the terms? 
    A. In those terms of the terms which are given to them only in relation to other 
terms; so in the mutual relationship of the same. This ratio can be fourfold; for it 
concerns the uniformity and difference, the attunement and the conflict, the interior 
and exterior, the matter and the form of concepts.

    Q. Which terms are called the same or the same? 
    A. Those that share all characteristics. - Similar or related terms ( not cognatae ) 
are those which have not all but common features. Different terms in terms of 
features that are not common to them. Terms which are completely identical or 
identical are also called change terms; because you can arbitrarily put one instead of 
the other. They can only make several concepts insofar as they are thought of by 
different people, or by the same people at different times, or as features on different 
things, otherwise they would only make one and the same concept.

    Q. What is meant by unanimous and conflicting terms? 
    A. Consentient ( consentientes, convenientes ) are those that can be combined in 
the idea of an object. Otherwise, they are called opposite or conflicting in the broader 
sense. The opposition can now take place either directly or indirectly. In the first case 
it is also called the pure or consummate opposition ( oppositio contradictoria, 
diametralis, per simplicem negationem)), and the terms thus opposed: contradictory, 



adversarial, negative, direct or almost opposite terms. It takes place when one of the 
opposite concepts contains in the negative a negation of what has been put in the 
other term. From immediately opposite concepts ( not contrariae, see contrarie 
oppositae, oppositae per positionem alterius), which one also calls contrary, positive 
or indirect opposition, one does not annul the other by mere negation, but even by its 
own positive characteristics. Of contradictory concepts, only two always take place, 
and one of them must come to every object according to the law of the exclusion of 
the Middle. Of more conflicting terms, more than two can take place, and they can all
be thought away from an object.

    Q. What are examples to explain the previous one? 
    A.Round and white are unanimous concepts; for they can be united in every idea, if
I think of a thing around, it does not in the least prevent me from thinking that I know
it. Round and not round but or white and not white, are contradictory or directly 
opposite terms, because one denies the other, what sets the other; only one of them 
can be thought of in one and the same idea; But at the same time thinking away, one 
can not. Round and square or sad and happy are contradictory concepts, for by 
keeping something round, I prevent it from being set at the same time as 
quadrangular; the same case is sad and happy.

    F. What is the interior and exterior of a term? 
    A. The interior of a concept consists in its essential characteristics; the exterior of 
the other hand in its nonessential either textures ( affectiones ) or conditions 
( relationes are). So belongs to the interior of the term animal; that it is an organic 
being, that it moves on its own free will, and seeks its food of its own free will; on the
other hand, to the exterior of the term animal belongs the characteristic of the four 
feet, or of life in the country.

    Q. What is meant by matter and form of concepts? 
    A. The matter of the concept consists in those ideas which are connected by it to 
unity, but the form in the manner of their connection. Since logic completely 
disregards that which is presented by the concepts, a closer examination of the matter 
of concepts does not belong to it. 
  
 

Eighth chapter

Of the judgments in general

    Q. What is a judgment? 
    A. A judgment ( judicium ) is the determination of the relation or relationship that 
takes place between given ideas; and is called, by words, a sentence (propositio, 
enuntiatio ). If, for example, I say that man is mortal, then I determine the 
relationship between man and mortality and thus judge.



    Q. What can be distinguished from every judgment? 
    A. Matter and form. The matter of judgment constitutes the ideas between which 
one thinks of the relation, as above man and mortality; but the form consists in the 
way in which the relation between these ideas is thought. Logic completely 
disregards the nature of the matter of judgments, and, as a formal doctrine of thought,
considers only its form.

    Q. In what respects do you usually look at the judgments in order to get to know 
them in their form? 
    A. Like the concepts in terms of their quantity, quality, relation and 
modality. Quantity determines the extent of the subject in a judgment; quality 
determines the nature of the predicate; the relation the kind of connection itself 
between the ideas given to a judgment, and the modality the relation in which the 
judgments stand to our cognitive faculty. The nicest thing to do is to base the relation 
on the judgments.

    Q. How do you differentiate the judgments regarding their relation? 
    A. In categorical, hypothetical and disjunctive. 
  
 

Ninth chapter

Of the categorical judgments

    Q. What is meant by a categorical judgment? 
    A. A categorical judgment (settlement judgment) is that in which one term is 
referred to the other as an affirmative or negative. Such judgments are often called 
judgments par excellence. The above judgment: Man is mortal, is a categorical, 
because the term mortality is referred to as a characteristic of the concept of man. All 
judgments which are not themselves categorical are at least composed of categorical 
ones, and their peculiar mode of connection gives rise first to the hypothetical and 
disjunctive judgments. Also, the quantity and quality of judgments initially refers 
only to categorical.

    Q. What is meant by subject, predicate and copula in a categorical judgment? 
    A.Subject is called the idea to which the other is referred as a sign; Predicate, 
however, that which is related to the subject as a characteristic. Thus above man is 
the subject, mortal the predicate. The subject is usually prefixed in a sentence, but can
also be put behind the predicate without changing anything in its nature, eg mortal is 
man, where the sentence is then called a displaced one. The copula or compound 
word in categorical judgments is actually nothing but the word, though it is often 
hidden in it. For example, the sentence: Man has reason, is logically developed: Man 
is a mind-possessing. - Copula and predicate are often fused in one word. For 
example, the human thinks; which is as much as man is a thinking one. Some 
sentences seem to have no subject at all, eg it thunders, it rains. In the meantime, 



however, the predicate must at least be associated with an indeterminate subject. Such
sentences are called logically imperfect.

    Q. How many categorical judgments are there in terms of quantity? 
    A.Three. Namely the predicate is connected either only with a single subject, or 
with many subjects of a certain kind, or with all subjects of a certain kind. In the first 
case the judgment is called a single or individual, in the second a special or 
particulate; in the third a general or universal. Guttenberg invented the printer's art is 
a single judgment; many people live for food, a special one; all animals are 
unreasonable, a common one. Signs indicating the perimeter of the subject are the 
proverbs for the individual judgments, the same, the same, etc .; for the special ones: 
some, some, many, several, etc .; for the general: all, each, no, etc. Signed judgments 
are those where the subject has a peripheral sign of this kind in itself, unmarked 
where it is absent.jud. determinata ) is called the general and individual 
judgments; indefinite ( indeterminata ) the particular.

    Q. How many categorical judgments are there in terms of quality? 
    A. Also three: affirmative or affirmative, negative or negative and infinite, limiting 
or limiting. In the affirmative judgments the predicate is really taken up in the content
of the subject, or, what is the same thing, the subject presented as brought into the 
sphere or scope of the predicate; in the negative judgments the subject is thought 
beyond the sphere of the predicate; in the infinite it is placed in the sphere of a 
concept that lies outside the sphere of another; or, what the same thing says, by denial
of one feature, another is placed in the subject's content.

    Q. What are some examples? 
    A.Affirmative judgments are: The lion is strong; the plant is green, for in both 
cases the subject becomes the sphere or volume of the predicate, strength and green 
color; or these are included as features in the content of the terms lion and 
plant. Negative judgments, on the other hand, are: The gold is not white, the sun does
not run around the earth; for here the subject is excluded from the scope of the 
predicate or the predicate from the content of the subject. Limitative judgments are: 
The human soul is immortal; the dress is undamaged. Here I bring the subject into the
sphere of eternal life by negation of mortality; the dress by negation of the damage 
under the sphere of the Whole. - The limiting judgment is thus distinguished from the
negative insofar as in the former, the subject is excluded from the sphere of an 
affirmative feature, but not brought into the sphere of another affirmative feature; but 
in the case of the latter, it is precisely by the exclusion from the sphere of an 
affirmative feature that it is posited in that of another affirmative.

    Q. What short name has been given to the categorical judgments regarding their 
quantity and quality? 
    A. They have been called the first four vowels; so that A is a universal and 
affirmative one; E expresses a general and at the same time negative, I a special and 
at the same time affirmative, O a special and at the same time negative 
judgment. Hence the Latin verse:



        Asserite A, negate E sed universaliter ambo; 
        Assarit I, negat O sed particulariter ambo.

The limitative and individual judgments are disregarded here, because for the reason 
of which this short designation is chosen, the individual judgments are valued in the 
same way as the general and the limiting ones in the affirmative: Examples of this 
designation are:

A. All animals are organic beings. 
E. No animal can live without food. 
I. Some people are learned. 
O. Many people are not taught.

  
    Q. What is to be noted about the modality of the categorical judgments? 
    A. It also defines three forms of judgment: the problematic, assertoric and 
apodictic. In the first, the relation between subject and predicate is merely imagined 
as conceivable; Really made in the other and presented as done; in the third as 
necessary. Examples of problematic judgments are: Human life can take over a 
hundred years; the war may break out soon; of assertorian: Life is short; the war has 
broken out; of apodictic: man must die; the war must break out.

    Q. Are there any other significant differences to be discovered, except in terms of 
quantity, quality and modality, in the categorical forms of judgment? 
    A. The essential forms of categorical judgments are completely exhausted by these 
considerations. Inasmuch, however, as the judgments are expressed by words, thus 
becoming sentences, it is possible to distinguish between them various forms which 
can be represented by the following scheme. The sentences are:

        1) basic ( propositiones simplices ) 
        2) composed ( prop. Compositae ) 
            a) obviously composite 
                a ) junctors 
                b ) Vergleichungssätze

            b) Hidden compound 
                a ) Ausschließungssätze 
                            a) exclusively in the narrow sense 
                            b) exzeptiv

                b ) Restriction Theorems 
                            a) restrictive in a narrow sense 
                            b) reduplicative. 
 

    Q. How are the simple ones different from the compound sentences? 
    A. A proposition is simple in which the subject as well as the predicate consists 
merely of a principal concept, even though the concepts of the subject and predicate 
are not simple, and the proposition is particular or universal; on the other hand, if 
subject or predicate or both are multiples, the sentence is composed, because it 



basically consists of several judgments; which is why it is called "exponible" in the 
broader sense, and the composition is a hidden, exponential in the narrower sense.

    Q. What are some examples? 
    A. Simple sentences are: The boy is docile; People love the pleasure. A compound 
sentence is: Humans and animals are living creatures; For he actually consists of the 
two sentences: men are living creatures; The animals are living creatures. Likewise: 
The glass is fragile and transparent, that is, logically developed: the glass is 
fragile; The glass is transparent.

    Q. What are compound or copulative sentences and comparative or comparative 
sentences in which one shares the apparently compound? 
    A. In the copulative sentences, several subjects or predicates are connected; In the 
comparative case, one feature is given a higher degree to one thing than 
another. Examples of copulative sentences are those given in the previous 
answer; Comparative sentences are: The tiger is more cruel than the lion; The child is
weaker than the man. These sentences would be called: The lion is cruel; The tiger is 
even crueler. The man possesses a certain degree of strength; The child has a lower 
degree of strength.

    Q. What is meant by exclusion clauses or exclusive and restrictive or restrictive 
clauses? 
    A. Exclusive or exclusive in the broader sense are the sentences in which an 
exclusion at all and restrictive in the broader sense, in which a limitation occurs at 
all. If something is added to the subject with the exclusion of all other things similar 
to it, then the proposition is exclusive in the narrower sense, but if something is 
settled to the subject only with the exclusion of a certain part of it, the proposition is 
expressive; likewise a sentence restrictive in the narrower sense, if the restriction 
therein is done by a special supplement; reduplicative, on the other hand, if it is 
merely expressed by a repetition.

    Q. What are some examples? 
    A.The sentences are exclusive in the narrower sense: the cuckoo alone makes its 
birds hatch from others; Only unfilled flowers carry seeds. The latter sentence would 
be fully developed, that is, many flowers are unfilled; these are seed-bearing, the rest 
are not seed-bearing. Exceptive sentences are: The Greeks did a lot of fine arts, 
except the Laced demonians. Walks are pleasant except in bad weather. Restrictive in 
the narrower sense are: The sciences, treated as industries, can not thrive. Money as a
means for good purposes has great value. Reduplative sentences are: The general as 
commander must be strict. The avarice, as avarice, is always to blame. By sentences 
which are restrictive in the narrower sense, one expresses that what is said is to be 
valid only in a certain relation.

Tenth Chapter

Of the identity, subordination, opposition and reversal



the categorical judgments

    Q. Which judgments are called equal or equivalent ( identica, aequipollentia )? 
    A. Those in which the substance and the form are the same. One's judgments can 
therefore only be distinguished insofar as they are designated in different words; so 
make up different sentences; or insofar as they are thought of by different people, or 
different times.

    Q. What is meant by subordination of judgments? 
    A. judgments where the subject and the predicate are the same in both cases; in 
one, however, the size of the subject is greater than in the other, called subordinate 
( subalterna ); and that judgment in which the subject is the further concept is 
called subalternans ; but that in which it is the lower, the subordinate 
( subalternatum). For example, the following are subordinated: 1) The Europeans are 
clothed; 2) The Germans are clothed; 3) The Saxons are clothed. Europeans is 
another term than Germans; for these are contained under him; hence, if 1) and 2) are 
compared; 1) the subordinate, 2) the subordinate judgment. In contrast, if 2) and 3) 
are compared, 2) is the subordinate and 3) the subordinate; because the concept of the
subject German is further than that of the subject Saxony. According to the above-
mentioned law, that what belongs to the higher concept must also be given to all the 
lower ones under it, the truth of the subordinate judgment determines that of the 
subordinate one.

