PROPHECY — PROPOSITION
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ma;r 1231;1‘1 s (in-theology) [Gr. mpodnreia, the
wift of interpreting the wall ’of the gods]:
Ger. Prophezeiung ; Fr. g)r01>hetze; Ttal. pro-
fezia. Literally, prediction of future events ;
Jut in & larger sense, the organ .t}}rough wh1c.h
s Progressive revelation 9f divine truth 1is
efiected by means of inspired human agents
called prophets. .

In this larger sense prophecy is the human
complement of inspiration. Through inspira-
tion the prophet is informed with his revela-
tory message. The prediction of future
events may or may not be a feature of pro-
phecy in the more fundamental sense. The
ferm proguosis is sometimes used as in
general equivalent to prophecy.

Literature: KueneN, The Prophets and
Prophecy in Israel (London, 1877); EDERs-
mEnv, Prophecy and Hist. in relation to the
Messiah (London, 1885); Witsius, De Pro-
phetis et Prophetia, Miscellan. Sacer, tom. i1;
TroLuck, Die Propheten u. ihre Weissagungen
(2nd ed., 1860); W. H. GrEEN, Moses and
the Prophets (N.Y., 1883); Bricas, Messianic
Prophecy (N.Y. and Edinb., 1886).  (A.T.0.)

Prophet: see PrOPHECY.

_ Propitiation [Lat. propitiatio, from propi-
tiare, to appease] : Ger. Versihnung ; Fr. propi-
¢ ; Ltal. propiziazione. "I'he act of placat-
t;g d?sp dllVinity who is supposed to be in a state

easure with the one who performs the
Propitiatoryaction. In Christian tIl)leology,that
aspect of the Atonement by virtue of which it
wﬁ the judicial wrath of God against the

opitiation is to be distinguished from
 which is the suffering through which
is effected. Propitiation has
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Expiation is mo}x;e
ed to guilt. By expiating the
> divine wrath is plg)’pitiated.
IMENT, J USTIFICATION,

Y

T

a part, a
tion ; Ital.
agreeable

of the

361

which refers to the relation of like and equal
parts, with emphasis primarily upon their
rela..txons to one another rather than upou
their re'la.tion to the whole. Like symmetry,
proportion is distinguished from harmony
by reference to quantitative relations, whereas
harmony refers rather to qualitative relations.
_ (2) Applied also to the relations of objects
in their entirety to some norm, as illustrated
by the expression  well proportioned.’

The term proportion is applied, aside from
objects of nature, most appropriately to sculp-
ture, architecture, and painting as involving
drawing ; secondarily and more metaphorically
to music, poetry, the drama, and the novel.
It is sometimes used loosely and untechnically
as implying mere adaptation, and oceasionally
even as synonymous with symmetry.

The history of proportion as an aesthetic
category has been essentially identical with
that of harmony and symmetry. Zeising
and Kostlin afford illustrations of recent
modes of analytical treatment of proportion.
Cf. HARMONY, SYMMETRY, GOLDEN SECTION,
and BALANCE.

Literature: Kostrin, Aesthetik (1869);
ZE1sING, Aesthetische Forschungen (1855);
DAy, The Sci. of Aesthetics (1893). (3.R.A.)

Proposition [Lat. propositwm, from pro-
ponere, to place before]: Ger. Satz; Fr. pro-
position; Ital. proposizione. A JUDGMENT
(g.v.) expressed in words.

