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PREFACE

THE work which follows can be taken, at the discretion of the
reader, either as an introduction to theory of knowledge in general,
or as a discussion of some leading features of the type of epistemo-'
logical theory advocated by Kant It answers in some way to both
descriptions It is a Kantian study 1n so far as 1t arose out of a
detailed examination of the Crifigue of Pure Reason, origmally
undertaken with a view to the production of a more techmcal
work than this, and in so far as the problems Kant raised (and to
a great extent, too, the solutions he offered of them) determine the
general shape of the book But it aims at being something more
than a Kantian commentary in the narrow sense I have tried to
occupy myself not only with questions of interpretation, but also
with questions of truth, and to that end have attempted to see
the problems I examine against the background of the general
development of modern philosophy, and on occasion even of that
of ancient philosophy too As a result, I have been led in places
into an extensive discussion of the views of both the predecessors
and the successors of Kant, 1n particular those of Hume and Hegel
My excuse for casting my net so wide (a procedure which I hope
will not meet with umversal condemnation) 1s that I do not see
that any discussion of the problems of knowledge, whatever the
level of sophistication on which 1t proceeds, can avoid considera-
tion of the types of view represented by these three wmters
Certainly those questions which I myself find most difficult in the
subject—the problems of the origin and status of 2 prs0r: concepts,
and of the comparative value of alternative sets of such concepts—
spring directly from the topics with which Hume, Kant, and Hegel
are mainly concerned.

I have tried throughout to write 1n a simple way, which will be
(or ought to be) intelligible even to elementary students But I
must emphasize, for the sake of the unwary, that my book, though
designed to throw light on a number of leading philosophical texts,
should in no way be regarded as a substitute for them I do not
profess to summarize arguments and theories except for the pur-

ose in hand ; and I should certanly not claim to have expounded
even Kant’s theories in detail (for instance, I say virtually nothing
of his views of space and time)

It is a pleasure to be able to thank those who have helped me
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in the production of the book My first, and, in some ways,
greatest, obligation 1s to Professor H. H Price, who not only
encouraged me to write, but commented at most generous length
on what I wrote, enabling me to remove many imperfections both
of argument and language, and pomnting out others which I have
not been able to remove Mr G R G Mure, now Warden of
Merton, who was my origmal tutor in philosophy, also read the
book 1n typescript, and I have made changes to meet his criti-
cisms, too, though not (I fear) such extensive changes as he would
have liked I find 1t the more difficult to acknowledge my debt to
Mr Mure because his thinking has affected mine at every stage of
my philosophical development ; I can only say that I count myself
fortunate to have been the pupil of one whose conception of
philosophy was at once so comprehensive and so exacting. I am
also under a general obhgation to Professor H ] Paton, who,
though not directly associated with the present book, has taken
a contmuous nterest in my Kantian studies, and from whose
wntings on Kant I have learnt a very great deal, and to my
friend Mr H W Cassirer, now of the University of Glasgow, with
whom I have discussed many of the problems of theory of know-
ledge, always with profit to myself

I must acknowledge with thanks the permission of the Editors
of Mwnd and Philosophy to reproduce the argument and, 1n places,
the actual wording of papers of mine which have appeared in those
periodrcals

Lastly, I have to record my gratitude for help of a different
nature to the Warden and Fellows of Merton College, Oxford,
who by electing me to a research fellowship gave me the opportu-
nity not only to learn something about my subject, but also to
enjoy the benefits in the way of a hiberal education which member-
ship of such a society mvolves, and to my wife, who, besides
giving me much general encouragement, bore more or less patiently
with the distressing fact that writing a philosophical work does
not necessarilly conduce to the display of a temper which is
philosophical 1n the accepted sense of the word. For what it is
worth, I should like to dedicate the book to her.

W.H. W,
UNIVERSITY COLLEGE, DUNDEE

29 May 1947
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I
THE SCOPE OF THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE

§ 1. THE questions dealt with in this book belong to the branch of
philosophy known as theory of knowledge or epistemology, and it
will be advisable to begin with a brief discussion of the scope and
function of that study Unfortunately this 1s by no means an
easy subject Before we take it up we must face the prehmnary
problem of whether any department of philosophy can be treated
satisfactorily in 1solation from the rest. It is a disconcertingly
common experience that the raising of one set of philosophical
questions (for example, those of ethics) frequently provokes
others of a quite different nature (for example, problems of logic
or metaphysics) and cannot be proceeded with effectively unless
these are answered first It is notorious, too, that the great
philosophers of the past have combined, sometimes at least
without appearing to be aware of 1t, speculations of very different
kinds 1 works alleged to be devoted to single problems or groups
of problems ILocke's Essay, for instance, a book whose aim is
stated (in a way which itself confuses theory of knowledge with
psychology) to be ‘to enquire into the origmnal, certamnty and
extent of human knowledge, together with the grounds and
degrees of belief, opinion and assent’,! contains many discussions
which would be more properly described as psychological, meta-
physical, or logical than epistemological ; and the same 1s true of
other celebrated treatises No doubt some of this confusion 1s to
be ascribed to the carelessness of authors; but in part, too, it
seems to be due to the nature of the problems studied. the different
branches of philosophy have an untidy habit of spilling over into
each other at the least provocation. And if this 1s so we may
reasonably ask whether 1t 1s profitable to treat them as if they
could always be kept neatly within bounds

Two ways of meeting this difficulty are perhaps worth a brief
consideration

(A) We may claim first that the philosophical sciences are, in
fact, self-contained disciplines whose respective fields and subject-
matter we can mndicate with some precision, but that they are
not all co-ordinate studies. The answer to the problem of the
overlap of philosophical questions is to be found, according to

R ! Bk, I, chap. s, § 2.
5057 B



2 THE SCOPE OF THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE °
this account, 1n the 1dea of a hierarchy of branches of knowledge,
an 1dea which goes back at least to Anstotle  Aristotle beheved
that 1n every group of studies an architectonic or master science
could be found, the principles of which were presupposed in the
remaining sciences, which could be arranged n order of logical
priority on a scale. Applymg ths to philosophy to-day we might
hold, for mnstance, that theory of knowledge presupposes logic and
1s presupposed by ethics, which 1s 1n turn the master science of
political theory Obviously this way of thinking 1s a promising
one, but we get into difficulties when we try to decide the precise
details of the hierarchy Thus, according to some philosophers,
logic 1s presupposed 1n all other branches of philosophy, according
to others the treatment of logic leads on irresistibly to that of
metaphysics, and only 1n a metaphysical context can its problems
be solved It 1s true that the difference of opinion here does not
affect the principle of a hierarchy of philosophical sciences directly,
but 1t does suggest that the easy solution promised by its suppor-
ters may not be forthcomng

(B) The alternative 1s to say that philosophy should not and
cannot be treated as a series of departmental studies The different
branches of the science are so closely interwoven that their separate
pursuit 1s mmpossible Philosophy 1s one 1n the sense that the
solution of one philosophical problem mvolves and 1s involved 1n
the solution of all other philosophical problems ILogic, theory of
knowledge, and the rest may convemently designate groups of
questions which have been traditionally treated together, but to
assume that they are the names of genuinely independent disciplines
1sagrosserror Thereare no philosophicalsciences, only philosophy