    F. What understands. one under unanimous and opposite judgments? 
    A. Unanimous judgments ( consentientia ) are those that can both be thought of as 
true at the same time; opposing but conflicting ( opposita, repugnantia) those of 
which one picks up what sets the other; of which only one can be thought of as 
true. The opposition of the judgments may now, according to the concepts, be direct, 
direct, contradictory, or indirect, indirect, contrary. It is adversarial if, in the one 
judgment, nothing happens but the negation of what was stated in the other 
judgment; on the other hand, if by setting something in a judgment (that is, not by 
mere negation), what was set in the other judgment is abolished.

    Q. What are some examples? 
    A. Unanimous judgments are: Man loves life; Man is mortal. Directly opposite: 
man is mortal; Man is not mortal. Contrary: This house is completely made of 
stone; This house is completely made of wood. - Directly opposite judgments are 
possible only two times each time; and one of them must be true if not every one of 
them already contains a contradiction. Thus, for example, of the judgments the 
quadrilateral soul is mortal, the quadrilateral soul is not mortal, neither is true, since 
the concept of a quadrangular soul is in itself conflicting; Contrary judgments allow 
more than two to be thought of, without one necessarily having to be true.

    Q. What are subcontrict judgments? 
    A. Those of which one affirms in particular what the other negates in particular (ie 
I and O); Eg some animals are carnivorous; some animals are not carnivorous; or 
Most animals have feet, some animals have no feet. It is easy to see that subcontrary 
judgments can both be true.



    Q. What is meant by conversions of the sentences? 
    A. To reverse a proposition means to make the predicate the subject and the subject
the predicate. This reversal can now take place in three ways: 1) simpliciter (pure or 
unchanged) if the quantity and quality of the judgment to be reversed are left 
unchanged; 2) peraccidens , if the quantity of the judgment and 3) per 
contrapositionen, if the quality of the judgment is changed. In the first two cases, the 
judgment with which one makes the change means the inverse or conversum into 
which one transforms it, the inversion or convertens, In the contraposition, the first 
judgment is called the contraposition, the other the contraponent.

    Q. What are some examples? 
    A. Reverse: No animal is reasonable; no rational is an animal; Some lucky ones are
virtuous; some virtuous are happy. (Generally speaking, no A is B, no B is A. Some A
are B, some B are A.) Conversely, by accidens : All plants are organic; some organic 
beings are plants; all cats are predators; some predators are cats. (General: All A is B, 
some B is A.) Conversely, by contraposition: All men are mortal; no immortal is a 
human; all animals are alive, no non-living is an animal. (General: All A is B, no non-
B is A.)

Eleventh chapter

Of the hypothetical and disjunctive judgments

    F. What is a hypothetical judgment (inferential judgment)? 
    A. The matter of the hypothetical judgment consists of two categorical 
judgments; but the form and the actual essence of the same are in the fact that these 
two categorical judgments are related as a reason and a sequence to each 
other. Examples of hypothetical judgments are: When the planets move around the 
sun, their rest is only apparent; Furthermore, if a person has reason, he also has 
will. In both examples, the first categorical judgment contains the reason why the 
other is set; The latter is therefore to be regarded as an inference from the first.

    Q. What is the difference between the hypothetical judgments? 
    A. The antecedent (forerunner, condition, hypothesis, ratio, conditio, membrum 
prius s. Antecedens ), which constitutes the judgment as ground; and the suffix (the 
hind limb, the conditional, thesis, rationatum, membrum posterius s), which contains 
the conclusion from the antecedent. In the judgment, therefore, that when a man is 
virtuous, he has a good conscience; the first sentence is the antecedent, the second is 
the last sentence. One can also make the last sentence the first; For example, man has 
a good conscience when he is virtuous; this merely changes the form of the sentence 
(the sentence expressed in words), but not that of the sentence itself. The particles, if 
so, which serve to denote the form of the hypothetical judgment 1) are 
called particulae consecutivae .

1) One does not have to believe that the words, if so, are the form itself; they only serve to indicate the same.



  
    Q. What else is to be noted about the hypothetical judgments? 
    A.The nature of the categorical judgments which make up the material of the 
hypothetical, whether they are singular, general, affirmative, or negative, etc., is 
disregarded in the logical consideration of hypothetical judgments; For logic merely 
considers the form of judgments, which in the hypothetical case consists in the 
peculiar combination of the two categorical judgments, and is the same in all, even 
though the categorical judgments in themselves are still so different; it is sufficient to 
make them a hypothetical judgment, that they are related as a cause and a 
consequence; and this relationship should just be explained. If the hypothetical 
judgment consists of more than two judgments, it is a composite one; eg

    F. What is the essence of a disjunctive judgment (opposition appeal)? 
    A.If one determines that one of several present opposing features is to be related to 
the exclusion of the rest, but does not determine which one, then one disjusts a 
disjunctive judgment. Examples of disjunctive judgments are: pleasure is either 
permitted or not permitted; This man is either a German or an Englishman or a 
Frenchman. For here I have determined only so much that one of the opposite 
characteristics, German, Englishman, Frenchman (they are indirectly opposed or 
contrary) must be given to man, not not; at the same time it is indicated by the 
proposition that as soon as a feature is really included in the concept, then the others 
are to be excluded, that I do not care for man when I really think of him as an 
Englishman.

    Q. What else is to be noted about the disjunctive judgments regarding their matter 
and form? 
    A. The matter of disjunctive judgments actually consists of several opposite 
categorical judgments. The opposing predicates contained therein are called members
of separation ( membra disjuncta ), and so on above are Germans, Englishmen, 
Frenchmen. The relationship of the dividing elements, according to which one of 
them must be the true characteristic of the object judged, constitutes the form of the 
disjunctive judgment, and becomes either through the particles, or ( particulae 
disjunctivae) probably only by the one of them, or, designated. The dividers may be 
directly opposite, as permitted above and not permitted, or indirectly, such as 
Germans, French, English; in the first case there are only two dividing 
members; There may be several in the last one.

    Q. What can be remembered regarding the modality of hypothetical and disjunctive
judgments? 
    A. Your parts taken individually are problematic; On the whole, however, they are 
apodictic, that is, they are considered necessary. In the hypothetical judgments, 
neither the antecedent is thought to be necessary, nor the hind limb; but the 
combination of both as cause and consequence. Thus, even in disjunctive judgments, 
not every one of the individual opposing categorical judgments of which it exists is 
thought to be necessarily true; The whole judgment is, however, made necessary, for 
this only determines that of several possible features one must be given to the object.



Twelfth Chapter

Of the difference of judgments and sentences regarding their content 2)

2) The logic actually looks from the content or the matter and the origin of the judgments in the 
understanding; but it will not be inappropriate to discuss much in this connection; as happens in most textbooks
of logic.

  
    Q. How are analytic and synthetic judgments different? 
    A.Analytical judgments are those in which a feature which was already thought to 
be contained in the concept of the subject is referred to as a predicate. The others are 
called synthetic ones. Eg: The food is for the preservation of the creatures, is an 
analytical sentence, because in the term foods I think already the feature that this 
creatures are obtained. On the other hand, the sentence would be: The foods are tasty, 
synthetic, because the characteristic of the taste is not yet in the concept of food. So 
too would be the proposition: the light is shining, an analytic, for in light I think of 
gloss as a feature; On the other hand: the light is fast, is an apparently synthetic 
proposition, for how would the concept of speed already exist in that of the light. In 
analytic propositions, therefore, a feature is taken out of the concept of the subject 
itself, and afterwards it is associated with it as a predicate; in synthetic one takes it 
elsewhere. - Tautalogic is the name of an analytic sentence when the subject is 
connected with himself as a predicate; eg bread is bread; a living creature lives. It is 
easy to see that, by forming analytic judgments, our knowledge can not actually be 
extended; since they only say what we already know; yet, through them, our attention
can be directed more to individual features of a concept, thus promoting the clarity of
thought. We can really increase the scope of our findings by making synthetic 
judgments. when the subject is associated with himself as a predicate; eg bread is 
bread; a living creature lives. It is easy to see that, by forming analytic judgments, our
knowledge can not actually be extended; since they only say what we already 
know; yet, through them, our attention can be directed more to individual features of 
a concept, thus promoting the clarity of thought. We can really increase the scope of 
our findings by making synthetic judgments. when the subject is associated with 
himself as a predicate; eg bread is bread; a living creature lives. It is easy to see that, 
by forming analytic judgments, our knowledge can not actually be extended; since 
they only say what we already know; yet, through them, our attention can be directed 
more to individual features of a concept, thus promoting the clarity of thought. We 
can really increase the scope of our findings by making synthetic judgments. yet, 
through them, our attention can be directed more to individual features of a concept, 
thus promoting the clarity of thought. We can really increase the scope of our 
findings by making synthetic judgments. yet, through them, our attention can be 
directed more to individual features of a concept, thus promoting the clarity of 
thought. We can really increase the scope of our findings by making synthetic 
judgments.



    Q. How are theoretical and practical sentences different? 
    A. Those are the ones to the makeshift of knowledge; these, which say something 
to the proviso of action.

    F. What are indemonstrable and demonstrable rates? 
    A. The first are immediately certain, ie those whose truth can not be deduced 
(demonstrated) from other propositions, but is clear to oneself. The others are 
indirectly certain, ie those whose truth can and must be deduced from other 
propositions.

    Q. What is a principle? 
    A. Principle, axiom, or principle is a directly certain theoretical proposition, which 
therefore can not be derived from any other, but is itself used to derive other 
propositions from it. Thus the above-mentioned laws of thought, contradiction, 
universal equality, etc. are principles. Examples of principles in mathematics are that 
two straight lines do not include space; that like adds to like, same gives.

    Q. What is a postulate? 
    A.Postulate or claim is a practical proposition which indicates that something 
should be produced, and presupposes as immediately certain that it can also be 
produced. Such postulates are: to draw a straight line between two points; to extend a 
straight line into the indefinite. No one can prove that this is really possible (in so far 
as there is no talk of evidence through experience); but no one will say that in this 
sentence something absurd is required; since everyone is convinced of the immediate 
certainty of the feasibility of what is required. Of these postulates in the ordinary 
sense, the so-called postulates of practical reason are to be distinguished, which do 
not require something to do; but rather, something that can not be proven, without 
proof to believe in the moral interest; as the existence of God and human freedom.

    Q. What is a theorem and theorem and a problem or problem? 
    A.The former is a theoretical proposition whose truth must first be deduced from 
others; The latter is a practical proposition which determines the execution of an 
action, of which it must first be proved that it can be carried out. An example of a 
theorem is; that the angles in each rectilinear triangle together make up two rights, for
it must first be proved from other mathematical propositions; An example of a task is:
To draw an equilateral triangle. One problem is 1) the quaestion. di a sentence which 
indicates what should be done; 2) the resolution indicating the manner of 
execution; 3) the demonstration, which derives from other propositions, that by the 
method given in the resolution the demanded is really produced. In the theorem, only 
the thesis and the demonstration are essential, of which the former contains the 
proposition to prove, the latter the proof itself. To repeat it briefly, an axiom is a 
directly certain theoretical proposition, a postulate an immediately certain practical 
proposition; a theorem that is indirectly determinate or proof-capable and needy-
theoretical; a problem such a practical sentence. - It should be noted that these, and 
the following foreign expressions a problem such a practical sentence. - It should be 
noted that these, and the following foreign expressions a problem such a practical 



sentence. - It should be noted that these, and the following foreign 
expressionsCorolarium, Lemma, Scholion arefrequently used in mathematics.

    F. What is an additive or Corolarium, also well-known Porisma or Consektarium? 
    A. A sentence that can be easily seen directly from what preceded in the lecture, 
and therefore requires no detailed proof. Thus it may be added to the proposition that 
in each rectilinear triangle the three angles together make up two rights, as 
Scholion; that if in a triangle a right or a dull (greater than a right) angle takes place, 
the two other angles, each must be pointed (smaller than a right).

    F. What is a Lehnsatz (not dogma) or Lemma? 
    A. A sentence that has been taken over into the presentation of a science from 
another science, and because its truth has already been there, is not proved again.

    Q. What is a scholion or a comment? 
    A. A sentence that does not essentially belong in the context of the presentation of 
a science, but is turned on only in a secondary intention; usually to explain what is 
being said more.

    Q. What is an experience judgment? 
    A. One whose truth is based on evidence from experience but not other judgments.

Thirteenth Chapter

Of the conclusions in general and in particular the categorical ones

    F. What is a conclusion ( ratiocinium, syllogismus )? 
    A. The derivation of the truth of a judgment still thought to be uncertain from one 
as certainly meant.

    Q. What is the difference between the conclusions? 
    A. Matter and form. Matter or matter make up the judgments which compose the 
conclusion; The form of the conclusion, on the other hand, consists precisely in the 
peculiar mode of connection of the judgment by virtue of which one judgment is set 
as the ground of the truth of the other. This form is partly indicated by the word 
( ergo ).

    Q. What is the difference between the matter of reasoning? 
    A. Those judgments which contain the reason of the inferred, because they are in 
the foreground in regular inferences, are called the premisses, the premisses, 
or propositions ( propositiones praemissae ); but the sentence which contains the 
derivative, the conclusion or the conclusion ( conclusio, conclusum ). For example, in
the conclusion: All bad people are unhappy, Nero was a bad person; So Nero was 
unhappy, the first two judgments are the premises or premisses; the latter is the 
conclusion or conclusion.