The term judgment denotes an ‘axiomatic
concept’ (Zindler, Sitzber. Akad. Wiss. Wien,
118, ix. 32) which it is difficult, if not impos-
sible, to define ; but for the purpose of logic
a judgment may be said to be an association of
experiences or elements of experiences which
has been made an object of reflection by a
congcious mind, and whose validity has been
accepted by it. By an association is meant
not merely a coexistence or a sequence, but
an association of any complicated kind what-
ever, or any more or less explicit analysis of
a mental whole into parts (cf. JUDGMENT).
Thus A conquers B means that 4 is associated
with B in the relation of conquerocr, or that
B is apprehended as B as conquered by 4.
Further, by an experience is meant any object
of consciousness whatever, or any associa-
tion of objects of consciousness; by the
validity of the councction is meavt merely
its reality, or its occurrence in whatever uni-
verse, real or fictional or imagined, happens
to be the background of the subject under
discussion. (C.L.F—J.M.B.)
Cf, the view of proposition given undex
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Sysseor (in logic, 2), which is in certain
respects different from what follows.
(0.8.P.~J.M.B.)
1. The Import of Propositions. It f_ol-
lows from the definition of the proposition
that it wust consist of at least three d.lf-
ferent members, two terms (between which
the relation is said to hold) and another
word whose function is to express at once
the nature of the connection between them
and the asseveration of that connection. (This
double force of the copula is adverted to by
Bradley, Prino. of Logic, 22.) In Armies
conquer countries, We Ay think of armies
and countries as the ohjects of congciousness,
and of conquer as specifying the nature of the
relation and at the same time asserting that
it holds. But such a proposition as A con-
quers B can, if there is any occasion for it, be
broken up differently, viz. into A s one-of-
the-conquerors-of-B. Whether B or one-of-
the-conquerors-of-B be regarded as the second
of the related objects of consciousness is merely
a matter of convenience, and will be deter-
mined in any actual case by considering
whether other propositions, which it is desired
to combine with this as data towards conclu-
gions, have B or one-of-the-conquerors-of-B
among their terms. Or, again, we can always
decide which is for the moment the way in
which we are regirding the proposition by
coneidering whether in its inverted form it is
the statement B is conquered by A or One of
those who conquer B i8 A which interests us.
To discover the three elements involved in
A runs, we lave, again, simply to invert it,
?m who runs is A.  And the fact that there
is no proposition which cannot be expressed
in an exactly equivalent inverted form proves
:E:;:hrnanulysls :lf the proposition into two
Sebifod a copulative connecting link is
But there is one particul i
have by far the mols)t frequ:l;:l?atéogeiliavt’iv:}g
in reasoning—the relation of b invariably fol-
owing upon a, or of a as the sufficient antece-
dent of b, This relation is variousl
inh.words—a it;-followead-by-bm:zs yigﬁzzsseg
@ is-indicative- : 3 e
T f“;“t:l:'::fbb, 'lgh;s;al.)-_sufgicxent-cpndition-
;mong the objects, b,or AlJleZ ?sab ?:f};::ludedé
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meaning though they may be, are gntirel;
inessential to the purposes of logic, 1t 1s abso-
lutely necessary to represent: 1t by some
symbol. Formal logic, a8 o.rdmarlly treated
in the books, is only sc?ml-formal. It has
been agreed, since the time of the earliest
writers upon the subject, to allow terms to
enter into propositions shorn of the special
implications which follow upon their different
meanings, and to represent them by colourless
letters of the alphabet; it is only carrying
this admirable device for abstracting from
the inessential a little further if we represent
the simple copula of 4l a t8 b by some symbol.
We shall make use of the form <, & modi-
foation of that suggested by Peirce. for thi-
purpose, and we shall write @ <b for any
one of the copulative relations which bhave just
been variously put into words. De Morgan
regardsthisrelationassufﬁcientlychara.cterized
by the fact that it i transitive, but that is
a statement that needs modification. We shall
then have for the formal representation of Nor
all a is b (corresponding to the plan of indicat-
ing what 18 not a by @), the same sign with a
horizontal mark indicating negation over it,
as a =b. It will also add greatly to facility
of expression if we write o and o for the
SprciaL TErMS (q. v.) of logic, everything and
nothing (or what exists and what doesnot exist).
Innovations are difficult to make, and there
was long and strenuous opposition to the in-
troduction of the pecial quantity o into arith-
metic and algebra ; but it seems that the time
has come when these simple aids towards
extracting the essential from the accidental in
logic should be used. Cf. SymBoric Loero
ad fin., and TErM (negative). :
_ This view, that the import of the proposi-
txon 18 to affirm some sort of connection be-
Igz;loggo olﬁ]e;ts of consciousness, dates from
: . avourite view of recent years
‘1; _toBmamtain. that in the simple judgment,
th;:is h gxlereAls both an analysis and a syn-
¢ . at 4 as being B is given first, as an
tllllteglalkelement_ of consciousness, and that
ﬁr:tw:er ¥ 1[f:ftiforlnlI}llg the judgment consists in
i p ng the concepts and then re-
ing them by means of the connectin
copula (cf. Jupement). This is doubtles%
& correct account of the manner of formi

immediate judgments, but it is not o mi;mg
a description of proposition g o
o1 P : s. The examples
proposition which are usually studied

by the logicians are so cut iod that it §
1 Pt A cut and dried that it is
its real essence; it is neces-

sary to consider it in the process of being
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to see what it is really like. The act
ﬁ;‘rﬁ;d’mind in the presence of .sm-.h a sitna-
tion as occurs in the followiug incident may
be taken as the typical iustance of the judg-
ment : ‘A prelate said, “ My first penitent was
amurderer”; 3 distinguished nobleman ent.eted
the room at that moment, and, after greetings,
remarked to the assembled company, “ You
may not know that I was His Eminence’s
first penitent.”” In the presence of two pre-
mises like this, we do not first get the noble-
msn and the murderer fused together in =
mental content and then separate them in
order to reunite them ; but the two premises
being held before the mind as & mental whole
(that is, it being recognized that they hold
good at one and the same time and place), an
instinctive excision of the common element
takes place, and the hearer finds himself
forced to aceept the hitherto
relation ¢ This nobleman is, then, a murderer!’
(that is, the nobleman and murderer are, in
this instance, one and the same object). It is
the two premises—and, after they have been
in part restated in the conclusion, it is this
proposition—which brings about for the miud
of the reasoner the conviction that the two
descriptions appertain to one and the same
object ; that is, there is produced in his mind
the complex conception ‘this nobleman as
being a murderer.” Expressed logically, it is
through the compelling foree upon the human
mind of the fundamental principle of the
syllogism (Sigwart), or it is, in psychological
terms, through the irresistible impulse of the
mind for putting this and that together when a
common element (in this case * first penitent’)
leads to their inclusion in a larger whole, that
this proposition comes into consciousness. It
18 only after the two premises and the conclu-
sion which they involve have effected the
Junction, for the hearer, of nobleman and mur-
derer that the ‘ immanence’ for conscionsness
of the one in the other exists, in a way which
way then be explicitly declared in words
(proposition). (c.L.®.)
The difference of view on this subject is

. But in the mind of the hearer, o
whom the relation expressed in the proposition
is new, this procedure is apparently reversed
two more or less familiar terms are given to
him in language, joined in a certain relation ;
and he, by accepting this relation, forms 2 new
judgment. The logician, if he restrict bim-
self to the point of view of the bearer. should
deal strictly with propositions and fheir
communication from one mind to anotber,
bolding that they are always synthetic; the
psychologist, approaching the proposition from
the point of view of mental process and mean-
ing, finds that the proposition is always the
analytic issue of an earlier judgment. Even
when the bearer hears the proposition ‘aisb,
it is pot kiz proposition until he has gained
the judgment ab and recognized the relation
of the parts @ and b to each other or to the
whole. (3.MB, CLY., G¥5.)

