
OP THE LAWS 0F TITOUGHT.

tairily does not intend to deny that the principle of contradiction is
melf-evident. On the other band, it is plain that lie doed hold thiat
the priJiciple of contradiction can be deduced fromn the la%% of duality.
But (we aski) bow? Caix the principle of' contradiction be deduced
froru the law of duality, without our assuming the principle of con-
tradictioni itself as the basis of the deduction ? Thbis would be
absurd ; for a conclup;on can be establislied in no otber i way than by
pointing out that the supposition of' its being flse involves a contra-
diction. In the particular case before us, the equation x (1 - x) = 0,
wbich 18 that expression of' tbe law of duality in ivhicb the principle
of contradiction is rcgarded as being brought to light, is only reac.lied
by a process oî reasoning, every stcp) of whicb takes the principle of
contradiction for granted. The ouly interpretation, therellore, which
Professor Boolc's words eau bear, unless we give thein a meauning
palpably absurd, is, that a formula, wbich we are enabled to state by
assuming the law of contradiction, contains a symbolie rep)resenta-
tion of that Iaw. This hardly sems to us a very signific:tnt fiiet in
the philosopby of the intellectual powers. If iiudeed the formula in
question could be sbiow to repu csent sorte law of thouglit of ivider

application than the law of contradiction, that would be a very sig-
iiicatut fact. But suecb is iîot the case. The equatioui x (1 - x) = 0.
is just the iw of contradiction uymbolically expressed : neither more
nor leiss.

The Aristotelian Logic is charged %with being incornlete, as wvell as
with being not sufficiently fundaunental. By this our author does
not nîean that Aristotie and bis followers bave casually omnitted sone
formas of thougbit wbicb their systein oughit to bave eirnbraced: had
they doue so; the fault, would bave been chargeable-not upon the
systeai, but upon its expouniders ; but bie means, that, Jr'oui the very
nature of the systemn, there is ail indefilite variety of probleins
belonging to tbe science of inference, wbicb tlueir systeu] is incapable
of solviuga, or for the solution of which at ail events it furni:shes no
definite and certain inethod.

It will 'oe observed that there are two questions hiere, whicb, as
radically distinct from, one another, require to be considered sepa-
rately: the one beirug, wvbether the Aristotelian logic is capable of
isolving alI the problems belonging to the science of jiférence; and
the other, wbether it furnisbes a definite and certain nuethod for the
s3olution oi these.