    Q. What is the difference between the inner and outer form of the inferences? 
    A. The inner form refers to the mode of connection of the judgments in inferences, 



as originally determined in the understanding; the external, however, to the 
differences in their expression through sentences.

    Q. How do you differentiate the conclusions of their inner form? 
    A. According to the first premise (the first sentence) is a categorical, hypothetical 
or disjunctive judgment, in categorical, hypothetical and disjunctive.

    Q. What are some examples? 
    A. One categorical conclusion is that all men are mortal, Caius is a human, so 
Caius is mortal. If Caius is a human being, then he is mortal; now Caius is a human, 
so he is mortal; it would be a hypothetical conclusion; and he would be disjunctive if 
he were so thought: Caius is either mortal or he is not a human, now Caius is a 
human, so he is mortal.

    Q. What belongs to a complete categorical inference? 
    A. First three propositions , the first of which is the antecedent or 
the prop ( major ) (in the above example: All men are mortal); the other the minor , 
the Assumtion or Subsumtion ( prop. minor ) (Cajus is a human); the third is the 
conclusion ( conclutio ) (hence Cajus is mortal). These three main sets three main 
concepts (must now terminated ) can be included; namely, two concepts whose 
relation to one another is determined in the conclusion, one of which is the subject or 
the subordinate concept ( terminus minor); the other is called the predicate or 
terminology ( terminus major ). There is also the middle term ( terminus 
medius ). Every main concept occurs twice in a complete categorical inference; the 
generic term (mortal) in the first and final sentences both as a predicate; the 
subordinate term (Caius) in the minor and final phrases both as a subject; and the 
middle concept (human being) in the major and minor propositions, there as subject, 
here as predicate. The names generic term and sub-concept are due to the fact that the
generic term is usually the higher, the sub-concept of the lower, and in the end the 
subordination of the subordinate concept to the generic term is to be derived from the 
major theorem.

    Q. By what scheme can one express the position of the main concepts in a proper 
and complete categorical inference? 
    A. The generic term or the subject hot S, the middle term M, the sub-concept or the
predicate P, they come to stand in the following way:

M = P 
S = M 
S = P.

    Q. On what rule is the validity of the categorical inferences based? 
    A.The following: what belongs to or contradicts the characteristic of a thing, comes
or contradicts itself; or, whatever comes to the same thing, which belongs to or 
contradicts a whole genus, is also contrary to all species and individuals of the 
same; For, as already shown in the doctrine of the concepts, the generic and species-
conceptions are general characteristics of all the things which stand under 
them. Thus, in the above inference, the predicate mortal comes to the mark of the 



Caius, man, and hence also to the Caius himself; or in other words; the attribute, 
mortal, belongs to the whole species of man, hence to the Caius, who is an individual 
of this species. The truth of this rule can be deduced from the principle of universal 
equality.nota notae est nota rei ipsius; or quicquid de omni valet, valet etiam de 
quibusdam et singulis et quidquid de nullo valet, nec de quibusdam nec de singulis 
valet ( the so-called dictum de omni et nullo ), or quicquid valet de genere, valet 
etiam de specie, quicquid repugnat generi, repugnat etiam speciei.

    Q. What is the essential rule in the major clause in categorical conclusions? 
    A.He must be common. (Individual judgments apply to conclusions general, 
limitative to affirmative). For if the generic term is not applied to the whole scope of 
the middle concept, it is not without exception exempt from it; it can not be related 
with certainty to the subject, which is considered to be contained within the scope of 
the middle concept. Thus, for example, the conclusion would be: some scholars are 
poor, Leibniz was a scholar, so Leibniz was poor, wrong, for the generic term poor is 
not here referred to the entire scope of the middle term scholar, but only a part of it, 
as the word some displays; but it is possible that the sub-concept Leibniz is not 
included in this part, to which poverty is referred as a sign; Consequently, through 
this conclusion, I do not obtain complete certainty that Leibniz was really poor. If, on 
the other hand, I could say that all scholars are poor, Leibniz was a scholar, it would 
follow with undeniable certainty that Leibniz was also poor, for here poverty is 
reduced to the whole scope of the middle term scholar, under whom Leibniz is 
thought to contain Thus, according to the law cited, Leibniz must necessarily be 
declared poor for what is inherent in the attribute of a thing;

    Q. How must the minor be in categorical conclusions? 
    A.The subset must not be a negative sentence; rather, the subordination of the 
subordinate concept to the central concept must really be contained in it; so that what 
belongs to the middle concept, then also from the sub-concept could be said. From 
the premises: All men are mortal; the cat is not a human; would conclude so much as 
nothing at all, for if I testify mortality in the last sentence of the people; but then, as a 
subset, the cat does not fit into the scope of the concept of man, but rather exclude it, 
then what has been predicated of man has no relation to the cat, and this may or may 
not be mortal do not deduce anything from the premises. It is easy to see that the 
impossibility of deducing something from such premises; the same one stays, one 
likes human, mortal, cat,

    Q. What rule applies to the conclusion of the categorical inferences? 
    A.In terms of its quality, it is governed by the principle and, in terms of its quantity,
by the subordinate. For example, if I have the premises: No animal has reason, all 
cats are animals, so I must now set the conclusion negative and universal; because the
first sentence (in terms of quality) is negative, and the subset (in terms of quantity) is 
universal. I will therefore express the conclusion: So no cat has reason. (No word 
expresses a general negation in one word). Although I could also deduce from the 
premises: So some cats have no sense; where the conclusion would be particular; but 
apparently did not deduce enough in this way; But the final sentence would be 
downright wrong if I wanted to put it in the affirmative: So all cats have reason.



    Q. What is to be noted about the basic concepts in categorical conclusions? 
    A. There must not be more than three of them, and the co-conception must 
therefore be taken in the same way in the first sentence as in the sub-
sentence; otherwise one actually has four basic concepts; if two are marked with the 
same word. In such a case, the predicate in the headline is referred to a very different 
feature from that in which the subject is subordinated to the subject; Consequently, 
the predicate of the major proposition need not necessarily be carried over to the 
subject in the final proposition, since this has in no way been brought into its 
sphere. A conclusion in which this rule is not observed is called Sophisma 
ambiguitatis s. amphiboliae; and he can often appear very ridiculous and 
unreasonable, as the following examples show: what is lazy stinks; Caius is lazy, so 
Cajus stinks. The rose is a disease; This flower is a rose, so this flower is a 
disease. Who is naughty, must receive a reprimand, this pen is naughty, so this pen 
must receive a reprimand. - Obviously, in the first example, the middle concept is 
lazy in the first sentence, where it means so much as decaying, taken in a completely 
different sense than in the minor, where it means so much as lethargic; consequently 
Caius was not brought to the extent of laziness, of which stinking is a characteristic, 
and this therefore can not be related to the Caius in the last sentence.

    Q. In what ways have the ancients sought to memorize the forms which can have a 
categorical inference as to the quantity and quality of the judgments contained in it, if
it is really in accordance with the laws of reason? 
    A. They formed the following words in which the vowels have the meaning given 
in the judgments; that A expresses a generally affirmative, E a generally negative 
judgment; I a particularly affirmative, O a particularly negative one.

BArbArA (All bodies are heavy, all stones are bodies, so all stones are heavy.) 
CElArCnt (No animal has language, all monkeys are animals, so no monkey has 
language.) 
DArII (Everything organic is nourished, something is on earth organically, so some 
things are nourished on earth.) 
FErIO (No plant moves with arbitrariness, some organic beings are plants, so some 
organic beings do not move with arbitrariness.)

The first vowel in each word always expresses the quality of the first premise, the 
second that of the other, the third that of the conclusion. The word barbara thus 
indicates that in a categorical conclusion, the first, last, and last sentence can be both 
general and affirmative ; the word celarentThat the categorical inference that can not 
be reduced to one of these four forms is, according to the laws of logic, or formally 
wrong, if perhaps that which is contained in the conclusion; coincidentally true. For 
example, if I solve: All organic beings are nourished, no stone is an organic being, so 
no stone is nourished; but it would be fortuitously true that the stone is not nourished,
but it by no means follows from the premisses, and therefore the inference would 
have material truth, but no formal (on the difference of the material and formal truth 
introduction); he would be logically wrong. There are two mistakes made in this 
conclusion; first, that the minor is negative; secondly, that the conclusion does not 
follow the standard in its quality; the sequence of vowels in this conclusion would be 



one: AEE; as it does not take place in any of the words cited, and if one wanted to 
form other conclusions according to such a form, then falsehood would easily spring 
into the eyes: for example, all men are mortal; no animal is human, so no animal is 
mortal. Here no one will object to the material truth of the premisses, so it must be in 
the form of the conclusion that the conclusion derived from them is nevertheless 
false. and if one wanted to form other conclusions according to such a form, then 
falsity would easily spring into the eyes: for example, all men are mortal; no animal 
is human, so no animal is mortal. Here no one will object to the material truth of the 
premisses, so it must be in the form of the conclusion that the conclusion derived 
from them is nevertheless false. and if one wanted to form other conclusions 
according to such a form, then falsity would easily spring into the eyes: for example, 
all men are mortal; no animal is human, so no animal is mortal. Here no one will 
object to the material truth of the premisses, so it must be in the form of the 
conclusion that the conclusion derived from them is nevertheless false.

Fourteenth Chapter

Of the hypothetical and disjunctive conclusions

    Q. What belongs to a hypothetical conclusion? 
    A. Also three main clauses, which are called headset, subset, and conclusion, the 
first of which is a hypothetical judgment. The main concepts but or termini can find 
more than three in it.

    Q. Which is the basic rule for the hypothetical conclusions? 
    A. If the condition or reason is set, the condition or sequence is also set, and if the 
condition or sequence is canceled, the condition or reason is also canceled. Latin: A 
veritate rationis ad veritatem rationati, a falsitate rationati ad falsitatem rationis 
valet consequentia . The validity of this rule is based on the principle of sufficient 
reason, by virtue of which there is a necessary connection between reason and 
consequence.

    Q. Which types of hypothetical conclusions do we distinguish? 
    A. Two types; an affirmative ( modas ponens ) and a negative ( modus tollens ). In 
the first kind one concludes from the truth of the antecedent in the last sentence to 
that of the hind limb, for example: If Caius is a man, he is mortal; now Caius is a 
human being; so he is mortal; after the other, one concludes from the falsehood of the
hind limb on the falsehood of the fore-limb eg: If Caius were a higher being, he 
would be immortal; Caius is not immortal now, so he is no higher being. To 
hypothetically conclude these two kinds automatically follows from the basic rule 
given for the hypothetical conclusions.

    Q. Can not one also infer from the falsehood of the foremost limb in the 
hypothetical axiom to that of the hind limb, and from the truth of the hind limb to that
of the fore limb? 



    A.No, because it is true that nothing false can be inferred from something true, but 
sometimes something true from something wrong; which is not true because of the 
cited wrong reason, but can have some other real reason. If, for example, the 
following would be the hypothetical premise of a conclusion: If all plants have white 
flowers, the lily also has white flowers; so the anterior member would be wrong, as 
there are also plants with other than white flowers; nevertheless, a true hind limb 
would be inferred from it; because the lily really has white flowers. Now if I wanted 
to deduce from the falsehood of the fore-member on that of the hind limb in such a 
way: Now not all plants have white blossoms, so also the lily has no white blossoms, 
then the conclusion, as one can easily see, would be wrong;

    F. What is a disjunctive conclusion? 
    A. Also from a theorem, subsections and concluding sentences, the first of which is
a disjunctive judgment. Again, more than three main concepts may occur.

    Q. On what rule is the validity of the disjunctive reasoning based? 
    A. In the following, that if one of the dividing elements is set true in a disjunctive 
judgment, then the remainder, as false, must be canceled, and that if one of the 
dividing terms is set false then one of the remaining, (ie where only two dividing 
elements take place, the other) must be made true. Latin: A positione unius 
contradictorie oppositorum ad negationem alterius, a negatione unius ad positionem 
alterius valet consequentia.Although this Latin rule seems to apply only to such 
disjunctive inferences in which there are only two directly opposite dividing 
elements, it is also general insofar as one of several indirectly opposed dividing 
elements must always be taken together with the direct opposite of the others; if the 
dividers were white, red, black, then red and black are not white, white and red are 
not black, black and white are not red.)