The nature of the relation between terms
which is by the simple ecopula of
All a 12 b, a <D, haz been variously tzken

ideas @ (Mill); or (3) the aitachment to the
group of objects @ of the qualities involved in
the meaning of b. (The purpose of any given
asseveration is either to make an addition to
the groups of objects already known to have
the quality b, or else to add to the qualities
already known to be possessed by the objects
a; we can indicate by the emphasis whether
we mean, for instance, ‘Man also is 2 primate,
or ‘Man is a primate alsc’ 8o Veunn and

plex of marks. It follows that
no one of the above accounts of the nature of
the proposition is complete ; any statement in-
volves in full a fourfold implication. Whoever
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$$M) of committing the fallacy
of exclusiveness, that is, of denying that one
side of the shield is silver, on the ground that
one side of the shield is gold.

The same doctrine is apphc;ble to ;he com-
pound proposition. If a is b, ¢ is d, means
Mtheptit;shncesofabeingbminduded
among the instances of ¢ being d, and that
the truth of a is b entails the truth of cis d.
The two difierent meanings are severally made
punhxeutiniﬂatwcrai:b,ci:dand]f
@ is b, ¢ is d; the former is more apt to be of
empirical origin and the latter to be derived

from other propositions, but either follows

from the other, and hence, for logie, each is|(

equivalent to the other. Writers on symbolic
logic sometimes (Schroder, Venn) develop
the subject in terms of class-inclusion only
{McColl in terms of implication only), and
secm fo think that some necessary connection
is herein involved. But in doing this they
bave alienated the logicians of the regular
school, not unnaturally, and they have intro-
duced perfectly needless restrictions; ab <o
mezns not simply that the class ab does not
exist, but also that a’s which are b, b's which
are @, and things whick are both @ and b are
all non-existent. It is true that to use the
language of one or the other of the several
meanings of the proposition is almost unavoid-
eble, but the class-meaning and the attribute-
meaning carrieseachthe other with it; they are,
like the gold and the silver sides of the shield,

mexiricably welded together. Herein a

$he great advantag?wbe gained bytlfe[)e;:';
use of the gc.anel_ahzed copula @ <5, which
is defined &8 indicating explicitly all four of
the implications; there is no form of words
mdﬂ not seem to commit us more or
- 8‘: r(;t. the other of them, to the exclu-

.n'l!he metaphysician is able to think awa
nce to an objective world, and to
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esis that there i: an objective
in & one-to-one corre-
to this play of elex‘nents of con-
deeply ingrained in the human
mind, and it i8 inextricably involved in our
forms of utterance. Every term used to
orl:nk + an element of consciousness and to
A 1o an intelligible statement
d in conveying st
al the listener Posits the application to
to rea;;lity (even !:he fs:}}:-
secti rld of the utterer 18 part of the
_(}Eigﬁv:owoﬂ d of the rece.wer), as well a8
o £ ks by which to recognize
giving him mar v 5 ST 2l
them. This reference to r'eahty. is implicitly
present in every PROPURaNh [yl g
positions it is present explicitly. In Every-
thing is material, All is vanity, Whatever s,
's right, Everything s toil and trouble, Alles
'-;,"gz,ﬁm, the subject of the proposition is
the whole of the universe, whatever it may
be which is the subject of discourse. But
any proposition can be immediately thrown
into the form Au; wI{iG}; .thitshrea.lity ﬁlf?rence
is explicit. Al a s 0 18 the same thing as
Everything is @ or b, or (a < b)=(w < a+d)
where the symbol -’l- is used for the word or).
This fact has led some writers to define the
proposition as a ¢ description of reality,’ and
to say that reality is the ‘real subject’ in
every proposition. This leads us to the
consideration of the distinction between sub-
ject and predicate (for in the equivalence
just stated, @, which was subject, has become
an element of the predicate). When, e.g,
A and B are alike individuals, what is the
difference between 4 ¢s B and B s 41
A proposition, in its living form, is some-
thing which is set up—proposed—by the
utterer for the acceptance of the receiver;
the former throws into his subject all that he
knows the latter is already willing to grant
him, and to this he adds in the predicate
what constitutes the new information to be
conveyed by the sentence. The difference
becomes patent in such sentences as these:
The large round red-covered table at which he
8 writing s dusty ; The large round dusty
,t:gk at which he is writing is covered with
I t The utterer chooses the first of these
b a‘; fll;z(ie(s:e‘;vgilnt}ﬁle IZII:OW?I that the receiver
e other det
tablefthat. to tell him of e:lllrérllim}v::u(i(fi t}l;:
e?:l;{g 31me away—but that he has not
{)art 0‘;_ ;‘}316 that the table is dusty. All the
e sentence before the s is thrown in