The difficulty about this 1s to see how, 1f 1t wefe true, we could
ever begin to philosophize It looks as if we must assume the
legitimacy of departmental thinking, at least as a provisional
measure, 1n philosophy as elsewhere if we are to make any progress
1n solving our problems No doybt those who advocate the theory
we are discussing would admit thus if sufficient emphasis were put
on ‘provisional’; but the very fact that they are willing to go so
far shows the impossibility of their view 1n its strict interpretation.
And, 1n fact, 1t is not true that the different branches of philosophy
contain problems arbitranly grouped together therr nternal
Felatmns are certainly closer than their external If pthosophSr
1s one 1ts umty is more hike that of the British Empire than that of
the Third Reich
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To say this 1s not, however, to claim that everything discussed
by the classical writers on, e g , theory of knowledge really belongs
to that, or indeed any, part of philosophy And here perhaps we
can find an immediate if not an ultimately satisfactory solution of
our difficulty That philosophical problems do in fact fall into
reasonably well-defined groups capable of independent treatment
must be assumed 1f we are ever to begin their solution; but that
existing groups must be accepted as they stand is quite another
matter Our first task mn discussing theory of knowledge must
accordingly be to tabulate some of the main questions philosophers
have 1n fact asked n the subject, 1n order to determine, if possible,
what does and what does not belong to 1t

§ 2 Among the questions about knowledge actually asked by
philosophers arc these (r) What ultimately different kinds of
thing and what ultimately different kinds of truth do we know?
(2) How do we know such things and truths, 1e in virtue of
possessing what faculties? (3) From our having this knowledge
what can be inferred about (4) ourselves, (b) the objects of know-
ledge and their relations to one another, (c) the relations of ()
and (6)? (4) How are our claims to knowledge to be tested?
What justification have we for saymng that we know what we
know? (5) How 1s knowing to be differentiated from analogous
states of mind such as believing and taking for granted? (6) What
are the conditions of the orgamization and communication of
knowledge? Can we devise a system of symbols which will express
what we know 1n an unambiguous and truly reliable manner ?

Now 1f we reflect on these specimen questions we see that they
can be divided mnto fairly well-defined groups Thus (1), (2), and
(4) appear to be closely connected, and there are certain affinities
between (5) and (6) (3), by way of contrast, stands by itself,
though 1t 1s a natural enough question for anyone interested in
knowledge to ask And 1t 1s a curious fact that questions (3), (5),
and (6), though undoubtedly raised by wnters on theory of know-
ledge, are also of direct interest to specialists in other branches of
philosophy, whilst the same does not seem to be true of (1), (2),
and (4) Thus question (3), about the nature of the objects of
knowledge and the knowing self, 1s one which is asked 1n the first
instance m metaphysics, when that is taken to be an inquiry into
the general nature of reahty and<man’s place in the universe, and
1t may be agreed that 1t 1s more properly classified as metaphysical
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than epistemological Question (6), again, has been asked in
different ways by both logicians and psychologists (to say nothing
of writers with purely linguistic interests), and the same 1s true of
(5): both appear to be complex, and perhaps belong properly to
other branches of learning than theory of knowledge Questions
(1), (2), and (4), by way of contrast, do seem to be pecular to
epistemology, and not to be of direct interest to any other science,
philosophical or otherwise They are, 1n fact, the main questions
which students 1n the theory of knowledge hope to answer

The business of epistemology, 1f these indications are correct,
would seem to be to determine the nature, extent, and vahdity of
human knowledge. And its method 1s purely reflective 1t starts
from the pronouncements of natural scientists, historians, and
others, and examines these from its own peculiar point of view,
considering 1n particular such matters as therr certamnty or
probability, the kind of msight or evidence on which they are
said to rest, and the hight they throw on the possibility of gaining
further knowledge Epistemology 1s thus a study which cannot
claim, as can physics or history, to add to the sum of direct or
first-order knowledge available to human beings, 1ts pretensions,
as Locke saw long ago, must be far more modest than that
Locke declared that in an age which produced the great Huygens
and the mcomparable Mr Newton 1t was ambition enough for
him to be employed in clearing the ground and removing the
rubbish which lay in the way to knowledge ! The relation imphed
here between the philosopher and the scientist still holds good
It 15 the busmess of scientists and histomans to make all the
exciting discoveries, to reveal the secrets of Nature, and re-enact
the pageant of the past The task of theory of knowledge, at
least, 1s of quite a different order 1t 1s to reflect on the knowledge
gamned and consider some of 1ts general properties

Epistemology as thus described can be seen to be a study
closely analogous 1n status to logic For logic, too, 1s not a special
science to be ranged alongside empirical disciplines: no new set of
particular facts 1s discovered when philosophers engage 1n logical
mnquiries The pronouncements of logicians are of a quite different
nature from those of special scientists* their interest 1s general,
and they apply not to particular pieces of thinking but to thinking
as such Logical knowledge 1s second-order knowledge, derived
from reflection on the formal relations of thought Arstotle, the

! Essay on Human Undersianding, ‘ Epistle to the Reader’ (ed Fraser, 1. 14).
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founder of logic, described 1ts nature correctly when he said that
1L stood to other branches of learning as a propaedeutic study
And what 1s true of logic 1n this respect 1s also true of theory of
knowledge Indced some philosophers have gone so far as to
identify the two, though in fact the identification appears to lead
only to confusion and misunderstanding *

§ 3 At this point we must consider an obvious objection.
Theory of knowledge as here described, 1t may be argued, 1s a
possible branch of inquiry but also a useless one. Why, after all,
dogwe engage n epistemological studies? I have been at pains to
point out 1n the preceding section the fact that these studies do
not themselves aim at increasing the sum of factual knowledge;
and 1t may be felt that the results they do produce are of an otiose
character For does anyone suggest that, for mstance, the physicist
or the mathematician 1s helped 1n his special field by knowing
about theory of knowledge? Can saymg what knowledge 1s
forward 1ts direct pursmt? Or, to put the matter another way,
does knowing what types of thing we can know enable us actually
to know them? The answer to all these questions 1s plainly
negative Theory of knowledge, m fact, 1s here once again in a
position substantially identical with that of logic No one suggests
that a study of the formal relations of thought improves our
thinking, except mn an ncidental way, and there are many able
thinkers who have never reflected on logical problems.

The objection can be answered 1n a variety of ways

1. There 1s first of all the line taken by Hegel? when confronted
with a similar objection {o logic Hegel ponted out that men
apparently thought 1t worth while to classify and examine the
several species of parrot and veronica, and asked why they should
not classify and examine the several species of syllogism The

! The impulse to 1dentify logic and theory of knowledge comes from the dis-
satisfaction some logicians have felt with the conception of logic as concerned only
with formal vahdity such a logic of validity, it 1s said, needs to be supplemented
by alogic of truth The next step 1s to say that the latter 1s the true and eventually
the only logic But the enormous progress made by formal logic 1 the last fifty
years cannot be ignored by an impartial observer, and 1n fact the so-called logic
of truth turns out to consist of topics belonging properly to theory of knowledge
or (1n one sense of the term) metaphysics

Historically the amalgamation of logic and epistemology 1n modern philosophy
derives from Kant’s conception of Transcendental Logic The term ‘logic’ need
not, however, be pressed 1n that title any more than ‘aesthetic’ in Transcendental
Aesthetic It 1s best imnterpreted 1n a hteral sense as doctnine of concepts

2 Quoted on this pomnt by Bosanquet, Logsc, vol 1, p. I.
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forms of thinking and (we may add) the nature and extent of
knowledge are at least as worthy objects of study as many things
whose 1nvestigation 1s considered quite unobjectionable The
argument is not wholly convincing, since parrots and veronicas
are objects not of reflective but of first-order study, and 1t 1s the
justification of the former which 1s 1n question Hegel’s answer
has, nevertheless, a certain force ad hominem, suggesting as it does
the perfectly true reflection that not even all first-order knowledge
can be justified as useful

2 But the utility test itself 1s of dubious validity By what
night do we demand that every branch of learning should be
shown to have useful results or be abandoned? We could only
do that if we could prove that anything entitled to the name of
knowledge must serve some directly useful purpose But while it
1s doubtless true as a matter of historical fact that the earliest
efforts to acquire knowledge both of the human race generally
and of individual men are responses to practical needs, 1t 1s by no
means so clear that civilized and adult human beings are m the
same position The phrase ‘knowledge for knowledge’s sake’ may
be out of fashion now, but 1t remains true that the acquisition of
knowledge brings a certain pleasure of 1ts own and spurs the mind
to efforts which no practical necessity can justify And if that 1s
so we may find a defence for theory of knowledge even if we
cannot show it to be useful, for, as Hume says, ‘were there no
advantage to be reaped from these studies, beyond the gratification
of an mnocent cunosity, yet ought not even this to be despised,
as being one accession to those few safe and harmless pleasures,
which are bestowed on human race’?