    Q. Which types of disjunctive conclusions do we distinguish? 
    A. A mode tollendo ponens , in which, by denying one or more dividing terms, one
concludes the indefinite affirmation of one of the other dividing terms , and a modus 
ponendo tollenswhere by the definite affirmation one or the indefinite affirmation of 
several dividing members is inferred to the definite negation of all others. An 
example of the first disjunctive inference is this man is either a scholar or a 
craftsman, or a soldier; now he is not a scholar, so he is a craftsman or a 
soldier; or; now he is not a scholar or a craftsman, so he is a soldier. An example of 
the second inference is that the earth either moves around the sun, or the sun around 
the earth, or they both stand still; now the earth is moving around the sun or it is 
still; so the sun does not move around the earth; or; now the earth is moving around 
the sun; So the sun does not move around the earth, neither does they stand still. -

    Q. What is meant by a dilemma or horned inference ( cornutus )? 
    A.An example of such is the following: If the writings of the Greeks were bad, they
would either have perished, or their reading would now be neglected; but now they 
have not perished, and their reading is not neglected now; so they are not bad. Here, 
in the first sentence, there is a connection between a hypothetical judgment and a 
disjunctive judgment; the latter being the hind limb of the hypothetical 



judgment; furthermore, in the minor the falsity of all the dividing elements contained 
in the major clause is asserted; and finally, from this falsehood of the dividing 
members of the hind limb, on the falsehood of the fore-limb in the hypothetical 
maxim. In these pieces there is the essence of the dilemma. So it's a hypothetical 
conclusionMode tollens closes. If the dividing terms are more than two, then such an 
inference is called a polymorph.

Fifteenth Chapter

From the abbreviated conclusions

    Q. How can one classify the conclusions regarding their external form? 
    A. Formal and non-formal. These are complete and at the same time proper 
conclusions, all the examples given so far; these partly incomplete, abbreviated, or 
hidden ( crypticae ), if something is missing in them, which actually belongs to the 
end; partly extraordinary, wrong, figurative conclusions or final figures; if the 
position of their sentences or main concepts deviates in any way from the natural 
train of thought.

    F. What conclusion species is expected to be the incomplete and abridged? 
    A.To this belong, first, those in which the reason for its validity is only briefly 
added to the conclusion; as, for example, one must commit virtue, because it brings 
us closer to the purpose of our life. Since the last sentence stands here at the 
beginning, such conclusions are at the same time wrong. Also included here are the 
so-called enthymemata, ie, conclusions in which a premise is omitted; and which one 
differentiates into enthymemes of the first or the second order, according to which the
first or the second premise is missing. An example of an enthymema of the first order
is: Caius is a human; so he is mortal; one of the second order: all men are mortal; So 
Cajus is mortal. To complete these conclusions; In the first case one would have to 
assert: All men are mortal; in the second: Cajus is a human. Such enthusiasm is 
permitted for the sake of brevity, as soon as it can be presupposed that the reader or 
hearer can think of the omitted premise as self-evident.

    Q. What else did you understand by direct or mental reasoning? 
    A.In the past, and to some extent, indirect or inferential conclusions have been 
drawn, such as all those listed so far, and immediate inferences or mental 
conclusions. The names of the latter were given to those who were thought to be 
derived from a premise without any mediating judgment; and that they need only a 
premise, because by their mere transformation by means of the activity of the 
understanding, the inference could be brought out in a consequential 
manner. However, this kind of inference must be counted among the first-order 
anthymemes, because in all of them one can think of a hypothetical premise omitted, 
as will be readily seen in the various species of them now to be mentioned.

    Q. What types of immediate inferences do you distinguish? 
    A. 1) The Equality Conclusions ( ratiocinia pariationis s. Aequipollentiae ) 



         2) Subordination Conclusions ( rat. Subordinationis ) 
         3) Opinion Conclusions ( rat. Oppositionis ) 
         4) Conversion Conclusions ( rat. Conversionis ) 
         5) Modalities ( rat. Modalitatis ).

    Q. What are equality statements? 
    A. Such as where the truth or falsity of one sentence is inferred from another which
is merely different from that in the words. Such equations are the following: All 
things are changeable, so they do not always remain in the same state; That person 
stole something, so he's a thief.

    Q. What are subordination statements? 
    A. Those where one deduces from the truth of a general proposition, that of a 
particular, subordinate to that; or from the falsity of a particular sentence, the falsity 
of the general, which is superior to the particular. Examples of this are: All bodies are
heavy, so some bodies are heavy; Some people are not taught, so not all people are 
taught. The validity of this inference rests on the principle stated earlier, that what 
belongs to a whole sphere must also belong to all parts of this sphere, and 
consequently, if it does not belong to all parts of the sphere, the whole sphere can not 
attain. Latin:A veritate universalis propositionis ad veritatem particularis; a falsitate 
particularis ad falsitatem universalis valet consequentia. It should be noted; that, 
conversely, one should not infer from the falsehood of a general proposition the 
falsity of the particular, or the truth of the particular proposition, upon the truth of 
that which prevails above him.

    Q. What are opposing conclusions? 
    A.Such, where one concludes the truth or falsity of one sentence from another 
opposite to it. They are either contradiction conclusions or contrarian 
conclusions; depending on whether the opposition takes place directly or 
indirectly. In these, one concludes from the truth of the one sentence to the falsehood 
of the other, or conversely, according to the law of the exclusion of the third; eg so: 
the virtuous ones are happy; so they are not unhappy. In the case of contrariness 
conclusions one can only infer the truth of one sentence on the falsehood of the 
other; but not the other way around; because both can be wrong. For example, I may 
conclude: This table is of wood, so it is not of stone; but not so: this table is not made 
of stone; so it is of wood, because it can still be of many others.

    Q. What are reversals? 
    A. Such as where one concludes from a judgment by mere reversal of something 
which, according to what has previously been stated, can be done in a threefold 
way : simpliciter, per accidens and per contrapositionem . The cases where rules for 
inversion can be specified have been expressed by the old scholastics, though not 
completely, by the following verse:

            f E c I simpliciter convertitur, E v A per accidens ; 
            A st 0 per contra; sic fit conversio tota .



That is, from E and I can be closed by pure reversal; from E and A per 
accidens ; from A and 0 via contrapositionem . 
 

    Q. What are modalities? 
    A. Those in which one derives the truth of a judgment of lower modality from a 
judgment of higher modality. Here one has nothing more to do than to turn an 
apodictic sentence into an assertoric or an assertoric one into a problematic one. For 
example, man has to die someday, so man dies sometime; or: Man dies sometime, so 
man can die someday. Conversely, one should not derive one from a modest one from
a higher one; ie an assertoric judgment from a problematic or an apodictic one from 
an assertoric one; hence the Latin rule: Ab esse ad posse valet consequentia, a posso 
ad esse non valet consequentia,

Sixteenth Chapter

From the figured conclusions

    F. What is figured circuits (final figures, extraordinary, wrong conclusions). 
    A. Such conclusions, in which the position of sentences or concepts, which is 
appropriate to the natural order of thought, but without detracting from the logical 
truth of the conclusion itself, has changed. In the meantime, the decent final figure is 
still counted as a final figure. It should be noted, incidentally, that the final figures are
limited only to the premisses of categorical inferences, since these are subject to most
changes.

    A. In what ways can the changes be made by which final figures arise? 
    A. Either one merely puts the premises without changing anything in the position 
of the main concepts contained in them; or one merely shifts the main concepts 
without changing the position of the premises themselves; or else the transference 
takes place both with regard to the premises and the main concepts. The first type of 
transfer gives (after Krug) the final thetic figure; the second, the antithetical 
figures; the third the synthetic one. Otherwise, one usually only expected the ordinary
final form and the three antithetical figures, which arise by mere displacement of the 
main concepts, and left the others out of sight.

    F. How much final figures are there, and how they can be easily visualized and 
generally represent? 
    A. If one counts the ordinary final figure among the figures, then there are eight (1)
the ordinary, 2) the thetic, 3) three antithetical, 4) three synthetic. 
The schema by which they can be represented is the following: where M means the 
middle term, P the predicate or the generic term, S the subject or the sub-concept.

Ordinary Thetic Antithetic Synthetic Final 
Figure Figurine Figurines



    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
    MP SM PM MP PM SM MS MS 
    SM SP SM MS MS PM MP PM 
                                                            S P

The reduction of each such final figure ( reductio syllogismi figurati ) is done 
by remapping to each sentence and conception its position, which corresponds to its 
proper final form. This can be done in the antithetical and synthetic only by reversing
the propositions, which, however, must not always be done purely or simpliciter , but 
more often also by accidens or by contrapositionem ; However, no general rules can 
be given on this, since the meaning of the sentences themselves, which is beyond 
logic, often matters. In most cases, the slip indicated at the reversal ends will be able 
to guide it.

    F. What are examples of the final figures? 
    A. To 1) the ordinary final figure: All organic beings are mortal; all humans are 
organic beings, so all humans are mortal. To 2) the thetic figure: All men are organic 
beings; all organic beings are mortal, so all humans are mortal. 3) of the first 
antithetic figure: no immortal is an organic being; all humans are organic beings, so 
no one is immortal. To 4) All organic beings are mortal; no inorganic 3)Being is a 
human, so all human beings are mortal. To 5) No immortal is an organic being; no 
inorganic being is a human, so no human being is immortal. To 6) of the first 
synthetic figure: All human beings are organic beings; no immortal is an organic 
being, so no one is immortal. To 7) No inorganic being is a human; All organic 
beings are mortal, so all human beings are mortal. To 8) No inorganic being is a 
human being; no immortal is an organic being, so no one is immortal. - All these final
figures from 2) to 8) have perfect logical final power; but to stand for a proper 
conclusion; each must be returned to 1).

3) The subset is by no means negative; for two negations affirm.

Seventeenth Chapter

From the composite conclusions

    Q. How do you differentiate between simple and compound conclusions? 
    A. A simple inference ( monosyllogism ) is one that consists only of a single 
inference; a composite conclusion or series ( polysyllogism, series syllogistica ), 
where several conclusions are related as reasons and consequences; in such a way 
that the final sentence of the one is always used as the first sentence of the other. Eg 
1) All men are mortal; All Europeans are human, so all Europeans are mortal. 2) All 
Europeans are mortal; all Germans are Europeans, so all Germans are mortal; 3) All 
Germans are mortal; Cajus is a German, so Cajus is mortal.

    Q. What is the conclusion and conclusion? 
    A. Vorschluß ( prosyllogismus ) is always one conclusion, the conclusion is made 



on the premise of another circuit, and this is then called Nachschluß 
( episyllogismus ). For example, supra 1) the precedence of 2) and 2) the conclusion 
of 1); 2) the inclusion of 3) and 3) the deduction of 2). The provision must always 
contain the reason for the conclusion.

    Q. What is meant by progressive and regressive series? 
    A. A progressive or progressive (prosyllogistic) inferential series is one in which 
one raises with the conclusion and proceeds to the conclusion; of which the above 
series gives an example; a regressive or retrogressive (episyllogistic) series, on the 
other hand, is one in which one lifts from the conclusion and ascends to the 
closure. One only needs to reverse the above series, so that the inferences follow the 
order 3), 2), 1), then one has an example of a retrograde series.

    Q. What is an epicherem? 
    A. A conclusion where the reason of their validity is only briefly attached to one or 
both premises, without making a special conclusion. For example, the Europeans are 
mortal, because all Europeans are mortal; Now all Germans are Europeans, so all 
Germans are mortal.

    Q. What is meant by a chain-end or sorites? 
    A. A chain closure ( sorites, syllogism concatenatus, syllogism acervatus ) arises 
when several, hermelically abbreviated inferences are connected with each other so 
that their premisses follow one another directly, and contain a common inference. 
    Eg Caius is a German; who is a German, is also a European, who is a European, is 
also a man; who is a human being is also an organic being; who is an organic being is
also mortal; So Cajus is mortal. 
    This is an example of a proper or mean chain closure, which can be represented by 
the following scheme:

                From A there is B 
                - B - C 
                - C - D 
                - D - E 
                - E - F. 
                    _____________________________ 
                Hence A is F.

Here, one starts from the subject of the final theorem (mortal, A) as a sub-concept, 
and gradually connects different predicates (B, C, D, E, F,) as middle concepts, by 
always referring one to the other, until one has arrived at the predicate, which is to be 
linked as a generic term with the subject (mortal with German, A with F). If one 
reverses this order of premisses, so that the final theorem remains the same, a reverse 
or Goklenian chain-conclusion results, which has the following scheme:

            E F applies 
            D - - E 
            - C - D 
            - B - C 
            - A - B 



_ ____________________________ 
            So true of A F.

            For example, all organic beings (E) are mortal (F); 
            All humans (D) are organic beings (E); 
            All Europeans (C) are humans (D); 
            All Germans, (B) are Europeans (C); 
            Cajus (A) is a German (B). 
            So Cajus (A) is mortal (F).

If you give the chain the following form:

               If A is, then B is

- B - - - C 
- C - - - D 
- D - - - E 
- E - - - F 
_____________________________

                Now A is; So also F (after the mode ponens ) or: 
                Now F is not synonymous not A (after the mode tolling ). The result is a 
hypothetical chain conclusion. It follows, of course, that in the essential form of these
chain-links, nothing is changed by giving them more or fewer terms than are found in
the schemata.