to enable the receiver to Pick out with cer-

tainty the object which is referred to; what

sciousness i8
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comes after the ts is the Ipaf:ter freshly added.
In the second sentence it is the knowledge
that the object marked out })y all the words
of the subject is covered with red which is
about to be introduced into the receiver’s
mind. In 4 is B we say, ‘ I know that you
know who 4 is, perbaps you don’t also know
that he is the same person as B Now, the
centence o < @+ b, Everything t8 non-a or b,
;s correctly called a description of reality;
but in the form Everything which is a 18 b,
that is (to put in explicitly the implicit
reference to reality), « a < b, it is not o,
or the actual, which is being described, but
only & limited portion of it, namely, so much
of it as is @. 1t is, therefore, not correct to
say that the proposition is a description of
reality; it is such only when it is in a
certain form. A proposition is & ¢ description’
of whatever may chance to be its subject. It
would be just as correct, and no more so, to
say that every universal proposition ¢s an
affirmation of non-existence, because it can
be thrown into the form a b < o. It is that,
but it is something more. Bosanquet says
that the real subject of discourse in any
proposition is ‘outside’ the proposition ; it
would be more correct to say that only part
of that outside term is the subject, except
after the proposition has been thrown ex-
plicitly into the form o« < a+b. There is
no one form of a series of equivalent proposi-
tion which gives their ‘ real’ meaning ; their
real meaning can only be got by considering
all their forms. (See below, pp. 368—9.)

11. Kinds of Propositions. Propositions are
divided as regards the source of their validity
into (1) empirical, (2) immediate, (3) derived.

mpirical propositions are the results of
valid inductions. Immediate propositions are
of several different kinds: (a) axioms, (b)
postulates, (¢) definitions, (d) verbal proposi-
tions, (¢) propositions of immediate perception.
(@) Axiomatic propositions are probably also
empirical in the last analysis, but they are
the result of such early experience, and they
have become so deeply embedded in all our
knowledge, that they are practically indis-
tinguishable from what they would be if
they were innate. (b) Only general proposi-
tions are properly called axioms; particular
Propositions, affirming existence, are postu-
lates, as—what Poincaré calls a fundamental
Postulate of mechanics—something is constant,
or the fundamental postulate of logic, some-
thing exists, or the postulate of gecmetry,
figures can be superimposed. (¢) With de-