3 It 1s, however, possible to make a different reply to the
objection and maintain that the study of theory of knowledge 1s,
after all, a useful and even necessary undertaking The arguments
for this point of view are put with some force by both Hume (in
the opening chapter of his Enguiry) and Kant (in the Critsique of
Pure Reason and again i the Prolegomena). Both philosophers
argue that a study of the powers of the human mind 1s an indispens-
able prelimmary to the ehminating of obscurities into which men
are all too prone to fall The obscurities of which they are thinking
arise from the claims to knowledge made, not by natural scientists
or historians, but by philosophers In the history of philosophy a
great many bold assertions have been made that the world n

' Enquary concerming Human Understanding, p II (ed Selby-Bigge).
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which we live is the creation of a wise and beneficent God ; that it
displays an intelligible and purposeful order, and that human
beings have a specially privileged place 1n that order, as possessing
free wills and immortal souls Other philosophers have maintained,
1 the same general stramn, that the material world 1s not and
cannot be true reality, but 1s best interpreted as the appearance
of something which lies beyond 1t, accessible not to the senses but
to other cogmitive faculties, and have gone on to claim that the
possession of such faculties argues a special kinship between men
and the ultimately real These positions have been supported by
a diversity of arguments, and by the persistency and frequency
with which they have been maimntained might be thought to be
well established Unfortunately for our comfort this 1s not the
case. The distressing thing 1s that equally convincing arguments
can be produced against the positions mentioned as in their favour,
with the result that some have been prepared to assert their exact
opposite and maintain, e g , that the world 1s ruled by blind chance
and that man has no specially privileged place in 1t, or again,
that the matenial world 1s the only reality and consciousness
merely ‘epiphenomenal’. Hence anses the unhappy state which
Kant calls an Antinomy, a situation in which equally plausible
reasons can be produced on behalf both of a given proposition and
of its contradictory, and we may well beheve that when this
situation arises something has gone radically wrong with our
thinking If Kant 1s to be believed the error hes neither in the
logic of our arguments nor in the falsity of their premisses but
sumply 1n the fact that we are attempting to assert the type of
conclusion we do We are trymng, in making these mefaphysical
assertions, to maintain a series of speculative propositions which
could be defended on scientific grounds only if we had different
cognitive faculties from those we actually possess The way to
escape from our difficulties 1s accordingly to review our cognitive
powers and establish therr himits and legitimate use As Hume
put 1t n one of his Kantian passages. ‘ The only method of freeing
learning, at once, from these abstruse questions, is to enquire
serlously mto the nature of human understanding, and show, from
an exact analysis of 1ts powers and capacity, that it 1s by no means
fitted for such remote and abstruse subjects.’* Whether we agree

! Engquiry, p 12,ed Selby-Bigge Itshould be mentioned that Hume and Kant
do not quite see eye to eye over this matter Hume 1s willing to comnut to the
flames any volume of ‘diviuty or school metaphysics’ which contains neither



[

8 THE SCOPE OF THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE

or not with the conclusions Hume and Kant maintain about know-
ledge, we should at least be prepared to admt that the facts call
for some such inquiry as they desiderate ; and that 1s to admit the
need for theory of knowledge 1n the sense sketched in this chapter

Theory of knowledge, then, 1s not only a possible but also a
necessary science, at least if we are to avoid the difficulties mnto
which philosophers are constantly falling And in case anyone
thinks this justification 1s of a purely domestic character, I would
remind the reader that the assertion of metaphysical propositions
(in this sense of the term) 1s by no means confined to professional
metaphysicians To say nothing of philosophizing scientists, we
may note that the everyday belefs of the so-called plain man are
undoubtedly mfluenced, though m a remote way and usually after
a time-lag, by the opinions which prevail among the learned, and
while 1t would be folly to think that single philosophical arguments,
however impressive, could shake the convictions of the general
public, there can be no doubt that those convictions do respond to
changes 1n the whole chmate of philosophical opinion Thus the
materialism of the eighteenth and nineteenth centunes has borne
fruit in the widespread scepticism of the present era, a scepticism
which determines not only men’s beliefs but their actions too It
would obviously be absurd to suppose that academic discussions
of the kind carried on by epistemologists could have any immediate
effect on this situation; yet 1t 1s perhaps not too much to hope
that 1t could be influenced in the long run if we could show that
scientists have nothing to say on these matters and philosophers
nothing positive ! The attempt to solve these problems would
thus seem to be worth making if only because of the obvious
interest of the results

§4 1donot propose to say any more here erther in justification
of the study of theory of knowledge or in explanatiop of its man
problems Instead, I shall conclude the chapter with a brief
consideration of two objections to epistemology understood as a
science dealmg with the nature, extent, and vahdity of knowledge.

mathematical nor expenimental reasoming He has, 1n fact, no use for metaphysi-
cal assertions of the type mentioned 1n the text But Kant, though he agrees that
1t has been a mistake to attempt to support these assertions by speculative argu-
ments, nevertheless thinks a certain set of them unquestionably true He says,
however, that our attitude to them should be one not of knowledge but of faith.

! The reader 1s referred to the concluding chapter for some qualification of this
necessanly dogmatic descripion
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The first of these may appear to some rather trivial. It was a
commonplace of the school of Cook Wilson that the very phrase
‘theory of knowledge’ contamned an absurdity As Professor
Prichard put it 1 his book on Kant, written to expose the con-
fusions of®any such undertaking as Kant made ‘Knowledge 1s
sus geners, and therefore a““ theory” of 1t 1s impossible. Knowledge
1s simply knowledge, and any attempt to state it in terms of
something else must end in descnbing something which 1s not
knowledge ’* Cook Wilsop himself, discussing the same pomnt n
his logic lectures, said ‘There are some things which cannot be
made matter of question . Qur experience of knowing being the
presupposition of any inquiry we can undertake, we cannot make
knowing 1itself a subject of inquiry in the sense of asking what
knowing 1s We can make knowing a subject of inquiry but not
of that kind of mquiry We can, for instance, inquire how we
come to know 1n general, or m any department of knowledge '

The answer to this contention 1s surely that, so far from abolish-
ing theory of knowledge, Cook Wilson and Prichard are themselves
contributing to1t They do, in fact, have an account of knowledge
to offer they say that it 1s a unique and indefinable state known
to us by acquaimtance only. To Professor Prichard this account
appears to be self-evidently true,? but it 1s by no means unuversally
accepted. Indeed, a hittle reflection will show 1t to be, at the very
least, somewhat unplausible, for 1f knowledge 1s as 1t 1s described
by this school 1t will be difficult to avoid the conclusion that
neither the natural sciences nor history contain any knowledge.
The truth 1s that the Cook Wilsoman theory 1s derived, like the
Aristotehan and Cartesian doctrines which it closely resembles,
from a study af one type of thinking only, namely, that of mathe-
matics As a prima facie account of that very special form of
reasoning 1t has some plausibility, but it has not been found
possible to apply 1t successfully to any other sphere, and even 1n
mathematics 1t 1s not finally adequate, as I hope to show later
The suggestion that theory of knowledge should be abandoned to
comply with so doubtful a doctrine can in consequence scarcely
be accepted.+