Eighteenth Chapter

Mistakes and fallacies

    F. What difference you make between the falsity of conclusions? 
    A.First and foremost, one distinguishes material and formal falseness of the 
conclusions. The first concerns the substance, the last the form of the same. For 
example, if I solve: All animals are reasonable; the dog is an animal, so the dog is 
sensible; so the inference material would be wrong, because what is stated in the last 
sentence and conclusion does not take place in reality; formally, the conclusion would
be true and correct; for all the previously stated logical inference rules are 
observed. The first sentence is general; the minor affirmative; The conclusion 
depends in its quality on the premise and in its quantity on the subset; there are only 
three main concepts in it; these have their right place; in a word, it's a neat, complete, 
categorical inference, At the form also not the least suspend. On the contrary, I 
conclude this way: All animals are unreasonable; man is not an animal; Therefore, if 
man is not unreasonable, then this inference material would be true; but formally 
wrong. However, it does happen in reality that the animals are unreasonable; also that
man is not an animal and that he is not unreasonable; as far as the content of the 
individual propositions is concerned-that is, the matter of the conclusion-nothing is 



objectionable; on the other hand, the form of inference is false in so far as the 
subordinate is negative, and the conclusion does not follow the principle in its 
quality. - It is easy to see that there can be conclusions where both kinds of falsehood 
are united. man is not an animal; Therefore, if man is not unreasonable, then this 
inference material would be true; but formally wrong. However, it does happen in 
reality that the animals are unreasonable; also that man is not an animal and that he is 
not unreasonable; as far as the content of the individual propositions is concerned-
that is, the matter of the conclusion-nothing is objectionable; on the other hand, the 
form of inference is false in so far as the subordinate is negative, and the conclusion 
does not follow the principle in its quality. - It is easy to see that there can be 
conclusions where both kinds of falsehood are united. man is not an 
animal; Therefore, if man is not unreasonable, then this inference material would be 
true; but formally wrong. However, it does happen in reality that the animals are 
unreasonable; also that man is not an animal and that he is not unreasonable; as far as 
the content of the individual propositions is concerned-that is, the matter of the 
conclusion-nothing is objectionable; on the other hand, the form of inference is false 
in so far as the subordinate is negative, and the conclusion does not follow the 
principle in its quality. - It is easy to see that there can be conclusions where both 
kinds of falsehood are united. also that man is not an animal and that he is not 
unreasonable; as far as the content of the individual propositions is concerned-that is, 
the matter of the conclusion-nothing is objectionable; on the other hand, the form of 
inference is false in so far as the subordinate is negative, and the conclusion does not 
follow the principle in its quality. - It is easy to see that there can be conclusions 
where both kinds of falsehood are united. also that man is not an animal and that he is
not unreasonable; as far as the content of the individual propositions is concerned-
that is, the matter of the conclusion-nothing is objectionable; on the other hand, the 
form of inference is false in so far as the subordinate is negative, and the conclusion 
does not follow the principle in its quality. - It is easy to see that there can be 
conclusions where both kinds of falsehood are united.

    F. What difference you make between a short circuit or paralogism and a fallacy or 
sophism ( Captio, fallacia, cavillatio )? 
    A. The former is an inference which, unconsciously, is made false, the latter a 
conclusion which, in order to deceive others, is wrongly established. The various 
types of these false conclusions have received different names from the ancients, but 
now little more common names.

Pure logical methodology

Nineteenth chapter

Of science, system and method

    Q. What is science? 
    A.Science is a multiplicity of cognitions which are ordered according to a certain 



basic principle (the highest principle), and thus make up a whole uniting unity; or 
also, since such an order can not proceed otherwise than through strict observation of 
logical or understanding rules. Science is a multiplicity of cognitions that make up a 
coherent whole according to logical rules. One must distinguish this substance and 
form in every science. The substance is just the multiplicity of the knowledge given 
to science, which, as long as it is still raw, disordered, unconnected, is called an 
aggregate; the form, on the other hand, is the regular coherent unity into which these 
findings are brought.

    Q. What is System? 
    A.In general, a system means any form which obtains a multiplicity of parts by 
arranging them according to a certain principle. The form of science is therefore 
systematic, and science itself can also be called a systematic cognitive whole. Often 
one also calls the science itself (ie matter and form together) a system, and transfers 
this name itself to other objects that have a systematic form. - An aggregate of 
knowledge can only become a science by bringing it into a systematic form. - 
Suppose someone knew the rules of thought in general, and especially in terms of 
concepts, judgments and inferences; Thus he would have the stuff to logic. Let's 
assume that someone wrote a book about this subject; but in such a way that he 
mixed everything together; perhaps by thinking of the concepts; then from the 
general laws of thought, then again from the concepts, and in between, quite without 
order, now acted on the conclusions, now on the judgments; so he would have 
brought into this book an aggregate of knowledge; but by no means a science. But if 
another came, and arranged these insights in such a way that he first learned of the 
laws of thought in general; then acted on every single way of thinking; that he treated
everything that belonged to the concepts, judgments and conclusions, together and 
here in due order; Thus, this unity would have brought to the knowledge that it had 
given it a systematic form, made it a science. perhaps by thinking of the 
concepts; then from the general laws of thought, then again from the concepts, and in 
between, quite without order, now acted on the conclusions, now on the 
judgments; so he would have brought into this book an aggregate of knowledge; but 
by no means a science. But if another came, and arranged these insights in such a 
way that he first learned of the laws of thought in general; then acted on every single 
way of thinking; that he treated everything that belonged to the concepts, judgments 
and conclusions, together and here in due order; Thus, this unity would have brought 
to the knowledge that it had given it a systematic form, made it a science. perhaps by 
thinking of the concepts; then from the general laws of thought, then again from the 
concepts, and in between, quite without order, now acted on the conclusions, now on 
the judgments; so he would have brought into this book an aggregate of 
knowledge; but by no means a science. But if another came, and arranged these 
insights in such a way that he first learned of the laws of thought in general; then 
acted on every single way of thinking; that he treated everything that belonged to the 
concepts, judgments and conclusions, together and here in due order; Thus, this unity 
would have brought to the knowledge that it had given it a systematic form, made it a
science. and in between, quite without order, acted soon of the conclusions, now of 



the judgments; so he would have brought into this book an aggregate of 
knowledge; but by no means a science. But if another came, and arranged these 
insights in such a way that he first learned of the laws of thought in general; then 
acted on every single way of thinking; that he treated everything that belonged to the 
concepts, judgments and conclusions, together and here in due order; Thus, this unity 
would have brought to the knowledge that it had given it a systematic form, made it a
science. and in between, quite without order, acted soon of the conclusions, now of 
the judgments; so he would have brought into this book an aggregate of 
knowledge; but by no means a science. But if another came, and arranged these 
insights in such a way that he first learned of the laws of thought in general; then 
acted on every single way of thinking; that he treated everything that belonged to the 
concepts, judgments and conclusions, together and here in due order; Thus, this unity 
would have brought to the knowledge that it had given it a systematic form, made it a
science. that he first of the laws of thought in general; then acted on every single way 
of thinking; that he treated everything that belonged to the concepts, judgments and 
conclusions, together and here in due order; Thus, this unity would have brought to 
the knowledge that it had given it a systematic form, made it a science. that he first of
the laws of thought in general; then acted on every single way of thinking; that he 
treated everything that belonged to the concepts, judgments and conclusions, together
and here in due order; Thus, this unity would have brought to the knowledge that it 
had given it a systematic form, made it a science.

    Q. What do you call the method by which a raw cognition mass or an aggregate is 
given the systematic form? 
    A. Method; to what extent method means every regular type of procedure.

    Q. What types of methods are used to differentiate findings to a scientific whole? 
    A. The analytical (also dissolving, inventive, heuristic, retrogressive, regressive) 
and synthetic (compound, scientific, scientifical, advancing, progressive).

    F. In what way, the procedure for the analytical method? 
    A.It is based on several individual and known truths. After having seen these well, 
they compare them with each other, look for the same in them, and thus find more 
general truths by putting them together. To compare several such general truths again,
to seek even more general truths from them, and to go on and on in the same way, 
until at last one arrives at such general truths, to which one has subordinated the 
whole aggregate of definite realizations. In the analytic method, therefore, we 
proceed from the particular to the general; and to what extent the particular can 
always be regarded as conditioned by the general, is shown by the conditional or 
justified on its conditions and grounds.

    Q. How does one proceed with the synthetic method, and how does it relate to the 
analytic? 
    A.In the synthetic method, the reverse path of the analytical one is just 
suggested. It first looks for the principles or most general and supreme principles of a
science of the particular; the synthetic method, on the other hand, raises principles 
and derives the particular from them. It either presupposes general truths, or makes 



use of those found by the analytic method, and presents them in their application to 
the particular cases. If these particular cases are still universal truths, it again shows 
what is special about them until it finally subordinates the whole cognitive mass to 
the highest principles. The analytical method has been called the inventor, because 
the human mind has always followed it when seeking general truths; the synthetic 
one, on the other hand, has been given the name of the scientific or scientifical, for, 
according to it, the most fitting and coherent structure of a doctrine can be fully 
represented; but one must not forget that one has mostly arrived analytically at the 
principles with which one begins with such a synthetic representation. This booklet is
drafted, as far as the clothing of what is contained therein is concerned, according to 
the synthetic method. Only the general laws of thought are stated therein, and then 
their particular application to concepts, judgments, and inferences is shown; and even
in these individual sections the more general has always been prefixed to the 
particular. If, on the other hand, I had proceeded in such a way that I first compared 
individual terms with each other, in order to deduce from this the laws of thought for 
concepts in general, as well as by comparing individual modes of judgment and 
inference, first found the laws for judgments and conclusions in general; then, again, 
by comparing the laws of thought with concepts, judgments and inferences, having 
found the laws of thought quite generally, and now only as principles had presented 
them separately, I would have proceeded analytically. In strictly scientific lectures we
always make use of the synthetic method, because it most clearly teaches the 
interrelation of knowledge in their interdependence; In lectures and in textbooks, 
however, one will often find the analytic method used where it is excellently in its 
place, since it exercises the mind, even seek out common truths. One of the main 
rules of the synthetic procedure is that one should set up not arbitrarily accepted 
propositions as supreme principles of whose truth one has no rational conviction; and 
that from the principles once established then the whole science can be deduced (with
consequence). If this is not possible, it is a sign that the principles are not false, but 
on an uncertain ground, and require a more careful examination before proceeding in 
the synthetic structure of science. and that from the principles once established then 
the whole science can be deduced (with consequence). If this is not possible, it is a 
sign that the principles are not false, but on an uncertain ground, and require a more 
careful examination before proceeding in the synthetic structure of science. and that 
from the principles once established then the whole science can be deduced (with 
consequence). If this is not possible, it is a sign that the principles are not false, but 
on an uncertain ground, and require a more careful examination before proceeding in 
the synthetic structure of science.

    Q. What is required mainly for the methodical presentation of a science? 
    A. One must be properly aware of the content, scope and context of the knowledge 
given to it; the first is through explanations, the second through classifications, the 
third through evidence.



Twentieth Chapter

From the explanations

    Q. What is meant by explanation ( declaratio ) of a term? 
    A. A sentence, or a combination of several sentences, in which the characteristics 
of a term are given in such a way that one can thereby distinguish it from others. The 
subject whose attributes are to be given is called the declaratum ; and the predicate, 
what is given as its sign , the explanatory ( declarans sc. membrum ).

    Q. What difference do you make between explanation, description and definition, 
all different kinds of explanation? 
    A. Explanation ( explicatio ) is called a sentence in which one explains something 
only to the extent that it reaches a certain extent; Description ( descriptio ), where 
many features of a term are given to facilitate its distinction from others; Definition 
( definitio ), however, if one mentions only the two main features, one of which 
indicates the sex ( genus ), among which the declarative belongs, while the 
other , ( nota specialis see differentia specifica), whereby the explanation differs from
the other species of the same sex.

    Q. What are some examples? 
    A.Suppose I speak of philosophy as follows: Philosophy lightens our 
understanding, accustoms it not only to stand still to the outside of things, but to 
search for its inner essence, its reasons; If he practices to seek the universal 
everywhere, and to strive everywhere for a rational unity not only in his knowledge 
but also in his conduct, and so forth, I should have an explanation of the concept of 
philosophy in relation to the beneficial effects of its study expresses our spirit. If I 
now wanted to give a complete description of philosophy, I would have to indicate all
the individual characteristics that are to be found in it. whereas this could not be done
otherwise than by the complete exposition of philosophy itself, so it is customary to 
refer to the same thing as science does not use this expression, because here the 
description coincides with the representation of the thing itself; On the other hand, it 
applies it more frequently to natural objects. For example, if I wanted to describe a 
tree, I would give the features peculiar to its leaves, stem, root, etc. To give a 
definition of the term philosophy, I would say that it is the science that deals with the 
ultimate causes and purposes of human knowledge and activity. Here is the genus, 
science; the so I would indicate the features peculiar to its leaves, trunk, root, etc. To 
give a definition of the term philosophy, I would say that it is the science that deals 
with the ultimate causes and purposes of human knowledge and activity. Here is the 
genus, science; the so I would indicate the features peculiar to its leaves, trunk, root, 
etc. To give a definition of the term philosophy, I would say that it is the science that 
deals with the ultimate causes and purposes of human knowledge and activity. Here is
the genus, science; thedifferentia specifica , or the specific difference by which it 
differs from other objects, which also have the term science as genus . The 
characteristic that it deals with the last reasons etc., because this characteristic does 
not belong to any other science. So in the definition would be: Freedom is the 
capacity of self-determination, fortune of the genus ; but the characteristic of self-



determination, whereby freedom differs from other faculties, the differentia 
specifica. - Continued explanations to develop a term in several respects give a 
discussion or expositio .