finitions or definitive propositions belong also
any general assumptions temporarily taken
for granted w.it.hin & given argument. (d
Verbal propo-sqnons merely set forth in the
form of explicit copula and predicate what
has 't.)een already taken for granted in the
meaning of the subject. ¢ What is taken for
granted " is, of course, a term relative to the
mtell'gence and knowledge of the person
addressed, but it must always include at
least the indispensable signification of the
subje.ct, that is, so much as is involved in its
definition. (These propositions are also called
:—by Kant—analytic, but a less dignified name
is preferable for propositions whose nature 1t
18 to be trivial.) Both ‘real’ and ¢ verbal’
statements are mon-formal; that is, the dis-
tinction is one that cannot be made until it
is known what a and b stand for in a <b.
Besides these there is a different sort still.
which is valid (or not), quite independently of
the meaning of the terms, as a s always a;
That a t8 b is the same thing as that non-b is
non-a. (e) These are usually singular pro-
positions, as ‘I feel cold at this moment,
and are not of frequent use in arguments.
The essential characteristic of a proposition
(1) is that it can be proved, but only by
induction, which is more or less uncertain.
and liable to overthrow as knowledge ad-
vances ; & proposition (3) can be derivel
deductively from (1) or (2) or both together.
and its degree of validity depends upon that
of its premises; a proposition (2) cannot be
proved at all. The axioms are frequently
regarded as being necessary ; they are cer-
tainly essential to our continuing to think
without being overcome by mental dizziness
and nausea. Sigwart regards all derived
propositions as necessary (Logik, 2nd ed., 2 10),
but those derived purely or in part from em-
pirical propositions are surely not so—nothing
can have greater validity than its source.
Propositions are simple, complex, or com-
pound. A simple proposition is one in which
the grammatical subject and the grammatical
predicate are regarded each as a single
logical term. In a complex proposition the
subject or predicate, or both, are broken up,
in the course of the argument, into separate
elements, as when ‘ The undevout astronomer
is mad ’ is transformed into ¢ Any astronomer
is either devout or mad.’ A compound pro-
sition is & statement in which one, at least,
of the terms is itself a proposition : as, Never
do mortals sin that angels do not weep ; That
some a i3 b and not any a i8 b should both be
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raa {n dmponnibla, The latber is & doubly
uoummd proposition,
111, T'he Kaistencs of Terma, Do unlversnl
propositions imply the oxistence of their
subjoctst  From AU a fn b, nre we wnfe in
oonulmlln? that @'s exist 1 The answer to
this question fs that in the statements of renl
life thore is no genersl rule, For the most
part wo should regnrd it an wasto of time to
wponk much about things which do not exist,
yot wo onn mny All diwobedience in punished
without in the lenst asserting that dis-
ohedionce ever ocours. But in formal logic,
where terms have become a and b and wo
know nothing sbout the mennings of our
conceptn, it in necemsary to adopt wome fixod
convention in this matter ; if any implications
of this wort are made by propositions in
goneral, wo must know exnctly what they
are and be ablo to state them explicitly.
'il’he cortvontion which many logicinnn nccept
w thin: Some a s b, wince it affirms the
oxintonoe of a which is b, must be taken
s implying the separate exintence of both
a and b, But in the case of No a i b, there is
no difficulty whatever in admitting that one
way in which it may become a valid state-
ment in by our knowing that @ or b (on :
the other) does not exist at all. More . f,r
it !l indispensnble that we should luuﬁwln
logic &Jrop(mitioxm that are the exanct de g l]“
of ench other; and hence if Some i'"l:“"4
taken as menning Some a 18 b ‘mda . ll;
both ewist, we must mean, in ru]’] b 16‘ ot
that Noais b or elve a or b ia’n{; ??”b
It foll?w' that No a 18 b cmm;rt I ”1- efwtmt.
asperting the existence of either a:Je bu St
howe.vorz sn error to sy that it | .k i
i‘l:ll:pill}:m:;o; of existence ; if t],e,-,,m?. e:‘)xm
, then ever i oy
i g :'}(’ﬁ:;xz !:ll‘l;nh be either
account of that imaginary unive e tuk'.““
nothing exints), and hence ce;:”P lm w.lm:h
non-a or else non-b must cxist mf’-;y ‘m“mr
propomition AUl that i non- bl
not asrert the existence of “a 4 'b" e,
b the proposition is exa tx])n-a,. it 1n true
AU but @ is b, snd thi S
a or b, one or the s cortainly affirms that
or the other, exists, ( i
hand, the immedinte denial o ool
all but a o b, though a ”:t of this last, Not
makes no affirmation ipu ioular proposition
that explicitly en s itn~ li‘;[;m:d to the berme
tomgom‘ tron e mm‘ i) utdlt 18 equivalent
:.'::.ofby b necensnry i;na;lic L';exmg i)
both non-a and I;),o ub on, the exis-
n-b.  Hence the
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yropouhhmu imply the existence of their
orms, universl soporitions make no impli-
ontlon in regerd to the oxintonce of their
{ormp—in not ocorrect. If it is wnid, for
instance, that nll s vanity, things that are
vanity nre oortainl affirmed to  exist (if
anything e,‘;.f,.?, { the rule ir limited to
subjoots—1i. 0. that ,mrticulnru imply, while
universsls do not imply, the existence of
their subjects—then it in truo oxcopt in the
o of two of the particular propowitions of the
oom})lnto woheme, Not all but a is b and Some
bewides a 1n b3 but it doew not give us all the
information in regard to existonce that we
Lave the right to demand of the logician,
The complete rule is this: Kupress every
universal propovition in the equivalent form
ALl but @ in y, and overy partioular pr@on’-’
tion in the equivalent form, Some w is y ; then
the partioular proposition affirms the eaistonce
of both @ and y, and the universal proposition
affirms the existence of either @ or y. With
this convention it is to be noted that Some a
i b does not follow from Al a is b, except
with the aid of the oxplicit] stated mi/:F
prewise, There is some a. [In most cuae,r
Im_W,uvur, the existence isn not ¢ asserted’ o
plicitly, but rather taken for z’nfl'l e?-
vhould be added, also, that on b
4 ) : another view,
there is abrolutely no difference b
b y etween
iiversal and particular propositions i
matter of their reference to Iexi /t mf 1'n -
""Xh] may be said for such a ;ie: (j.’:(;e}; Ba]nd
urge an i
uxpendu‘({l uptizuateof ul:at(tli rmm;‘) i oy
e b ducl i ;:luo the existence
comprehiension of wh;.t those 1'50}, e b
nbove doctrine mean by cxist‘-” 1'0 ll'p]m]d per
is unfortunately chosen, for 't,‘im(e' [‘he. -
metaphysical and Im‘ chol fd .una.v.md?.blo
which invite cnnﬁmiu‘l’:: 4 Oglunl lr.nphcatxona
S iphi nhuatii “, existence in the sense
thinking about "ﬁm't""t‘fwe moobbrsimch -y
every term that is an e(l)' ot A -
hensible statement, but :l""mt‘; PPy
of existence that i;hv | s not.the ik v
56 WA o4 bktien { ogician hug in mind.
IS il r;m 0 substitute for it the
that field of th,ou '"t""lg. gt o
talking about (sce ‘I‘I'I g 4 g
when we say Nothi: w}?:: A
nqt mean to assert H:yt fmppmed, "
within the pl  that nothing has happened
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doctrine 18 wholly applicable), When we
deny Ifa ts b, ot d, wo uffivym the (notual op
sossible) occurrence of @ €& b in conjunction
with ¢ t& not d, and hence, all the n‘mru, the
(actual or possible) occurrence of ench in
itself; but when we affirm it, we do not
Jffirm that @ €8 b ever occurs, but only that
what is sure to occur is the alternation of
either @ t8 not b or ¢ 8 d. There is an
admirable and exhaustive discussion of this
topic in Keynes' Formal ILogio, chap. vii,
Part i, grd ed., which ought to render further
misconception impossible.

The correct doctrine in regard to subjects
of propositions, though often overlooked, is of
early date. Petrus Hispanus says (see Prantl,
Gesch. d. Logtk, iii. 61) that omnis in the
major premise of & syllogism does not imply
the actual existence of the objects which it
sums up. It should be added that when we
know the meaning of our terms and the
sources of our propositions, we often have more
knowledge than this about existence; if the
proposition is empirical, there is usually
implication of existence, as All roads lead to
Rome; if it is derived from the axioms and
fundamental principles of any science or of
real life, there is not, a8 Whatever gods there
ave, are just.