The second objection is more serious Hegel, who developed his
philosophy 1n opposition to that of Kant, argued that the latter’s

1 Kant’s Theory of Knowledge, p 245, cf pp. 124 and 238
3 Siatement and Infevence, vol 1, pp 39—40 3 Prichard, op cit,p 124n
4 For a further discussion of some aspects of this theory see Chapter V below.
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attempt to determune the sphere within which human cognition
is vahd, and thus to fix the limts of possible knowledge, was
doomed to failure from the first He supported this thesis, in the
shghtly paradoxical manner which was typical of his thinking, by
saymng that to fix a lmit is already to have transcended it To
claim that there 1s a sphere which we are incapable of knowing
1s self-contradictory, for the obvious reason that there 1s one
statement at least which we think we can make about such a
sphere, namely, that 1t 1s unknowable Hegel was thinking, of
course, of the celebrated thing 1n 1tself, the bogy of the Kantian
philosophy, without which, as Jacob: said 1n his famous epigram,
there 1s no entry into the Kantian system and with which there 1s
no remaining nside it Kant had declared firmly that we cannot
know things as they are in themselves, and had yet presupposed
throughout lis system that there are such things His efforts to
restrict human knowledge thus seemed pecuharly abortive, since
he assumed as a premuss a proposition he denied 1n his conclusion
But Hegel did not confine his criticism of the Kantian type of
philosophy to the Kantian formulation of it He went on to say
that the whole 1dea of instituting an inquiry into the extent of
human knowledge was unsound This was because we could not,
as 1t were, stand back and survey the field of human knowledge
without spso facto re-entering it To determine the limits of
knowledge one must be 1n a state of knowledge, at least about
epistemological questions, and that scemed to Hegel a fatal
objection to the whole undertaking He was probably thinking
about Kant here, too, and 1n particular of his famous injunction
i the Prolegomena * ‘All metaphysicians are hereby solemnly
suspended from their office until they have given a satisfactory
answer to the question, how are synthetic a priort cognitions
possible * In Hegel’s view the question was metaphysical in 1tself

Hegel thus had two arguments against theory of knowledge as
we understand 1t (1) He urged that to try to fix a imit to know-
ledge was self-contradictory, since to fix a limut 1s already to have
transcended 1t And (2) he thought that the existence of phslo-
sophical knowledge itself invalidated any such undertaking as
Hume and Kant favoured Now 1t 1s not difficult to show that the
first argument, despite 1ts apparent plausibihity, 1s verbal only
Certamnly if we say that there are some things which we are
capable of knowmg and others which from the nature of our

T § 5 (Berlin Academy edition, 1v. 278).
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faculties we never can, we are falling into self-contradiction, but
there is no reason at all why we should formulate our position 1n
this way It 1s perfectly possible to hold that human knowledge 1s
Iimited without asserting the existence of a vast sphere which lies
beyond 1t The most we need to make our meaning clear 1s to say
that if there were any entities with such-and-such characteristics,
then we could not know them, but this 1s a very different thing
from saying that there are such entities Thus, 1f we are empiricists
and believe that all knowledge must be based on sense-experience,
we shall hold 1t to be limited by that fact, but to make the
assertion we do not need to believe 1n the existence of a super-
sensible world which, fortunately or unfortunately, lies beyond
our powers of cognition We perhaps need the zdea of supersensible
objects to understand a position like Kant’s, but we certainly do
not need to beheve that such objects hiterally exist !

Hegel's second and wider argument depends on his special
conception of philosophy He would have said that philosophy 1s
both a rational and a positive science—rational m so far as there
1s no part of his object which the philosopher cannot comprehend,
at least 1n principle, positive 1n so far as 1t leads to new truths
about the world The tenability of this view of philosophy is
a matter which we shall have to discuss at a later stage mn this
book For our immediate purposes, however, 1t will be sufficient
to note that even if philosophy does have the speculative function
here assigned to 1t, 1t must be considered as a reflective discipline
too, and that the existence of the former side will not rule out the
latter, though 1t will of course radically affect its content More-
over, to argue from the asking of questions such as are posed by
theory of knowledge (e g, Kant’s question ‘How are synthetic 4
priors judgements possible?’) to the legitimacy of the claim that
philosophy 1s also a speculative science 1s clearly fallacious The
whole matter must be left in a rather unsatisfactory state at this
stage, but 1t does not appear that Hegel has produced any decisive
objection to theory of knowledge I shall therefore proceed to the
main part of my inquiry without further ado

¥ This 1s not to say that Hegel was wrong 1n attaclkung the doctnne of the thing
1n 1tself as Kant himself formulated 1t Kant's language at least 1s objectionable
His assumption of the thing 1n 1tself follows from his (obviously crucial) view of the
discursivity of the human intellect, and perhaps cannot be discarded without
wrecking the latter (and incidentally his moral philosophy too) But he would
have been wiser to say that nothing could be said about the thing 1n itself than to
say 1t was by nature unknowable See below, pp 69 fi.
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§1 Inthehistory of philosophy the main questions of epistemology
have received two sharply different types of answer It 1s the aim
of the present chapter to sketch these answers ina provisional way,
to indicate the cluef ponts of difference between the two schools
which put them forward, and to mention some of the 1ssues on which
each has been attacked The chapter 1s thus intended as a general
introduction to the problems discussed 1n the rest of the book

The first set of answers is that given by empiricist philosophers
The essential contentions of empiricisin can be put very simply:
they amount to the claims (g) that-all knowledge (or at least all
knowledge about matters of fact) 1s based on the data of the
several senses (including ‘inner’ sense or introspection), and (b)
that the boundaries of possible sense-experience are the boundaries
of possible knowledge Empiricists do not always agree about the
precise way 1n which knowledge 1s based on sensation, and there
have been some of them (Locke 1s the most notorious) who have
been willing to allow the possibility of inference from the sensible
to the supersensible Nevertheless, most members of the school
would have no difficulty i subscribing to the two principles here
stated And 1n consequence they would argue that the test of a
truth lies 1 its being (in some way) sensibly verifiable

The alternative position favoured by rationalists can also be
stated quite shortly Rationahsts begin by arguing, first, that the
intellect 1s a source of knowledge 1n 1tself. They go on next to
contend that because of this we are able to grasp truths of quite
a different kind from those established on the basis of sense-
experience These truths may be called ‘truths of reason’, and
the rationahst contention 1s that they are supenor to any truths
grounded 1n sensation. They owe this superionity, 1t 1s argued, to
their necessary character. Truths of reason can be seen not merely
to be true but, further, to be necessarily true; their certainty, as
some philosophers put it, 1s apodeictic. And the test of a truth,
according to those who support this account, 1s just that we
should be brought to see this apodeictic or self-evident character
i1t The test of a truth, to use the language of Descartes, lies in
the clanity with which 1t can be concerved !