    Q. What is meant by analytic and synthetic explanations? 
    A.Synthetic explanations are the made, analytical ones the given concepts. By 
means of concepts we understand those which have themselves been formed by the 
composition of certain characteristics, and which are called by others. For example, if
I combine the features, line, and equidistance of all their points from a certain point, 
then I shall thereby form the concept of the circle; and if I then declare the circle as a 
line whose points are all equidistant from a point, I shall have given a synthetic (by 
composition) explanation thereof. But if, for example, I take the notions of deity and 
freedom or soul, then these concepts will be given to me, and I will, if they are not 
even simple concepts that can not be explained at all,

    Q. What is name declarations, declarations of fact and declarations of origin? 
    A. The declaration of name or verbalization ( ie nominalis s verbalis ) indicates the
meaning of a word through other equivalent expressions without expressing anything 
about the very nature of the concept itself. It merely purports to prevent confusion of 
expression, not of concepts themselves. So it would be a name explanation, if I said: 
Seeing is the sense impression, which we receive by the eyes. By this explanation, we
have become no wiser in what is actually the essence of seeing, but we now know 
what we have to refer to the term seeing. - a factual or real statement ( ie realis) is 
where one indicates the essential characteristics of the concept itself, ie not the word 
of the word, but the concept of the concept. The same is the explanation of 
philosophy given above. - An origin or declaration of origin or genetic explanation 
( ie genetica ) is one which indicates the genesis of a thing; such as the following: 
The circle is a figure that arises when a line attached at one end is turned around at 
the other until it returns to its previous position. It should be noted that in 
mathematics the genetic explanations are called real, and the real nominal.

    Q. What is meant by main explanation and subsidiary explanation? 
    A . Main explanation ( d. Primaria ) is that in which the immediate characteristics, 
side declaration ( d. Secundaria ), however, indicating the indirect features of a 
term. One can continue with the subsidiary explanations until one arrives at simple 
characteristics; In this way, a concept is being developed more and more.

    Q. Which terms can not be explained in real terms? 
    A. The simple, because you can not specify any of these characteristics. So no one 
will be able to give the concept of being any other than a word explanation; for 
example, saying that it is as much as existing; just as little does a real explanation of 
life seem to be possible. It is only possible to explain simple concepts, that is, to 
indicate characteristics of certain relationships.

    Q. What is the good definition of a term? 
    A. It must be 1) appropriate ( adaequata ), ie neither too far ( latior sc. Suo 
definito ), nor too narrow ( angustior ); 2) measured ( praecisa ); 3) not identical 



( idem per idem declarans ); as short and understandable as possible, and without 
pictorial garments.

    Q. What is meant by a too wide and too narrow definition? 
    A.Too broad a definition is one in which too few features are given; that is, the 
same applies to objects other than those to be defined, and therefore it can not be 
properly distinguished from them. Such a too broad definition would be eg: Man is an
organic being; for according to her, monkeys and geese were also human. Too narrow
a definition, on the other hand, where too many features are indicated; Therefore, of 
the terms to be defined several parts that actually belong to its scope, are excluded, 
just because they do not possess the wrongly listed feature. So the following would 
be too narrow a definition: Man is a reasonably gifted earthly being with a white 
skin. Here the feature of the white skin would obviously be too much, At least the 
negroes would object to this. - A definition may be too narrow in one respect, too 
narrow in another, eg the following: Man is an organic being with a white skin.

    Q. What does it mean that a definition should be measured? 
    A.It should contain no accidental and derivative, but merely essential and original, 
where possible also louder affirmative features. Thus, this rule would be absent if, 
like an ancient philosopher, one defined man as a two-legged animal without 
feathers. For in the first place the characteristic of the two legs is insignificant in 
human beings, otherwise every bullet which takes away the soldier's leg would also 
behave humanity to him; and then a negative feature is mixed in as well. - Negative 
characteristics are therefore not taken for granted in a definition, because by this 
nothing can be put into the concept of the thing that belongs to it, but sometimes they 
can not be completely avoided when distinguishing very related concepts. - I would 
have included a derived trait in the above definition of the circle if I had said that it 
was a round figure. For the fact that it must be round follows from the fact that all its 
points are equidistant from a certain point.

    Q. What is meant by an identical definition? 
    A. This is also called a circular explanation ( orbis see circulus in definiendo ). It 
takes place when the declarative itself is repeated, whether in the main or in a 
subsidiary explanation, and one thus wants to bring about the explanation by what is 
first to be explained. Such would be eg: The circle is a circular figure. Life consists in
the living activity of organic creatures. It is easy to see that by such definitions a 
concept can not win in the least clarity and distinctness; but inexperienced people 
often fall into the mistake of using it.

    Q. Why should not figurative expressions be used in definitions? 
    A. Because one can think of such many things, and consequently the concept is not
sufficiently defined and distinguished by it. Examples of such definitions are: 
friendship is a bond of the soul; Youth is the spring of life. Considered as poetic 
comparisons, such sentences may find their place, but not as explanations that are to 
develop the essence of a concept. In strictly scientific works one must therefore 
abstain from it.



Twenty-first Chapter

From the divisions

    Q. What is a classification? 
    A. Classification ( divisio ) is an indication of the manifold that is included in the 
extent a term, as soon as it is done in a manner that the (or contradictory contrary) 
opposite requirements are thereby shown separated from each other. Thus, in dividing
up the higher concept into the lower ones contained in it, the genus dissolves into the 
species, whereas in the explanation the concept is divided into the features contained 
in it. The higher concept, which is divided, is called the divided whole ( totum 
divisum ); the lower notions, in which the higher is divided, 
the division- terms ( membra dividentia); and the feature by which the classification 
is made is the fundamentum divisionis . Thus in the Linnean plant system plant is 
the totum divisum ; the individual plant genera and species the membra 
dividentia ; the number and position of the stamens, according to which the division 
is made, the fundamentum divisionis .

    Q. What is meant by word division, subject classification, division, arrangement? 
    A. word division or distinction ( divisio verborum s. Distinctio ) is the indication of
the different meanings of a word; goes to the scope of a certain expression, but not a 
term to be characterized itself; Rather, it belongs to grammar rather than logic. The 
same is true: cat means a long leather purse or a certain predator or disease of the hut 
people. Subject classification, on the other hand, is the really logical separation of a 
concept into genera and species. For example, the cat-like animals ( membrum 
divisum ) are the lion, the tiger, the domestic cat, etc. ( membra dividentia). - 
decomposition or division ( partitio), is not a dissection of the scope of a concept or a
distinctive indication of what the concept can be referred to as a feature; thus 
distinguishable from the actual division ( divisio ); Rather, it is merely an indication 
of the constituents of a composite whole ( totius compositi ); Eg: The cat consists of 
head, body, feet, tail, etc. The division or partition of a series of thoughts is also 
called arrangement ( dispositio). For example, a treatise on the cats might be given 
the following disposition: first, to speak of the physical qualities, second, of their way
of life, and third, of the usefulness and harm they cause.

    Q. How do you differentiate the divisions in terms of the number of division 
members? 
    A. In bipartite ( dichotomae ) and polyglomerated ( polytomae ), which may be 
three-membered, four-membered, etc. Classifications with contradictory subdivisions
are necessarily dichotomous, with contrary ones they can also be polytomic. For 
example, the following division of man: The people are white or not white, do not 
allow more than two members; on the other hand: People are white, black, brown, 
polytomic.

    Q. What is meant by subdivisions and subdivisions? 
    A. Subdivisions ( codivisiones see divisiones coordinatae ) arise when 



one divides a term according to different classification reasons. For example, the 
people, by color in white, black, etc., then by their intelligence in smart, funny, 
stupid, etc., would give subdivisions. - Subdivisions ( subdivisiones see divisiones 
subordinatae) are those that arise when a divisor is re-classified. If, for example, one 
divides the mammals into grass-eating, carnivorous, etc., then one can once again 
make subdivisions of the grass-eating animals by dividing them into one-phased and 
multi-phased, etc. These subdivisions can only be continued down to individual 
beings, which then only have a partition allow. The list of all possible subordinate 
and subordinate divisions in terms of a concept is called a system of concepts or a 
logical table.

    Q. Which rules apply to the classification? 
    A.1) The subdivided concept must be completely exhausted by the division 
members, no subdivision member, which is really contained in the scope of a 
concept, must be excluded from it, nor must one, which lies beyond the scope of the 
concept, be involved as a subdivision member. 2) The division members must be 
mutually exclusive; that is, it must not be possible to transfer something from one 
divisional member to another divisor member; whereas, for example, the division of 
the leaves into rounded, oblong, and serrated ones would be wanting, for among the 
serrated leaves there may also be elongated and roundish ones; Consequently, one 
would not know under which division one would actually have to bring such a leaf, 
which would be both toothed and oblong. This rule can only be observed if one 
arranges the Einteilungsglieder contradictory or contrary opposite. 3) The division 
must proceed steadily; the subdivisions do not have to be mixed below the top and no
middle division should be skipped. If I divided the animals into mammals, birds, fish,
amphibians, and white-blooded animals, I would have put the higher division, white-
blooded animals, with the lower mammal, bird, etc. on a level, since the 
subordination should actually take place like this Animals are divided into red-
blooded and white-blooded, the red-blooded in mammals, birds, fish and 
amphibians; the white-blooded in insects, crustaceans, mollusks and worms the 
subdivisions do not have to be mixed below the top and no middle division should be 
skipped. If I divided the animals into mammals, birds, fish, amphibians, and white-
blooded animals, I would have put the higher division, white-blooded animals, with 
the lower mammal, bird, etc. on a level, since the subordination should actually take 
place like this Animals are divided into red-blooded and white-blooded, the red-
blooded in mammals, birds, fish and amphibians; the white-blooded in insects, 
crustaceans, mollusks and worms the subdivisions do not have to be mixed below the 
top and no middle division should be skipped. If I divided the animals into mammals,
birds, fish, amphibians, and white-blooded animals, I would have put the higher 
division, white-blooded animals, with the lower mammal, bird, etc. on a level, since 
the subordination should actually take place like this Animals are divided into red-
blooded and white-blooded, the red-blooded in mammals, birds, fish and 
amphibians; the white-blooded in insects, crustaceans, mollusks and worms since the 
subordination should actually take place in this way: the animals are divided into red-
blooded and white-blooded, the red-blooded in mammals, birds, fish and 



amphibians; the white-blooded in insects, crustaceans, mollusks and worms since the 
subordination should actually take place in this way: the animals are divided into red-
blooded and white-blooded, the red-blooded in mammals, birds, fish and 
amphibians; the white-blooded in insects, crustaceans, mollusks and worms4) . I 
would have made a leap in the classification if I had divided the red-blooded animals 
into horses, oxen, carp, snakes, etc., because in this way the middle divisions, such as
mammal, bird, fish, amphibian, would have been skipped. 4) It is necessary to choose
appropriate grounds for classification concerning the nature of the thing to be 
classified. For example, who would divide people into a natural history of the clothes 
they wear!

4) But you will find in some animals of this class also differently colored juices.

Twenty-second Chapter

From the evidence

    Q. What is a proof ( argumentatio, probatio )? 
    A. The derivation of the truth of a cognition from another than that presupposed to 
be true, or else the representation of the reason of the necessity of a thing. The 
judgments from which a proof is composed make up its substance ( materia ), but the 
nature of its connection constitutes its form ( forma ); which, in part, is called an 
inner insofar as it refers to the peculiar mode of proof itself, and partly to an external 
one, insofar as it determines the expression of the proof by propositions. The 
reason ( fundamentum argumentationis s. Probationis ) is that judgment from which, 
as that supposed to be true, just a knowledge is to be derived, and is expressed in 
words, a principle ( principium ). This is either a highest, last, absolute, if it can be 
deduced from nothing, that is, for which it is immediately assumed to be true, or a 
relative one, if it can be deduced from still higher principles; but for the particular 
case, without first being proved, it is presupposed as true. The evidential force, the 
nerve, or the soul of the proof ( nervus s., Vis argumentationis s. Probationis ) 
consists in the essential content of the sentence or sentences from which the evidence 
to be proved is deduced.

    Q. How do you differentiate between reason and experience? 
    A. A rational proof or proof a priori ( arg rationalis ) is one in which one deduces 
something from general principles that are recognized as necessary by our cognitive 
faculty. An empirical proof, empirical proof or proof a posteriori, on the other hand, 
is that where something is proved out of sensory perceptions (facts of 
experience). Thus it is a proof a priori , if I can show from the laws of gravity, the 
necessity of which I have seen before, that a stone that has fallen from a certain 
height took a certain time to reach the earth. A proofOn the other hand, it would be a 
posteriori , if I prove the same, that I really did see the stone arrive on the ground 
after this time.



    F. What is a direct, immediate, ostensive evidence and an indirect, consequential or
apagogical? 
    A. The former is a proof in which one dares to prove it outright from the truth of 
the ground of proof, while the last one is deductio ad absurdumis one in which the 
truth of the one to be proved is deduced from the falsity of its opposite. The first kind 
of proof is generally preferable to the latter. In this one sees the connection between 
reason and consequence; Although they must be forced to admit the proven, they do 
not recognize the reason why it is so and not otherwise. By the way, logic can only 
validate such indirect proofs, where the truth of the person to be proved is deduced 
from the falsity of its direct opposite. For if one wanted to deduce them from the 
falsity of a contrary opposite, one would not consider that there could still be several 
contrary opposites, one of which might come to the truth, without it being necessary 
for it to be the proof of which one actually sets it apart.ad absurdum , of which one 
can find sufficient examples in Euclid's elements; ZEB I. 7. 14.