The psycliologists (if not the logicians) are
right in saying that in the predicate the
reference to objectivity, though implied, is
not explicitly in the mind of the speaker;
but that is accounted for by the application of
what is frequently referred to as the principle
of parsimony. 1t is sufficient if a single term
carries the objective reference for the whole
sentence, and to repeat this reference ex-
plicitly in the predicate would be tautologous,
It is not predicates only which are without
it, but also all elements of the subject, except
one ; thus we cannot think of ab, in ab <o,
architect-bankers are clever, except as archi-
tects who are bankers, or a8 bankers who are
architects, or as things which are at once
architects and bankers. In citizen-student
and student-citizen, only one word is a noun
and the other is practically an adjective.
(Wundt writes them, to indicate this distinc-
tion, oS and 8C respectively.) The pre-
dicate-word, then (just like the determinant-
word), though fully capable of bearing the
reference to reality, has it, in general, only
In abeyance. In contraposition, where sub-
Ject and predicate change places, the reality-
reference remains in the subject, © 8 < ¢
becomen o << § (Whatever is a student is

s 2 ——
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@ ottizen beoomes Wl
@ mon-utudent), ”Apjlljl:‘:-,tlﬂi’:/":,. I;,,.';“:wiu oltdnen, {s
adl . y In gonersl
Wi prodionte-words, but they may nt i
moment, In.nuunm, hy l,lwms«ulvm;, m,;,iz,,frv;”:';g
by l.ln‘uwuug in the |roper npmm'a,l term t,’,
oarry them, as Zhings which wre blue ar
oold, An ndjoctive and n noun ench re »;:;‘,
ponts n .nmui.nl oxporience of more or llum;
complexity h'ul(l for the moment to be integral
:-,lll,: u(«lmrco. of their tliﬂ'mmm?a is to be found in
octrine of ‘ natursl kinds’ (see Kinn),
Au tho subjocts of @ constitute the npplica-
tion of w, and all the predicates of @ consti
tute the signification or the implication of w;
""W.“‘l.i‘_’(":ivvn are, in general, words of wide
application but of very little implication, but
nouns, on the other hand, are the numes of
natural kinds of great depth. We can say,
. ., Things which are white are the brightest
things in the ficld of view, Things which are
white do mot fade, Things which are white are
casily soiled, Things which are white are
suggestive of pwrity, and that is almost sll
The word represents a term of extremely
little depth; being white has almost no
further implication, It is for this reason
that in the constructing of language it hasg
remained golely an adjective. It is not the
case that a word is a predicate-word because
it is an adjective ; it is an adjective because it
is (owing to its little depth) almost exclu-
sively a predicate-word.

The attempt to introduce propositions with
quantifical predicates into formal logic bhas
been over and over again shown to be a
mistaken one ; such a proposition can always
be expressed in terms of two propositions of
the regular scheme.

1V. The Scheme of Propositions. The pro-
position in g8 will usually contain, begides its
essential elements, two modifying words, one
of quantity and one of quality, a8

Some | a | is | not | b,

and will thus consist in all of five constituents
of different sorts. Some and all are indicators
of particular and universal quality respec-
tively ; mot and the absence of any word are
what stand respectively for negative and
affirmative quality. These several indicators
may be treated by the logician as separate
proposition-elements (and ugually are 0
treated), or their implications may all

¢thrown into the copula, and we shall have
thus what may be called the figured copula,
as a is-wholly b, a is-not-wholly b. In the
compound proposition this is the regular

mode of expression; we say p is-indicative-of
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s 3 oot incompatible-with ¢ being d.
A 1y modifications of

Different symbolic copulas :
<) may sg;n devised for all the different
relations of this sort, and the transformation
from one to another may be made by
mechanical rules. How many of these es-
sentially different relations are there The
ordinary logic recognizes ouly four, and of
these one is to & certain extent recalcitrant
to rule, for the reason that it is in fact
a member of a different scheme. Instead of
Some @ is-not b, we ought to express this
member of the group of four as Not all a 8 .b.
This is the form in which it appears 1in
Aristotle, and it frequently retains this for.m
in the works of the schoolmen, as appears 1n
the fact that the symbolic letters which stand
for the several propositions, 4, %, 7, O, are
said to be (but upon perhaps msuﬁiclef]t
authority) the characteristic vowels of mas,
oddeis (ovd&), Tis, oV mas (Prantl, Gesch. d.
Logik, xv. 277, and iv. 153—4). The pro-
positions admitted into any scheme should be
propositions which are the immediate denials
one of another, as Some a 18 b, Not any a 18 b.
Pairs of immediate denials are

(a) AUl a 78 b,

(@) Not all a 13 b,
and

(m) Some a is-not b,

(m) Noa is-not b.
Either (@) and (@) should be regarded as the
canonical forms, or else () and () ; to mix
them up, as is done, is a pity, for the rules
for TRANSFORMATION (q.v., in logic) apply
very differently to the incongruous pair (a)
and (), and hence much confusion arises.
The right pair to choose is, of course, (a) and
(@); AU that glitters is gold is properly
denied by Not all that glitters s gold.

The actual number of different statements
that are possible in terms of # and y and
their contrad%ctory'ten'ns @ and g (.excluding
double negatives) is eight. This is at once
ev_ide.nt if we express everything that can be
8aid in the form of propositions of existence
and of non-existence ; thus the combinations
of @ and band their negatives are ab, ab, ab
ab, and since each one of these combinations
can be said to exist (a particular proposition