! It should be remembered that the above 15 intended as a prebminary and
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To fill out the contrast, let us proceed to cons1der the rival
accounts m more detail 'Empmasts as we have seen, say that
knowledge rests on sensation Now the most striking feature of
sensation is 1ts passivity I do not mean to suggest, as some old-
fashioned philosophers did, that the mind 1s purely passive n
sense-perception,’! or that in 1t we simply apprehend objects
without contributing in any way to the character of what we
apprehend what I do wish to do 1s to call attention to the fact,
admitted i theiwr different ways by all writers on theory of
knowledge, that what predominates in sensible experience 1s the
given There 1s something positive and meluctable 1n what we
sense. 1n 1ts mam features, at least, 1t 15 what 1t 1s 1rrespective of
any choice of ours We have simply to take 1t for what 1t is,
accept 1t as ‘brute’ fact And this 1s in some ways a highly
unsatisfactory situation For the main feature of ‘brute’ fact 1s
just that we cannot understand 1t: we cannot see any reason why
1t should be what 1t 1s, but must accept it without explanation
and indeed as ultimately mexphcable If what we know
sensation 1s ‘brute’ fact, 1t follows that sensible knowledge must
always be lacking 1n intelhigibibty

Two consequences follow immediately from this position In the
first place we must agree that the sensible world cannot contain
any necessity i the rationalist sense When rationalists speak
of necessary truths they mean truths whlch are 1 some way self-
guaranteel__g_o_r self-evident _ tl‘hls notion of ‘necessity 1s, as we
shall see in the next chapter, a somewlat confused one, but it is
clear that however we mterpret 1t, whether as dependent on the
laws of logic or based on a supposed insight into real connexions
between facts, 1t 1s foreign to the world of the strict emp1r1c1_sy
Eor the empiricist bases knowledge on sensation, and the results
of sensation are nerther logically umimpeachable nor rationally
mtelligible The empiricist must accordingly hold either that there
are no necessary truths or that they have no direct reference to
the actual world.

The second consequence 1s that we must accept what 1s usually
called the descriptive theory of science. Philosophers have always
said (sometimes without any very carful analysis of their own

general accountonly The last point, for example, would certainly not be accepted
by Hegel See below, pp 82 ff

! Though 1t maght be plausibly argued that sensation 1s the passive element 1n
sense-perception,
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statements) that 1t 1s the business of scientists to understand the
workings of Nature What docs ‘understand’ mean n this
context? In a famous dictum Aristotle said ‘we know (1e we
understand) when we know the cause’, and most philosophers
would agree to that But it must be made clear that by ‘cause’
Aristotle meant the intelligible reason the busimess of science,
according to him, was to explain why things were what they were)
(Hence the celebrated distinction between the ér¢ and the 3iusre,
the fact and the reasoned fact , hence, too, the elaborate apparatus
of formal, final, and efficient causes, with the aid of which Aristotle
clearly hoped to construct sciences made up of necessary and
mtelhgible truths! It was this aim which modern scientists
repudiated when they broke with Arstotle mm the sixteenth
century In abandoming the formal and final cause altogether
and changing the efficient cause almost beyond recognition, until
1t became nothing more than the mnvanable antecedent of the
event to be explained, they were 1n effect saying that science must
cease to attempt to demonstrate why things happen and concen-
trate instead on showing how And the empiricist doctrine of
causation, formulated by Hume, 1s simply the formal expression
of this new point of view What the empiricist does 1s to attempt
to show that any such ideal as Aristotle’s 1s doomed to failure,
just because scientific knowledge 1s based on sensation For so
long as we are bound to sense, the truths we are capable of
knowing are all contingent or (as 1s sometimes said) ‘positive’
strictly speaking, we can neither see nor hope to see why they are
what they are And that 1s to say that science cannot explain
the world but only describe 1

To turn now to rationalism, the point on which we must concen-
trate 1s clearly the rationahist doctrine of necessary truths We
must try to determine in particular the sphere to which those
truths refer and their relationship to judgements based on sensa-
tion For 1t seems clear that there are at least two possible courses
which rationahsts might take (A) They mught argue first that
the descriptive theory of science cannot be a finally satisfactory
account of our knowledge of Nature We set out to understand
Nature, they may point out, and ought not to let ourselves be put

Amstotle, a rationalist i his conception of knowledge and mnference if not 1n
some other features of his philosophy, was, ke so many rationalists, deeply
(indeed too much) impressed by the example of mathematics His 1deal of
scientific knowledge 1s set out in the Posterior Analytacs, with which Descartes’s
Regulae can be profitably compared See below, pp 58-60 and Chapter V.
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off with ultimate inexplicabihities If sense-perception cannot
afford us insight mnto why things happen we must have recourse to
a different kind of knowledge In this full-blooded version of the
rationalist theory, reason is clearly conceived as an intutive
faculty, a primaiy source of knowledge whose final aim must be to
replace the inferior faculty of sensation (B) But this ideal, attrac-
tive as 1t has proved to philosophers, 1s obviously difficult to square
with the actual course of scientific development The alternative
1s therefore more often followed This 1s to accept the existence of
scientific knowledge of the kind described by empiricists and say
that, just because of 1its evident short-comings, 1t must be sup-
plemented by a more adequate form of knowing, viz philosophy
This second point of view finds expression in the common rationalist
theory according to which the world of sense 1s a world of appear-
ance only It is precisely the fact that the sensible world 1s opaque
to reason that leads to its condemnation by rationalists They
assume, 1 Plato’s phrase,! that the fully real must be fully
intelligible, and conversely that what 1s not fully mtelligible
cannot be fully real Hence the persistent mefaphysical tendency
manifested by rationalists, where metaphysics 1s the science or
pretended science of what hes behind or beyond sensible appear-
ance The very possibility of metaphysics in this sense is denied
by empiricists to some rationalists at least 1t 1s beyond doubt the
most 1mportant of all inquiries

(’I‘he full difference between the two schools, together with their
main mternal variations, can perhaps be brought out best if we
elaborate a well-known distinction made by Leibmz Lebmz, as
all students of philosgphy know, said there were two sorts of
truth, truths of fact and traths of reason Truths of fact are all
contlngent in the sense that their « certamt_y 1s not guaranteed by
any Togical principle, they are expressed in ju _dggments which,
language to be epr—med Iater Kant was to_call a synthetic a4
posteriori. Truths of reason, by way of ¢ contrast, are necessary _
Rrop051t10ns and therr certainty depends (or so Leibmz says) on
_the principle of ontradiction,? The suggestion 1s apparently that
we know truths of reason m so far as we are purely mtellectual
belngs 5, Triuths of fact in o far as our mtellection 1s contammated
by “the obscurities of sense_ Now the question arises whether the

! Republic, 477* 3
2 This1snot true of some of the truths of reason Leibmiz suggests, e g the general
pnnciple of causality and the proposition that God exists
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distinction between the two types of truth 1s ultimate or not; and
this 1s a point on which Letbmz himself seems to have wavered -
True, he holds (1) that the senses and the intellect are not strictly
_separate, but that sensing 1s only confused thinking, from which 1t
might be inferred that truths of fact are only confused or unclea'_'r
truths of reason, and (u) that truths of fact have a principle of
their own, the principle of sufficient reason, and indeed are rational
Just because of that ! But the real point at 1ssue 1s obviously
whether the principle of sufficient reason is 1tself reducible to the
principle of contradiction, whether 1t 1s itself a necessary truth in
the sense 1n which truths of reason are If it 1s, truths of fact may
be expected to disappear 1n the last analysis, to be replaced by
corresponding truths of reason; if not, they can lay claim to
mdependent validity It 1s perhaps to the credit of Leibniz’
good sense, 1f not of his logic, that this 1s a puzzle which he does
not clearly resolve But hs followers, and in particular the
‘Mustrious’ Wolff, had no such hesitations, Wolff held that the
principle of sufficient reason can be deduced from the law of
contradiction, and even attempted to supply the steps of the
deduction He was thus paving the way for the final disappearance
of truths of fact as such)

The 1ssue between empiricism and rationalism can be stated
baldly 1n the questions (x) Are there truths of fact and truths of
reason ? and (2) if so, are truths of fact reducible fo truths of reason ?