    Q. How does one differentiate demonstration, probation and probable proof? 
    A. Demonstration or apodictic proof ( a ¢ podewzi , demonstratio sensu strictiori ) 
is one that is carried out with strict necessity, and therefore does not allow any 
reasonable objection; Probazion ( probatio sensu strictiori ), on the other hand, is a 
proof par excellence in which we disregard this rigor of argumentation. A probable 
proof ( arg probabilis ) is one in which one leads more and more weighty reasons for 
as against one thing without being able to bring it to complete certainty.

    F. How different is the generally accepted proof (?????????, ad veritatem ) from the
special force (????????????, ad hominem )? 
    A. The first is one that is absolutely and generally valid for necessary reasons, 
which carries its credibility in itself, and which remains true, even if it were not 
believed by anyone; the other, however, is one who is wrong in himself, but led in 
such a way that he convinces any one or more definite persons, who do not know the 
false appearance therein, of the truth of the person to be proved. Because dishonest 
custodians use this kind of evidence frequently, they have been called advocate or 
rabulist evidence.

    Q. How do you differentiate the evidence regarding its outer shape? 
    A. into simple (monosyllogistic) and compound (polysyllogistic); in school or 
formal and free or non-formal; in full or unabbreviated and incomplete or 
abbreviated. - The meanings of these terms emerge easily from the words themselves.

    Q. What rules are to be followed in the proofs? 
    A. The first thing to do is to follow the rules already given in the conclusions, since
the whole argument is based on inferences. But then one must guard oneself carefully
from the following mistakes: 1) One does not hide or discover anything ( petitio 
principu s., Fallacia quaesiti medii ). This is done when one presupposes something 
as a proof, which is either downright wrong or even lacking certainty. 2) Do not do 
anything other than what should be proved, or in other words, twist the question point
( punctum quaestionis) of the proof; because otherwise the actual purpose of the 
proof will be missed. The mistake made against this rule from ignorance of the actual



issue is called ignoratio elenchi ; on the other hand, the arbitrary twisting of the 
same mutatio elenchi , and the conclusion resulting from it, Sophisma mutationis 
elenchi . 3) Avoid evidence that rotates in the compass; these are those where one 
needs the proof as proof of oneself ( orbit in demonstrando, diallelus 
s. ????????????). 4) Beware of leaps in the proof ( saltus in demonstrando a 
probando); that is, one does not derive one sentence from the other without the 
appropriate mediating judgments and conclusions. In the following proof, for 
example, a leap would be: Man has a body, so he is mortal; for here the mediating 
judgments are missing: The body of man is subject to all the laws of organic bodies, 
and all organic bodies are mortal. If, on the other hand, the omitted sentences are of 
the sort that they are easily thought of by themselves, then such a leap is considered 
permissible and seeks to promote the brevity of the expression by means of it. 5) 
Beware of proving too much; that is, avoid arguments that seem to allow the truth of 
the person to be proved to be inferred, but that also permit other false conclusions; if, 
then, something false can follow from the past for some truth, then one would have to
invalidate such a ground of proof, and with it all the proof. For example, if one 
wanted to explain the phenomenon that the juices rise in the plants from the power of 
attraction of the sun, it would prove too much, for then, in other, inorganic tubes, 
liquids would have to be raised by such an attraction.

Twenty-third chapter

Of the logical diseases (logical pathology)

    Q. What is meant by the name of logical illnesses? 
    A. Mock and error. Logical appearance takes place as soon as we have different 
ideas of the same objects, or of different objects. If we induce them to make false 
judgments which we consider to be true, these errors are called.

    F. What is the real reason of error? 
    A. In the limitation of human cognition. If our mind were able to fathom 
everything in its proper conditions, there would be no illusion, and consequently no 
error, for it. But so many influences can inhibit the free and legitimate activity of our 
cognitive faculties and determine the power of judgment to erroneous judgments, 
especially if they are naturally weak or untrained, or if the proper attention is not paid
to the objects to be judged. -

    Q. What are the influences that can produce logical illusion and error? 
    A.Here comes the first meaning. But sense alone can only be given illusion, not 
error, because it does not judge. For example, I see a leaf yellow because of a disease 
of my eyes, which is actually green; so this is a semblance, because I get here from 
different objects (a really yellow and a green leaf) here some ideas. But even if the 
leaf seems really yellow to me, my mind or reason, guided by inferences, can tell me 
that the page is not really yellow, nevertheless, that it looks to me like that; In this 
case, therefore, I am in no error, because I can not be judged by the sensory 



impression to a false judgment. If I judge, however, that the page, which seems to me 
to be falsely yellow, is really of that color, then I would make a mistake. It can be 
seen from this that if the senses are not themselves mistaken, they can cause errors by
their influence on the higher faculty of knowledge. This can happen partly through 
the external senses, when the organs to which they are bound are not in the proper 
state, or have the proper relation and the proper position to the perceiver; partly 
through the inner sense, in which often mental states obscure the ideas of objects, or 
even inner sensory ideas can appear as external because of their too great 
vivacity. Some call the sensual errors ( to which they are bound, are not in the proper 
state, or have the proper relation and the proper position to the perceiver; partly 
through the inner sense, in which often mental states obscure the ideas of objects, or 
even inner sensory ideas can appear as external because of their too great 
vivacity. Some call the sensual errors ( to which they are bound, are not in the proper 
state, or have the proper relation and the proper position to the perceiver; partly 
through the inner sense, in which often mental states obscure the ideas of objects, or 
even inner sensory ideas can appear as external because of their too great 
vivacity. Some call the sensual errors (errores sensuales ) is also a blunder 
error ( vitia subreptionis ), because the mind is thereby surprised or cursed by the 
sense as it were.

    Q. What other influences are capable of causing errors? 
    A. If memory does not faithfully preserve the ideas it has, or is too vivid, that it 
either does not present ideas with proper clarity, or merely makes internal images 
appear as real objects; or if the power of remembrance, which is supposed to 
recognize accepted ideas again (insofar as it is distinguished from the memory which 
merely preserves them), does not necessarily cause errors; which, when induced by 
memory, are called memory errors or errors ( errores memoriales ), imaginary errors 
( errores imaginarii) on the other hand, how the erroneous activity of the imagination
aroused them. Also, the idea association or involuntary connection of thought, by 
virtue of which an idea held in the mind can cause the emergence of another, if it is 
either similar to or contrasting with it (in contrast), or has previously been found in 
connection with it in the mind would have; may influence the excitement of 
errors; by connecting ideas that do not belong together and confusing different ideas.

    F. What is meant by linguistic or symbolic errors ( errores linguistici s. 
Sermocinales )? 
    A. These are those that arise from misunderstanding of words or sentences. The 
great diversity and ambiguity of the words often cause them; especially as language 
and characters are one of the chief means of awakening our knowledge.

    Q. Is not desiring and feeling a source of error? 
    A.Indeed. The moods of our desire and sentiment have much influence on the 
judgments we make, and may be more inclined to hold this or that true or false 
without due cause, according as it agrees with our state of mind. Thus the miser 
believes of his passion (an excessive sensual desire) blinded, money is the highest 
good; the gloomy one sees everything in black light. Also, particular moods of our 
mind may distract our attention from objects by merely directing them to those who 



are in tune with them, thereby causing unclear, confused, or even misconceptions of 
those in us to arise.

    Q. Could external circumstances also give rise to the appearance of appearances 
and errors? 
    A. Yes. Body constitution, education, social relations, fatherland, way of life, 
habits of all kinds, and many other things, can at least be regarded as remote causes 
of error by giving, directly or indirectly, a special and one-sided direction to the 
activity of our mind.

    Q. What is meant by prejudice ( praejudicia )? 
    A. These are errors which spring from a pretense caused by external circumstances 
(see the previous question). Thus, many prejudices are caused by education, habits, 
etc., of which daily life provides enough examples. This includes prejudices of the 
nobility, the state, prejudices that this or that country is the best, etc.

    Q. Does a preliminary judgment differ from a prejudice? 
    A. However. A provisional judgment ( j praevium s praeliminare ) is one which 
one falls without being able to state its valid reasons; but with the reservation to 
continue examining it.

    Q. What is meant by rational errors? 
    A. These are those which spring from a false application of the laws of reason or 
reason; Such are the conclusions, when two things follow one another in time, that 
one is the cause of the other ( post hoc; ergo propter hoc ); or if you conclude 
anything for a false reason.

    F. How to distinguish fundamental errors ( errores principales, radicales, 
originarii, ??????????) and derived ( err. Derivativi )? 
    A. The former are such false judgments from which others are inferred wrong; the 
resulting inferred errors. Any error as to how it is used as a principle becomes a 
fundamental error, and can be very detrimental in serving to derive a host of other 
errors.

    Q. How to differentiate between theoretical or speculative and practical errors? 
    A. The former are those which merely penalize the truth of our knowledge; the 
latter ones, which also influence our actions. So that would be in a practical error that
would be suicidal.

Twenty-fourth Chapter

Of the logical remedies (logical therapeutics)

    F. In what the error is avoidable? 
    A.Since every human being is limited in his ability to understand, since everyone is
exposed to the influences which can contribute to the generation of errors, every man 



is generally subject to error. - But since every error originates from a pretense, and it 
remains at bottom only the free activity of our judgment, whether it wishes to make 
this appearance a mistake, so far every single error by a cautious procedure is 
probably avoidable. In general, then, in every man, even the wisest and most 
intelligent man, there will be cases where he errs; but therefore no one may apologize
for having had to err in this or that particular particular case, because delinquency is 
generally unavoidable.

    F. How to distinguish the means against error ( remedia erroris )? 
    A. In preventive ( remed, praeservantia ) and in healing ( remed. Sanativa ); the 
first prevent the emergence of error; the others cancel the error already made.

    Q. What are preventive measures against error? 
    A. 1) Acquaintance with our cognitive powers, the laws of their effectiveness and 
the limitations of their application. 2) knowledge of the different sources of error. 3) 
Caution, prudence and consideration in judging. 4) Restraint (???) of applause in all 
doubtful cases. The last rule states that unless one has sufficient reasons for the truth 
of a judgment, one should certainly not accept and precipitate the same as such, but 
rather leave it undecided.

    Q. What are the healing remedies against errors in general? 
    A. Only the discovery and dissolution of the bill that produced the error can be 
considered as such. Appearance is discovered when one learns to know the causative 
causes of error in the particular case; if one differentiates between the various ideas 
which one considered to be identical, and recognizes the identical ideas that were 
thought to be different.

    Q. But how can one know that one is mistaken, and thus be induced to lift him up? 
    A. One can not, of course, know this of certain definite errors, for otherwise it 
would no longer be erroneous if one had already seen their falseness. But because we 
must always have the consciousness that we as human beings in general are subject to
error, we must at least be able to conceive the possibility of each individual judgment 
that we make, that it is erroneous, and through repeated examination and comparison 
to try to be sure about the judgments of others.

    Q. What are the remedies for the above mentioned individual types of error? 
    A. They consist only in the correct application of the rules previously given for the 
prevention and cure of errors to the individual cases.

Twenty-fifth Chapter

From the acquisition of knowledge and experience in particular

    Q. What are the ways in which we arrive at knowledge? 
    A. The experience and reflection.



    Q. What do we mean by experience? 
    A. We then say that we have an experience in perceiving something as by the 
senses.

    Q. What do you call the path of experience that leads to insights? 
    A. The empirical path, from the Greek words Empiria, which means 
experience. The cognitions themselves, obtained by experience, are called empirical, 
or cognitions a posteriori , and are a prioriopposed to the rational or cognitions , 
which are those which are not attained by the means of experience; therefore, if there 
are such, are either originally in us, or are taught by the higher cognitive ability.

    Q. Of what nature are the empirical findings? 
    A.Empirical knowledge as such can never be completely universal and 
necessary. For experience always shows us only one thing; and even if we had looked
at or felt so much detail; that would not give us any information about the things that 
would not have looked or felt like. Strictly speaking, experience can not really teach 
me anything more than that this or that quality is found in the individual things that I 
perceive, whether or not they are in things that I did not perceive, about which it can 
do nothing statements; and neither does it necessarily have to be present in the 
perceived thing. Our reason itself can not draw from experience any general and 
necessary implications; Otherwise, inferences of inference would have to take place, 
such that a special judgment could lead to a general, and from an assertoric an 
apodictic. But these kinds of inference are not permitted to reason.

    F. If you have not yet final species which the general and deriving Necessary 
looking out the particular or individual? 
    A. Yes. These are the inferences of induction and analogy, but for that very reason 
they can give mere probability and no strict certainty, because they proceed from 
experience. They are based on the assumption of a consistent law in nature that our 
mind feels compelled to assume.