*8 some a which is b, or Some a is b) or
to be non-existent (a universal proposition
1ore 18 no @ which 1s b, or No a is b) it is
evident that eight differer, y 16 18
’ gt difierent statements of fact

are possible. These, of course, remajn dj
::nt, ::: matter what the form,inel:vlﬁigh :}Fl%);
8y be expressed. One reason why logic
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commonly recognizes only four out of this pot,
of eight is that it has fought shy of negative
terms, and especially of negative terms ay
subjects. This is strange, because Aristotle
gives, in his most fundamental group of
propositions (those in one term ouly), four
with negative subjects, a8 Not-a exists, Not-a
ewists not, &c. It is, however, De Morgan to
whom we owe not only the generalization of
the copula (which, he =nys, he has ‘ made as
abstract as the terms 8 bgt also the full n!tm-
duction into logic of negative terms as subjects
as well as predicates, and the setting out of
the eight propositions of a complete scheme,
De Morgan did not, however, devise appro-
priate copulas for the several statements to l.;c
made ; but one does not have to gearch far, in
the language of real life, to find such, and
when they are found, the eight things to be
said can all be said by means of them, very
simply, without the use of any negative terms
whatever. The letters 4, Z, I, O being no
longer adequate, we may tuke ¢ aud o and
their negatives to stand for the symmetrical
copulas—those in which subject and pre-
dicate are simply commutable—and the
unsymmetrical letters, @ and w (u is perhaps
sufficiently unsymmetrical), to stand for those
copulas with which subject and predicate
cannot be interchanged without change of
sign.  'We shall then have

(a) All 2 is g, (a

(@) None but @ is ¥, (ug Something begides

@ 18 Y,
(?) Some = is ¥,

(?) No @ is ¥,
(0) All but z is g, (2) Not all but # is ».
The first two copulas in each column are non-
symmetrical : None but x s y can ounly be
inverted into None but non-y is mon-z, and
gVot all x is y only into Not all non-y is non-x;
in the last four propositions all terms are
simply commutable.

Language furnishes us with perfectly ade-
quate forms of expression for these ciiht
modes of connection in the compound proposi-

tion as well as in the simple proposition.
Thus we have

(a) Ifitrains it pours,

Not all z is g,

(@) Though it rains it
doesnotalwayspour,

() Besides when it
raing it sometimes
pours,

(Y) Sometimes when
it rains it pours,
(0) Not always except
when it rains does

it pour.

(@) Not unless it rains
does it pour,

(%) Never whenitrains
does it pour,

(0) Unless it rains it
pours,
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with the aid of negative terms, and the
special terms ¢ nothing " and ‘everything,’
auy given statement can be made in four diffe-
rent ways with any one copula:

(“1) Allais b, (a,) Not hmg 18 @ and 5,

(@) Alldisa, (a,) I.‘:.Vt‘l‘ylhing is

either @ or b;
and similarly their denials,. ?lm particulars,

Or, for the compound proposition,

(&) If @ isdeisd, (a) cher is a b, that

¢ 18 not d,

(@) If ¢ is not d, ais (a,) Alwayseither ais
not &, not & or ¢ is d.
Now logic should either examine all these

forms of speech, which are perfectly easy and

patural in real life, or it should requiie
everything to be reduced to one model form
of expression before consenting to study
it. It is one of the most remarkable of the
curiosities of science that, of the four pos-
sible modes of universal statement, a certain

two,
(g) All a is b,
) Noaisbh,
should have been regarded as canonical in
dealing with terms, but a different two,
(ay) Ifais d, cisd,
a Eitherais b or ¢ is d,
should alone have been considered to exist
in dealing with propositions. Symmetry and
harmony and beauty of treatment were attain-
able only by admitting the complete scheme
of possible statements which language has
made for us. To admit for the simple and
the compound proposition incongruous pairs
was strangely ill advised; in this matter
unconscious language-construction has shown
itself far more intelligent than conscious
logic-making. There is no arguing in terms
of the so-called hypotheticals, disjunctives,
&c., that has not its exact parallel in arguing
In simple propositions; and the compound
proposition as an element of an argument
would not have required any different treat-
ment from that given to terms, had it not
been for this forced disjunction between their
admitted modes of expression. It is for this
reason, among others—to show the parallelism
tween simple and compound propositions—
that the consideration of the full scheme of
Propositions is essential. (It is proper to
regard if as a copuls, for the actual meaning
of If a is b, ¢ is d, is Given that a is b, ¢ will
ﬂmw Jollow that ¢ is d. By an ellipsis of
h guage we are allowed to say all this with
th: one little word ¢f; but logic deals with
real connections of terms and of proposi-
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tions, and its first i
18, o tank in ¢ ot fr
accidents of languago.) e oo

Wundt has proposed a
utu\m! for cortain of these
relations which he symbolizes are mneitler
complete nor symmetrically chosen, and the
syml‘mls which he makes use of have no oo~
nection with each other, nor do they lend
themselves to negation. A bebter wet can be
coustructed by moans of varintions of {he
fml.dumuntul <, 80 dovised ns to exhibit
Plainly the different relations which the
oop}llus bear to each other and to the pro-
positions which they represent :

rot. of symbols to
relations; but the

a<h a<<b
All a is b, None hut a is b.
a<b a<<b
Not all a is b, Some besides a is b,
a\/b aVb
Mo’ 1ot All but a is b.
al\/b aVb
Some a is b. Not all but a is b.