(I) The proper course for empiricists of the strict school to
follow would be to deny truths of reason altogether and maintain
that the only genuine truths are truths of fact, based upon sense~
experience CI‘hls 15 the line taken by J' S Mull, who attempted to
show 1n accordance with 1t that many truths recognized by Leibniz
as truths of reason were m fact nothing but very familiar empirical
generalizations He applied this analysis to geometry and arith-
metic, and again to the law of umiversal causation, and it looks as
if he would have applied 1t to logical principles, too, though his
view of these 1s not wholly clear 2 Mill is certainly not alone in

! The principle of sufficient reason 1s the principle that whatever exists does so
because 1t fits into God’s general plan of producing the best of all possible worlds
It 1s to God’s choice of the best that we must look 1n seeking the reason for any
particular happening The question whether the principle 1s autonomous 1s the
theological question whether God could choose anything but the best of all
available possibilities

2 He seems undecided as to whether logical laws are empirical generalizations
or tautologies in the old-fashioned sense, purely verbal propositions Compare
his Logic, Bk II, chap. vn, § 5.
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his extreme empinicism, but he 1s perhaps the only philosopher of
mportance who has made a serious attempt to work it out) Most
empiricists would admit that their case breaks down 1if pished to
its furthest himits, and so are prepared to agree that there are
some truths of reason What they are anxious to mantain,
however, 1s that these do nét afford significant knowledge 1n the
same way as truths of fact, a view which the most modern
proponents of empiricism express (rather misleadingly) by calling
them ‘tautologies’ Tautologies are propositions which say nothing
about sensible fact and are vahd without regard to its particular
nature; they have nevertheless a most 1mpo1tant part to play mn
the structure of knowledge @hls modified and (as we shall see
reason to think 1t) improved form of empiricism was first sketched
out by Hume,* 1its modern formulation undoubtedly owes some-
thing to the study of Leibniz himsel

(II) The term ‘rationahst’1s a good deal wider and leeser than
‘empinicist’, and while rationalist philosophers are often agreed in
what they deny they are by no means umted in what they affirm,
It 1s easy enough to see, however, that the most extreme form of
rationahism would be that of Wolff, which 1n effect aims at getting
nid of truths of fact altogether, All truths, according to this view,
would be truths of reason, and that 1s to say that they could be
known independently of any appeal to experience ﬁhls 1s the
rationahist 1deal par excellence, and 1t 1s Ulustrated most clearly in
the writings of Descartes, who aimed at constructing a universal
science based entirely on rational mtuition, a science in which no
rellance was to be placed on the senses and the imagination.?
It 15 a form of rationahsm which has been primanly? influenced
by mathematics, and 1ts plausibility will clearly vary greatly
according to the view we take of the’status of mathematical
propositions But 1t should be noticed at once that 1t 1s by no
means the only form of rationalism For rationalists can hold, as

¥ In his distinction between our knowledge of ‘ relations of ideas’ and our know-
ledge of ‘matters of fact’ Enguiry, section 1v, part 1

2 For an excellent account of Descartes’ programme and its failure see L
Roth’s Descartes’ Discourse on Method It should be said that Descartes was
himself quite aware of this failure, as the last section of the Dzscourse shows, and
1ndeed that he had a lively sense of the need to collect ‘ expenences’ as an essenfial
preliminary to scientific advance Compare Regulae V (Adam and Tannery edi-
tion, x 380) on philosophers who think they can produce truth out of their heads,
wrthout recourse to experience

3 But not exclusively Hegel too 1s a supporter of this type of rationalism, and
his method of approach 1s very different see below, pp 19-20,

5057 Cc
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Kant did, that there are truths of reason which are not adequately
described as tautologies, but that truths of fact arewstill not i any
way reductble to them On this theory truths of reason will be on
an altogether different plane from truths of fact they will be
expressed (to use language I shall explain later) in prescriptive
rather than factual judgements It 1s this type of rationalism
which will be advocated 1n the present book,

It would obviously be convenient to havk switable labels for
the four groups of philosophers here distinguished, For the want
of anything better I shall use the terms ‘extrcme’ and ‘moderate’,
with the proviso that mn philosophy moderation 1s not necessarly
a virtue nor extremity a vice, Extreme empincists (who might
also be called sensationalists) I take to be exemplified by J S Mill,
moderate empiricists by Hume and the twentieth-century logical
posttivists Moderate rationahsm may be represented by Kant,
eatreme rationalism by Descartes and Wolff and, in a different
form, by Hegel, I need hardly emphasize that not all writers on
theory of knowledge will fit easily into the categories here distin-
guished There are inconsistencies in the works of most philoso-
phers, and they are not necessarily the worse because of that

It should not be difficult to see that both the philosophical and
(to seme extent) nen-phileséphical interests of empiricists and
rationalists alike will be determined to an appreciable extent by
their views en knewledges Thas the main interests of empinicists
“he 1n the sphere of sense-perception, Holding as they do that all
knowledge 1s based on sense-experience, they are committed to
giving an account of this basing, and that in its turn mmvolves
them in theores of the relation of sense-data or impressions to the
material objects presupposed 1 everyday language and. scientific
thinking It 15 1n this field that empiricists have done their best
work. the wntings of Locke, Berkeley, and Hume are classical
wnstances, while in the present century the empiricist tradition
has been well carried on by writers like Mr Russell and Professor
Price ! Therr exploration of the problems of perception and of the
external world leads with most empiricists to a close study of
both the results and the methodology of‘the sciences, particularly
the physical sciences, and they tend to regard these as being the
only reliable source of knowledge, About the other main fields of
human achievement, the arts, lustory, religion, and morality,

! Kant 18 another major contributor to this field, his interest m which marks
the extent of hus separation from other rationalists.
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empiricists generally show far less curiosity (_I_t 1s true that both
Hume* and Mill in different ways have as their professed aim the
understanding not of the external world but of human nature,
but their programme amounts to nothing more than (in the words
of the sub-title of Hume’s T7eatise) ‘an attempt to introduce the
experimental method of reasoning into moral subjects’ They are
not interested 1n Man as opposed to Nature, or as something other
than a natural phenomenon The Science of Man is to be a
natural science like any other, and 1ts founders see no reason why
1t should not be treated as such)

The 1nterests of rationalists are less easy to describe, if only
because of an obvious division 1n their ranks They fall into two
main groups, which we may designate convemently, though with-
out complete accuracy, as pre-Kantian and post-Kantian The
{former approached philosophy with a mathematical bias, and they
aimed at two things. the construction of a rational stience of
Nature, and the solution of certamn metaphysical problems—
questions of the general structure of the world, of the relations of
mind and body, of immortality, &c Since they thought that the
method of philosophy should be the same as that of mathematucs,
and 1ts ideal to reach demonstrated truth from self-evident
premisses, they had no more use for history and the arts than
their empinicist opponents, In practice they tended to occupy
themselves increasingly with purely metaphysical questions, dis-
daiming the empirical as unworthy of the attention of a philosopher
Now, as everybody knows, this type of rationalism was most
trenchantly crniticized by Kant; and 1t became necessary after
his time to restate the whole ‘doctrine on a new basis The task
was accomplished by Hegel It 1s true that in Hegel many of the
preoccupations of pre-Kantian rationalists remain there 1s the
same desire to construct a rational science of Nature, the same
interest In metaphysics, the same conviction that the way of the
mntellect 1s the road to true knowledge ¥But though reason 1s still
thought of as the supreme cogmitive faculty, 1t 1s no longer held
that 1ts exercise should be confined to a single sphere or a single
type of knowing. On the contrary, 1t is regarded as being appli-
cable to fields hitherto neglected by philosophers, such as politics,