    F. How to proceed in of conclusion? 
    A.If we have observed that an affirmative or negative property belongs to many 
particulars of one kind, then we conclude by the inductive procedure; the same 
characteristic will also be present in all other particulars of the same kind, though it 
has not yet been perceived in them; and the same inductive reasoning is also based on
the assumption that if one belongs to more than one species of a genus, a trait would 
also belong to all other species of this genus, if one did not really perceive it. In short,
one can express the principle of induction in this way. What applies to many things 
belonging to a species or genus also applies to the others. - Examples of inductive 
conclusions are: All the plants I have seen so far had green leaves; so the plants, I 
have not really seen, have green leaves. All the people I have been taught by my own 
or by others have been mortal, so all men will be mortal. It is easy to see that these 
inferences can not assume the proper inner form of reasoning, for the axiom would 
always remain particular. The probability, on the other hand, can often be very great, 
obtained by this inductive reasoning, except that one must not have had too little 
experience from which to conclude; In the meantime one can be led to such hasty 



conclusions as probably occur every day. It is easy to see that these inferences can not
assume the proper inner form of reasoning, for the axiom would always remain 
particular. The probability, on the other hand, can often be very great, obtained by 
this inductive reasoning, except that one must not have had too little experience from 
which to conclude; In the meantime one can be led to such hasty conclusions as 
probably occur every day. It is easy to see that these inferences can not assume the 
proper inner form of reasoning, for the axiom would always remain particular. The 
probability, on the other hand, can often be very great, obtained by this inductive 
reasoning, except that one must not have had too little experience from which to 
conclude; In the meantime one can be led to such hasty conclusions as probably 
occur every day.

    Q. How does one distinguish complete and incomplete induction? 
    A.Complete induction is one in which, of all the individual things of a species, or 
of all individual species of a genus, it has been found that any characteristic belongs 
to them, and from this concludes that the whole genus belongs to it. This conclusion 
after complete induction, however remote the experiences on which it was based, 
would have general and necessary validity; but it does not take place at all, for how 
can one know that one has really become acquainted with all individual things or 
species of a species or species through experience; since nothing prevents that other 
than the perceived still others take place. Incomplete induction is the so-called 
induction, of which we spoke above, where only a few refer to the universal.

    F. How to proceed in of conclusion by analogy? 
    A.According to her it is concluded that things, if they agree in several of the 
characteristics they know, will also agree in the others, although their agreement has 
not yet been perceived therein. So if, after induction, to put it briefly, one concludes: 
one in many, that is, in all; On the other hand, one concludes by the analogy: much in 
one; Everything in this one. The probability afforded by analogy (for certainty can 
not be attained by it as well as by induction) becomes all the greater, in more than one
piece the thing on which one makes the conclusion has been observed to coincide, 
from which one makes the conclusion. Examples of analogous conclusions are: I see 
an organic thing, which agrees with several other organic things in that it has flowers,
leaves, trunk; Since these have a root at the same time, I conclude that even that will 
have a root. So it is also an inference after the analogy, when I conclude that people 
who agree in their features will also agree in their character. The conclusion of the 
analogy is basically that one assumes that there is a common cause of things that 
agree with each other in several pieces; and since, for the same reason, the same must
follow, so too will this common ground have produced common consequences for 
things in every, not merely the perceived respects. - The newer natural philosophy, 
which originated in Schelling's identity philosophy,

Twenty-sixth Chapter



continuation

    Q. What is your own and someone else's experience? 
    A. Own experience is that where objects of ourselves, alien, where they are 
perceived by others.

    F. What are observations and preliminary search? 
    A. observations ( observationes ) are intentional, with attention given perceptions 
associated phenomena without arbitrary change thereof; Attempts ( experimenta ), on
the other hand, deliberately made changes with given objects, which are made 
arbitrarily and for the purpose of becoming better acquainted with some definite 
quality of them; by getting through such changes to be able to observe them from 
several sides, and in several circumstances. Both observations and attempts serve to 
give certainty and certainty to one's own experience, and wherever possible must 
always be connected with each other.

    Q. What do you have to do if you want to use someone else's experience to perfect 
your own knowledge? 
    A. It is necessary to test the credibility of the testimonium of the report which 
others give of what they perceive; so as not to run the risk of making other mistakes 
or deliberate untruths mistakes of their own. Here one has to look at both the inner 
and the outer credibility of the testimony.

    Q. What is meant by inner and outer credibility? 
    A. The inner credibility of a testimony depends on whether the thing of which it 
speaks is in itself possible or probable. For example, if someone told him that he had 
seen a ten-cubed giant, that story would lose all inner credibility, even if the man who
told it were otherwise known as a more reasonable and truthful one. - The external 
credibility of a testimony, on the other hand, depends on: 1) On efficiency 
( dexteritas) of the witness, whether he really has the requirements for proper 
perception (sound senses and reason) and whether he is an immediate witness 
(eyewitness) or merely an indirect (ear witness), because the former has more and 
more external credibility for himself, as the latter. 2) From the sincerity ( since ritas ) 
of the witness because of some of free will, or forced to deny the truth when he is 
their equal well aware.

    Q. What is meant by a legend? 
    A. A narrative based on no particular testimonies that can not even be properly 
tested for external credibility. Has a legend propagated by several people age, it is 
called a tradition ( traditio ), and once they equal initially based on no clear evidence,
it is then rumor ( rumor ).

    Q. What do you call the belief that you grant to someone else's experience? 
    A. Historical Faith ( Fides historica ).

Twenty-seventh Chapter



From reflection

    F. What is the thinking ( meditatio )? 
    A. In the deliberate direction of the mind to a certain object of knowledge, in order 
to teach itself thoroughly about it. If one follows his own train of thought, it is called 
a direct one, but one follows a strange train of thought, an indirect reflection. The 
former is also thought in the narrower sense or thinking just.

    Q. What does one observe in immediate reflection? 
    A. One must proceed methodically, according to the rules of thought; If one seeks 
to make every concept that arises in reflection clear and distinct in its content and 
scope, before one proceeds in the course of reflection, one must draw conclusions 
from the explanations and classifications resulting from this, and be conscious of one 
purpose for what sake are you pulling them; Furthermore, we must combine the ideas
relating to the object of reflection in such a way that they represent an easily 
comprehensible and coherent whole.

    Q. In what way can mediate reflection take place? 
    A. partly by reading ( lectio ), partly by listening ( auditio ); listening makes a 
livelier impression; Reading, on the other hand, allows more deliberation and 
arbitrary standstill in order to allow one's own reflection to play free play.

    Q. What does he who seeks to perfect his knowledge by listening observe? 
    A. He must prepare himself ( praeparatio ) for the object about which he wishes to 
inform himself by hearing , or seek to obtain a preliminary knowledge of it, in order 
to be able to follow his own thoughts with the teacher while listening; he must pay 
attention ( attentio ) while listening , and afterwards repeat what he hears ( repetitio ) 
so that it can be memorized and thought even more carefully by him, hence the 
saying: repetitio est mater studiorum, Listening must never be a mere dead 
comprehension of what someone else is saying, but one's own immediate reflection 
must always be in action in order to process what has been heard.

    Q. What needs to be studied first when reading it thoroughly? 
    A. 1) Whether one has the real words of an alleged writer in front of him and 2), 
which is the true meaning of these words; the first examines the criticism, the second 
the hermeneutics (exegetics, interpretive art).

    Q. How do you differentiate the criticism? 
    A. In a higher and a lower. Higher criticism examines the genuineness 
(authenticity) of a typeface in its entirety and in its main parts, the lower, the falsity 
(integrity) of the same, with regard to the individual words and phrases occurring in 
it. Thus the higher criticism will have to examine whether the speeches cited to 
Cicero are really all of him, whether he ad herennium the booksThe author of this 
essay, whose author is called, really writes, etc., the lower criticism as to whether this
or that word, this or that passage is inserted, displaced, or corrupted, etc. The higher 
criticism seeks the authenticity of a writing by comparing the peculiar style and mind 
the same with that which prevails in other undoubtedly real writings of the same 
author; the lesser criticism is mainly concerned with comparisons of several copies, 
translations, and quotations found in the script to be tested in other works; and, if she 



can not thereby obtain perfect certainty, allows conjectures about the true nature of 
Scripture.

Twenty-Eighth Chapter

From the communication of knowledge

    Q. Which types of communication of knowledge can one distinguish? 
    A. The one-sided, where only one part contributes to the instruction of the other, 
and the reciprocal, where both parts contribute mutually to their instruction. The 
former happens during lessons; the latter at the interview.

    Q. How can the lesson be done? 
    A. Both orally and in writing; but the logical rules are the same for both types. In 
the main, instruction depends on the method ( didactica ), ie the form of the lecture, 
which is used to communicate the findings; it is in part an inner one, to what extent it 
relates to the way in which the thoughts themselves are arranged and connected, and 
partly to an external one, to what extent it relates to the clothing and representation of
thoughts through words and sentences.

    Q. Which types of presentation are differentiated in terms of the inner form? 
    A.First and foremost, the synthetic and analytic, according to which the thoughts 
are synthesized according to a synthetic or analytical method. If one takes into 
account the nature of the subjects to whom the lecture is directed, he becomes either 
scholastic or popular; that for those who wish to obtain a thorough knowledge of the 
science to be presented, and have the necessary prior knowledge of it; this is for those
who, without wanting to penetrate too deeply into science, and without having the 
necessary prior knowledge for a thorough learning of it, yet want to gain some insight
into it, generally for the unlearned, for the people. The scholastic, scholarly, 
scientific, scientifical, systematic, acroamatic, esoteric is also called the scholastic 
lecture.termini technici) to appropriate designation of the thoughts, which sometimes 
differ greatly from the ordinary usage of language in their meaning. The popular 
lecture is also called the popular, exoteric one. For the sake of comprehensibility, he 
always has to suppose learners of less scientific education, to let go of the strictly 
logical procedure, to adhere to the usual use of speech, and to try to elucidate what 
has been said by means of examples; he must link his teachings to things which may 
be presumed to be familiar even to the unlearned, and which often make use of many 
words, rather than the scientifical doctrine, in order, perhaps in some way, not 
understood to make clear other expressions and phrases. The mathematical method of
the lecture is nothing else than the scientific method applied to mathematics. That 
their sentences are usually listed under special titles is not essential, and rather refers 
to the external form.

    Q. Which types of presentation can be distinguished in terms of the external form? 
    A.A broken (fragmentary, aphoristic, rhapsodic) one, if one sings his thoughts only 



in short sentences, as in Hippocrates medical and Platners philosophical aphorisms 
the case, and a coherent (continuous, coherent), if the thoughts are presented in 
continuous connection ; - a non-pictorial, direct and pictorial, parabolic, indirect, 
puzzling, igmatic; as soon as one expresses one's thoughts, or dresses in pictures, 
parables, enigmatic narratives; - a monolingual (monological) and bilingual 
(dialogical); the last, if only questions and answers are exchanged, is also called the 
erotematic, and is then either catechetical or Socratic (so called after Socrates, who 
was master in this type of erotematic lecture), as it merely claims the memory or the 
mind of the learner; In the catechetical method, the learner is merely asked what he 
already knew or should know; in the case of the Socratic, on the other hand, the 
questions are arranged in such a way that, in the questioned, this seems to develop 
itself, which the questioner wanted to communicate to him. To give you an example 
of this, it is best to read Xenophon's memorabilia or dialogues of Plato, in which 
Socrates is introduced. - Another distinction is made between the epistolary form, 
where a written presentation in the form of a letter is written; the syllogistic, where it 
is formulated in formal conclusions; the tumultuous or desultory, if he 
messy, confused and often skipping from one object to another; the digressive, 
digressive, if you often go away from the main subject of the lecture to dwell on by-
products.

    Q. What must happen if the interview is to serve as a reciprocal thought-
communication, to perfect the knowledge? 
    A. The interpreters must strive to attune to such objects, in respect of which their 
judgments are different, so that they stand still in the truth. Since everyone of the 
interviewee, at least in the beginning, considers his own opinion the true one-for 
otherwise it would not be his opinion-everyone will try to convince the other that he, 
the other, gives up his opinion , and the agreement that he himself (the former) 
has. Since this striving takes place on both sides, this results in an active opposition 
between the interpreters, which thoughts-reason or reason-dispute (pugna 
intellectualis s. logica ) is called.

    Q. How can the dispute be led? 
    A. either in the form of a confidential conversation ( colloquium familiare ) or as a 
public and solemn opinion war ( disputatio solemnis ).

    Q. What rules apply to both types of argument if it is to be reasonably conducted? 
    A. One must always keep in mind the purpose of the interview, namely to gain the 
truth through mutual resistance. Therefore one must not deny the assertions of his 
adversary, that is, in some way seek to silence him by using the weaknesses of his 
adversary, but refute him by universal reasons. One must in dispute itself the point of 
contention ( status controversiae), which determine as far as possible the object in 
respect of which the judgments are different, and not deviate from it; One must unite 
over the principles which are to serve as the basis of the dispute, because, if each 
person proves something from an opposite principle, no one can refute the other until 
he has refuted the principle himself; So, if one were disagreeing on the principles, 
one would have to argue about them before arguing about the implications to be 
drawn from them. Hence the saying: contra principia negantem non disputari 



potest, It is also necessary to avoid unnecessary verbiage or logomachy; do not argue 
about things that can not be identified at all, because they transcend the limits of our 
knowledge; not even those who are not worthy of strife ( de lana caprina). The 
proofs of the adversary must be examined not only in their formal but also in their 
material correctness, and where an error is discovered, the source of error must at the 
same time be called to attention. - If one has refuted the proof of a proposition, one 
must not believe, thereby refuting the proposition itself, or even proving the 
correctness of one's own opinion; for besides the refuted evidence of the adversary, 
other more valid ones can take place for his sentence. The quarrel must finally be 
conducted with humanity and without passion.