The negation of any relution is indicated
by a line drawn over the corresponding
affirmative copula, (This line is then to be
regarded as an integral part of the copula to
which it is attached.) As thus constructed,
these symbols have certain marked coinei-
dences with the relations thut they symbolize ;
they are to this extent of the nature of
diagrams, and fitted to hold in mind in
a simple form the things that are reasoned
about. These coincidences ure: (r) Com-
mutative relations are represented by a
symmetrical copula; non-commutative rela-
tions by a non-symimetrical copula. (az A
copula involving an odd number of lines (i. e.
three) is universal; a copula involving an
even number of lines (i.e. two or four) is
particular. (3) There is a simple rule for the
transformation from any one copula to another,
which need not be stated here,

The names of these several signs of relation
are for universals: the copula of sufficiency,
the copula of indispensableness, the copula of
incompatibility (or non-concurrence, or ex-
clusion), the copula of exhaustion ; and these,
together with their negatives (which express
particularconnections), constitutean exactenu-
meration of all the simple logical relations in
which any two concepts or any two events can

stand to each other.
9
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there is no difference betweell:’f(.hs*
i proposition ¢ Whatever is @ is 1
g compound proposition (i.e. the pro-
position t propositions) * Whenever a 18‘63
t ¢ is d,' or ‘That a is b entails
that ¢ is &' (2). But for that nltu.m‘ite
snalysis of the mesning of the proposition
which properly comes within the domain of
pevchology or of epistemology, but which has
ususlly been given over to the logician, there
js & distinet difference between them. In
the case of (1), the full import is that the
universe is such that the assumed substratum
for those affections of consciousness which we
bave summed up under @ is coincident in
time and space (that is, occupies the same
point of space at the same instant of time)
with the corresponding substratum of the
sensstion-congeries . This is what is at the
bottom of our affirmation that the objects a
are identical with some of the objects b. But
when we affirm in (2) identity of occurrence
of a ts b with some cases of occurrence of ¢
iz d, the mind makes (one knows not why)
s far less complete fusion of a ts b withets d
than it makes of e and d in @ t2 &; thus a ts
b may be an occurrence in South Afriea, and
¢ t8 d, however invariably attendant upon it,
may be an occurrence in China; all that is
affirmed is sufficiency in the antecedence of
the protasis for the occurrence of the apodosis.
Thus in * Whenever the bell rings, the curtain
falls’ our whole system of interpretation of
conscious experience imposes upon us a far
closer fusion in the dell which rings, and in
the curtain which falls, than in the compound
event which is constituted by their OOUjuiut
occarrence. There is more frequently perhaps
an interval of time permissible in the com-
pound event than in the compound objeet,
but that makes no difference in the distine.
tion here i.nsi.sted upon. There is a certain
fixed, continuing substratum in the case of
@ which later comes to be 8; and there fails

{
:

to be any such bearer of the event a ¥s b, which
is follewed by the event ¢ s 4, (c.L.r.)
The forms of words Ghadt

. The which embody existen-
:l Judgments (‘sea—sen_pents exist’) and
personal Judgmen s (‘it rains’) have oc-
casioned much discussion The former is
; under JUDeMENT, where
Bative theories are also sta
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the | the subject

with the theory of the existontinl. 1t mnles
the impersonal lt),lm entire
ity (of. UNrveRsm oF Disoounum)
:v%};m Ofmh) (t,ho observed or indiented
henomena present themselves.  Gonotically
) linguistm"n)')» the impersonal in a very
eamrly form. The child says morely *rain,’
assuming the world of faot to which his and
others’ expericnce are common. Cf. Inpux
i oglo
(mﬁ;fﬁul«ﬁ : )‘aee the authors oited; the
literature under tho topica referred to; the
ceneral treatises on Loaro, and Binvioa, O,
1, b, and 2, & (M1, O.L¥,)

Prosody [Gr. mporedla, what noccompnnies
the song]: Ger. Prosodie; I'r. osodie ; Ital,

ta. The term prosody 18 used by the
Greek grammarians in relationto all l.lu«z marks,
including accents, breathings, quantities, &o,,
which might be added to the letters in the
writing of lines of verse. In modern use it
applies solely to the recognition of rhythmieal
form in verse. This rhythm is dependent on
the orderly recurrence of long syllalles in
quantitative verse, of stressed syllubles in
accentual verse. (B.1.W.)

Prospection (-ive) and Prospective
Reference : see ORIGIN versus NATURE,

Prostration [ Lat. prostratio,anoverthrow
ing or subverting|: QGer. Prostration, Er-
schipfung (exhaustion) ; Fr. prostration ; Ital.
prostraztone. A serious and often sudden loms
of strength ; likewise a great depression; e.g.
the mental and physical prostratio sequent
to the loss of a friend, to the shock of an
accident, &e. Cf. Snock,

The term ‘nervous prostration’ indicates
the feebleness and depression characteristio of
NEurasturNIA (g.v.). (@)

Prosyllogism [for deriv. see Synnoarsm|:
Ger. Prosyllogismus, Vorsehluss; Fr. prosyllo-
gisme ‘l tal. prosillogisimo. A syllogism whose
c:auclusmn I8 a premise of another. See
CHAIN SY1LLOGISM, and KPIsYLLOGIS, (0.8.p.)

Protagoras. (480 cir.—q11 8.0.) Studied
under  Demoeritus,  Lived and tanght in
Atlens. He was the first who taught philo-
sophy and rhetoric for money, and the first to
cull himself a Sophist.

Pl‘?t&nopia, [(}l ~wp@ros, first, 4 dv 4 Smropay,
f“_t- OYopay, 1 see]: Ger. Protanopie; I,
f::giﬁé‘;@‘“'lsls“ggeBt\“-d); Ital. protanopia (sug:
8¢ . 1€ name proposed by v, Kries for
“hI*‘«t.WN formerly called red-blinduess.
monto::i ]I:‘(;w ‘known (vspuuia!ly b‘y means of the
et S“EPS) that partinl COLOUR-BLIND:

(@v.)or dlvlu‘umasy,wuhalchsxOoptwnnJ