I Hume's intergsts were, ‘of course, remarkably wide not only natural science,
but history, pohtics, and morals, all attracted his attention But he remains the
exception among empincists, rather than the rule, though 1t should be said that
Mr Russell bas followed him, here as elsewhere.
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history, art, and religion, and, indeed, as being able to reach
specially valuable conclusions in those fields Hence the attention
paid by post-Kantian rationalists to humane as opposed to purely
scientific studies German philosophers in particular singled out
history as a branch of learning whose concreteness contrasted
favourably with the abstractness of natural science, and made
much of the concept of Geisteswissenschaften (humane studies)
History cut less 1ce 1n Great Britain, where Bosanquet dismissed
1t brusquely as ‘a tissue of mere conjunctions’, but in Italy Croce
and Gentile, at the beginning of the present century, came to
regard 1t as a umversal type of knowing, to be identified with
philosophy 1tsclf The contrast between this view and that of,
say, Descartes or Spinoza could scarcely be more complete)

§ 2 The above must suffice as a description 1n general terms of
the two philosophies with which we shall be dealing 1n the rest of
this book As will be obvious, many statements about them are
liable to be wrong, if only because of the internal divergences
within each school Nevertheless, there clearly 1s a sense 1n which
1t 1s correct to speak of a single empiricist and a single rationalist
theory, for there are some important propositions which all
empiricists would accept and all rationalists deny, and others of
which the opposite would be true We shall therefore continue
to use the terms ‘rationalism’ and ‘empinicism’ without apology

To bring this mntroductory sketch of the nval theories of
knowledge to an end, I propose now to discuss briefly some of
the stock objections brought agamnst each of them This should
serve to bring out 2ome of the main pomnts to be borne 1n mind m
subsequent chapters I begin, as before, with empiricism

Empwnicism and the self One of the commonest criticisms of
philosophies of the empinicist type 1s that they fail to give an
adequate account of self-knowledge We know ourselves, 1t 15 said
by these cnitics, n a way fundamentally different from that
in which we know external objects. Knowledge of the self 1s
immediate or direct, whereas physical things are known to us
only mediately, through the impressions they make on our senses
A theory of knowledge which sees in sensation the basis of all
true statements of fact 1s accordingly mistaken from the start.

Probably the best way of approaching this objection 1s to
summarize the history of the problem The mamn lines of the
rationahist view of the self, as given above, were laid down by
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Descartes It will be remembered that Descartes, searching for an
absolutely certam premiss on which to base the whole structure of
knowledge, found it 1 the dictum coguto ergo sum The fact of
thinking (which I cannot doubt) implies the reahty of the self
that thinks And there are certain truths about this self which
we can affirm without further ado that 1t 1s a simple substance
continuing 1dentical through its diverse states, a thinking and not
an extended thing, free of the corruptibihty which attends physmal
objects and therefore immortal These propositions constituted
the elements of what was later to be known as rational psychology

The empiricist answer to all this came from Hume Hume
argued that if the facts were as Descartes described them, we
ought to be able to look into ourselves and apprehend the simple,
unextended, self-identical substance of which the Cartesians spoke.
But ‘when I enter most intimately into what I call myself, I
always stumble on some particular perception or other, of heat
or cold, hght or shade, love or hatred, pamn or pleasure I can
never catch myself at any time without a perception, and never
can observe anything but the perception.’! In other words, the
mference from the fact of thinking to the propositions of rational
psychology 1s without justification. The self 1s to be known by
mtrospection only, and introspection 1s a faculty precisely parallel
to the external senses 1ts data are fragmentary and disconnected
m just the same way as external sense-data are, and the problem
of the unity of the self 1s the same sort of problem as that of the
umty of external objects Psychology thus raises no special
problems for empiricism

As usual with Hume, the answer clearly demolishes the position
it criticizes without producing conviction in the mind of the
reader For there 1s one point which 1t conspicuously fails to
cover Introspection 1tself seems to require two factors or aspects
1n the self. a self which 1s introspected and a self which introspects.
Assuming the truth of the empiricist account of the former, what
are we to say about the latter? We owe the clear formulation of

this problem to Kant, who saw that though rational psychology is

a baseless science, the fallacies on which it rests are more com-

hcated than Hume had 2 Kant argued that experience,

external and internal alike, does presuppose a unitary subject self

! Treairse, p 252, ed Selby-Bigge
2 Critigue of Pure Reason, especially ‘Transcendental Deduction’ and ‘On the
Paralogisms of Pure Reason’.

-
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Unless I could relate all the data of the senses in some sort of
unitary consciousness I could not describe them as mine * But I
can find no such umtary consciousness in introspection* ‘Con-
sciousness of self . 1n mner perception 1s ssmply empurical and
continuously changing ; 1t can produce no fixed and abiding self in
the flow of 1nner representations’ 2 The subject self must accord-
ingly be a presupposition of experience rather than something
we know 1 experience But if that 1s so, what can we say about
1t? Kant’s answer 1s clear I do not know myself as subject, for
that would require a faculty of intuition over and above sense-
mtuition, I know only that there 1s such an aspect of myself
The transcendental unity of apperception, the presupposition of
all experience, 1s 1n fact not a substantial entity, as the rationalists
thought, but a pomt without content of its own
The doctrine has not found umversal acceptance, and, indeed,
some would say that 1t sets as many problems as 1t solves Kant's
philosophy requires the existence of two selves an empirical self
we know 1n introspection, and a real self which mamfests 1tself
mm moral action But we are told that we can have no direct
acquamtance with the latter, pure apperception bemng our sole
pomnt of contact with it The trouble about this 1s that it appears
to leave the whole theory in the air in a disconcerting way, for
unless we know our real selves how can we formulate such a
philosophy? It was considerations like this which led, in the
revived rationalism of Hegel, to the demal that introspection can
properly be treated as on a parallel with the outer senses Self-
knowledge was, as Descartes had seen, a higher form of awareness,
and self-consciousness gave access to a more real object than
external sensation,
he plausibility of these conflicting views will be discussed 1n a
later chapter,? the intention of the above summary beimng simply
to put the problem of the self i its relation to rationalism and
empiricism before the reader What we can claim to have learnt
from this prehminary survey is to concentrate on two questions:
(T) What is the status of introspection vis-d-vss external sensation ?
and (2) Is knowledge of the self exhausted 1n what we know in
Introspection? If itrospection really 1s no more than, as Locke
first suggested, a kind of inner sense, and provides the only form

* Cniique of Pure Reason, B 132
2 Op ctt, A 107,
3 Chapter IX below
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of self-knowledge, the empiricist view may yet be defensible. But
that remains to be determined later

The meaning of ‘experience’. A second criticism of empiricism
has been referred to already, the charge that empiricists narrow
the meaning of the word ‘expenience’ unduly Claiming that all
knowledge 1s based on experience, they proceed to equate 1t with
sense-experience, and this, we are told, 1s highly arbitrary For
are there not other forms of experience than sensing, and may not
these, too, be primary sources of knowledge? Among these other
forms of experience have been suggested (1) the experience of the
mystics, (2) the experience of the artist, (3) moral experience, and
(4) historical experience

It 1s not by any means obvious at first sight that this objection,
even 1if sustamned, could be used 1n favour of rationahism; yet 1its
acceptance would clearly play havoc with empiricism as we have
stated 1t The main attraction of that doctrine, one may venture
to suggest, 1s 1ts clear-cut, matter-of-fact character. by confiming
knowledge to what can (or could if physical conditions allowed)
be sensed, it sweeps away all the phantasmagona of metaphysics,
the real essences, intelligible forms, and supersensible things m
themselves which philosophers have been so prone to postulate
(But all these ghostly entities threaten to return to haunt us if the
basis of expenence 1s widened 1n the way here suggested This 1s
especially clear 1f the validity of mystical experience 1s allowed:
who knows what extravagances will follow such an admission?
The excesses of philosophies of art, again, are notorious* witness
the theories of Schelling and others One cannot suppose that
these developments would be welcome to empuricists, with their
horror of Schwarmeres of any kind Indeed, the empiricists’ only
consolation would be that they could scarcely be welcome to
rationalists either For rationalists, after all, are mamly concerned
to forward the cognitive claims of the intellect, and they cannot
think their case helped by msistence on the vahdity of non-
mtellectual mtwtion as advocated by mystics and romantic
philosophers.

It is, however, undeniable that rationalists of the post-Kantian
type have laid great stress on this argument about the differ-
ent forms of experience, and the reason must now be stated. It
is to be found 1n their belief that thought can be shown to be

! Hegel's violent antipathy to the philosophies of ‘feelng’ prevalent in his
time 1s 1nsiructive here.
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presupposed in these other forms of expernience more readily than
it can in sense-perception. I will try to explain tius difficult 1dea

Rationalists, of course, hold that even sense-perception presupposes
thought, and one of the charactenistic doctrines of extreme (though
not of moderate) rationalism s that 1t takes sensing and thinking
to be 1 the last analysis not separate at all Nevertheless, this
school has never been very happy about sense-perception, and has
shown 1ts uneasiness by denouncing the kind of thinking 1t involves
as infenior or ‘abstract’ The kind of thinking mnvolved 1n sense-
perception, 1ts members say, 1s that of understanding rather than
reason, and the highest categones do not function in 1t But m
morality, art, and rehgion, we are told, the case 1s very different

There the march of reason 1s far more obvious, and that opaque
element which baffles thought in the sphere of sense-perception
has far more nearly disappeared Morahty, art, and religion
mvolve, according to Hegel who is the prime exponent of this
view, a series of categories which can be shown to be logically
higher than the categones of understanding Hegel 15 not saying,
that these spheres are fully rational he thinks they have obvious
imperfections, or, in his own language, involve obvious contra-
dictions, and that for this reason they must be supplemented by
a higher form of experience to which they point forward: the think-
g of philosophy Nevertheless, his assertion of their superionty
to sense-experience 1n pomt of rationality is not in doubt

There are, then, two ways of interpreting this objection to
empiricism  According to both, empiricism 1s false because 1t 1s
too narrowly based, but while the one party 1s content simply to
call attention to this fact, the other attempts to interpret it n
favour of rationalism Hence arise two questions in theory of
knowledge (1) Are there forms of expenence (or primary sources
of knowledge) which are not reducible to sensing ? and (2) If there
are, 1s reason involved in them in any special way? These are
questions which I propose to take up later in the book !

Sense and sense-expersence The last objection to empiricism we
need consider at present concerns an alleged ambiguity in its
fundamental principle The empiricist thesis as we have stated 1t
1s that all knowledge of matters of fact 1s based on sensation or
Introspection, or, again, 1s derived from sense-experience Now
1t may be argued that these apparently similar expressions conceal
an mmportant diversity of view Sensation results in the appre-

* See Chapter X below.
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hension of sense-data, but it is quite wrong to identify such
apprehension with sense-experience or sense-perception For in
the latter an active intellectual element 1s mvolved as well as
passive sensation Sense-expenience aims at bringing sense-data
under concepts, and results m judgements about the sensible
world, and concepts and judgements are things of the mind
Sense-experience 1s thus a resultant of two components, sense and
thought. And empiricism is only plausible so long as 1t suppresses,
or conveniently overlooks, the intellectual factor which even
sense-knowledge involves
his ine of argument will be considered at length in the next

chapter. Here I confine myself to noting that 1t 1s one to which
both empiricists and rationahsts have 1n fact attached importance,
though 1n my view quite wrong1y> 1t is possible,[I shall argug), for
empiricists to grant the indispensability of an intellectual com-
ponent 1n knowledge without surrendering or compromising their
main principle, nbr do they need to prove that intellection 1s
ultimately reducible to sensation to establish thewr point What
they do need to prove 1s that sensation and introspection are the
sole primary sources of knowledge, and that the part which the
mtellect plays in knowledge 1s strictly subsidiary It is on this
contention that the plausibility of empiricism ultimately turns

Rationalism and sensation {So much for the .weaknesses of
empiricism The main crux of rationalism, to which we now turn,
arises over the interpretation given to sensation in that theory
I have mentioned already the tendency of rationalists of the
extreme school to say that sensing must ultimately be reducible
to thinking, the parallel tendency to subsume truths of fact under
truths of reason has also been referred to Despite the highly
paradoxical character of such steps as these, it remains true that_
rationahists are driven to them by the logic of their case. For
whil§) oné of the prime aims of these philosophers 1s to show that
what 1s real 1s rational and can be comprehended by reason, the
most striking feature of knowledge based on sensation 1s just that
it cannot be comprehended in this way.! The given element in
sense-perception is an ultimate which we have no choice but to
acquiesce in; there is simply no sense in asking why 1t 1s what 1t
is If he accepts sensation at its face value the rationalist philo-
sopher is accordingly forced to admit a final unintelhgibility n
things. And thss he is naturally very unwilling to do

I See above, p. 13.
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The remedy 1s to say that sensation should not be taken at 1its
face value, but should be interpreted 1n such a manner that it 1s
shown to be a form of thinking This has been attempted 1n
different ways It was tried, for instance, by Leibniz 1n his theory
of distinct and confused knowledge According to Leibniz, the
distingmshing mark of sensation 1s 1ts confused character, while
that of intellection 1s its clarity Thus in one passage in the
Nouveaux Essais we read ‘Ideas which come from the senses are
confused, and the truths which depend on them are so also, at
least 1n part, whereas intellectual ideas and the truths which
depend on them are distinct, and neither have their ongin in the
senses '! Sense-perception as so described gives us knowledge of
phenomena only, to know reality we must have recourse to the
mtellect The suggestion with Leibmz, however (and this 1s the
important point), 1s that there 1s no absolute gulf between these
two spheres With the growth of science, intellectual insight can
replace sense-knowledge on an increasing scale, and the confusions
of sense be removed Sensing and thinking are activities which
are continuous with one another, and the former gradually shades
off into the latter Sensing 1s thus properly described as immature
or imperfect thinking, and the unintelligibilities to which 1t gives
nise are not to be taken as ultimate

This theory of the relation of sense and thought was one of the
parts of the philosophy of Letbniz to be attacked most vigorously
by Kant 1n the Critrque of Pure Reason Kant argued that it was
just not true that a continuous transition from sensing to thinking
was possible Sense mtuition introduced peculianities of its own,
which no amount of intellectual analysis could resolve A promi-
nent example of this was to be found 1n the problem of 1ncongruous
counterparts, first put forward by Kant 1n his short essay on space
m 1768 A left-hand glove seen 1n a mirror looks right-handed,
yet there 1s no wntelligible difference between image and original
We can only account for the difference by recognizing an ongmal
1dea of space, known to us by a species of sensible knowledge.
To deny this 1s to confuse the spheres of logic (pure thought) and
real existence Kant went on to apply this analysis to most of the
leading doctrines of Leibniz, showing how the latter’s views were

! Taken from Russell’s Philosophy of Lesb