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PREFACE

THis study has been developed out of lectures de-
livered in the course of the last five years under the
terms of my appointment as Jowett Lecturer in Philo-
sophy at Balliol. It does not attempt to provide an 1n-
troduction to the logic of the Idealists, in the sense of
giving an easily intelligible exposition of the doctrines
of that logic as they are propounded by the Idealistic
writers themselves. From the outset I have approached
the matter from a critical standpoint, seeking to dis-
cover for myself what is n the last resort the essential
logical position of modern Idealism, to estimate how
far the implications of that position have been fully
worked out, and finally to judge of the philosophical
value of the Idealistic logic generally. I have through-
out been influenced by the conviction that the broad
issues in this enquiry are best seen in proportion by
reflecting on the debt which any Idealistic Logic must
owe to Kant. He, though his arguments are too sweep-
ing in character and his conclusions, for all his native
caution, too unreservedly stated and too easily arrived
at, was 1n a position—and his Cretsgue of Pure Reason
forces the reader into a position—to see the issues
broadly and as a whole. The Idealists, while they have
rarely, if at all, in my view, passed outside the terms
of reference set for logic by Kant, or added sub-
stantially to the germinal ideas given by him, have
not unnaturally shown a tendency to lose sight of the

wood in giving necessary attention to the trees
v
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In working out my argument I have concentrated
attention primarily on an altempt to make the several
logical positions which I have set against one another
as clear and well-defined as possible To that end I
have thought 1t better quite frankly to take a high line
1n dealing with the philosophies concerned. I have not
scrupled to use the terms ‘the Traditional logic’ and
‘the Idealistic logic’ quite freely, without necessarily
having 1n mund at the given moment any particular
utterance or even, sometimes, any particular thinker;
and no attempt has been made by quotation and refer-
ence to give an appearance of a kind of scholarship
which 1t 1s no part of the purpose of this study to
claim. The exposition of the essentials of a philo-
sophical position, while 1t requires a knowledge of the
relevant writings, also demands judgment in the ex-
pounder, especially when those doctrines are being
exhibited from a special and independent point of
view, and no wealth of documentation can obviate
that need, though 1t may conceal it No doubt it is a
weakness, but 1f 1n this study I had turned aside to
justify every attribution of doctrine, I could not have
kept my line of argument clear. The main theses about
the essential principles of the Traditional and Ideal-
istic logics, though they may appear unorthodox at
first sight, tend, I hope, to justify themselves as their
implications become clearer 1n the course of the argu-
ment.

My conclusions about the Idealistic logic are
based primarily on reflection on the writings of Brad-
ley and of Professor Joachim. As regards Kant, experi-
ence certainly does not suggest that quotation is of
much value in 1tself as a support for a particular inter-
pretation of his thought. In the case of Cook Wilson,
I have been forced to ask the reader to pay close atten-
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tion here and there to particular statements; but this
1s because 1t 1s essential to his position to criticise other
views by pressing their particular statements in his
own way, and because he wrote his own pages in full
anticipation that this method of interpretation, which
he thought the only sound one, would be applied to
his own writings.

My chief obligation 1s to Professor Prichard, without
whose teaching I could never have achieved any under-
standing of the logic of Cook Wilson, in the study
of whose doctrines I was brought up. My respect and
admuration for Bradley, and for the logic of Idealism
generally, 1s due chiefly to thelectures of Professor H. H.
Joachim, which I heard more than twelve years ago;
my recollection of these has been the main force driv-
ing me to the attempt to learn more about the philo-
sophy of Kant. I owe much more than I can estimate
in detail to the privilege of being able frequently to
hear Professor J. A. Smith defending Idealism in
private conversation, usually against an essenually
Cook Wilsonian attack. I am also especially indebted
to the Master of Balliol and to Mr. T. D. Weldon,
who have read the MS. of this study and have made
valuable suggestions; and to Mr. O. de Selincourt
and to my wife for reading the proofs.
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CHAPTER 1
THE AIM OF LOGIC,

Logic, as we find it in the modern Idealistic writers, 1s
a difficult and highly technical subject. Whether or
not it may properly be regarded as a science, it evi-
dently has a technique and a discipline of 1ts own—a
technique and a discipline which are by Idealism
jealously distinguished from those of empirical psy-
chology. This discipline must be accepted by the
student of logic, and such original work as he does
must be conducted within it and under 1ts general con-
trol, as in the case of the sciences. Unless the discip-
line is accepted, no progress 1s made with the science.

Normally speaking, when we take up any enquiry,
we are prepared at once to submit to the orthodox dis-
cipline of the science with which we are concerned.
We take 1t on trust that fruitful research in this matter
must obey certain rules, which have gradually come
to be accepted in the course of the development of our
science. And so 1t 1s with logic. We ask ourselves cer-
tain questions, because they are the questions asked
by logic. We set ourselves to answer them 1n certain
ways, because that 1s the procedure adopted by logic;
and fof most of our time we go on humbly working at
the departmental work within our subject, without
ever asking ourselves, ‘What is the good? What is
logic all about? What does it hope to discover, and
why does 1t use these particular methods in the endea-
vour to discover 1t?’

A
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Yet these fundamental questions must be con-
stantly arising 1n the mind of the student of logic. It
is not only the beginner who finds 1t difficult at times
to think his way 1nto the subject. To the novice and to
the master alike there probably come moments when
the arguing of logic means nothing to him, when it
appears, 1n fact, so much logic-chopping Either the
plain man’s answer to his question seems quite satis-
factory, or 1t seems at once evident that no answer can
be given. At these moments no work 1n logic can be
done, the mind simply fails to accept the task de-
manded of 1t If we believe 1n logic as a real study, we
believe, no doubt, that the answers to its questions are
neither immediately obvious nor impossible to find,
but that patient analysis and research will throw light
on them But, 1n order to be successful, we need to
have a clear understanding of what the questions of
logic are, and to what end they are of importance, and
we need also, each of us, a working assurance, if we
are to go forward with our work without undue look-
ing back, that research on these particular matters by
this particular method may reasonably be expected to
throw light on these particular questions.

To most people, the need for this assurance is para-
mount. No doubt there are those who will work on
blindly on any task by any discipline, without requur-
ing to be satisfied first that the task 1s of value, and
that their labour, employed 1n this way, will in time
achieve the task with reasonable economy. But for
most men this 1s not so. They demand to know where
they are supposed to be going, and whether this is the
right road to follow. These questions, moreover, seem
to have a special urgency 1n logic. At first it is difficult
to see any problem; then, when the problem is descried,
we need to be satisfied of the need to answer 1t; and
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even 1n the end of all we need to be assured of a
reasonable hope of a successful 1ssue to our labours.

But there 1s more to be said for our present enquiry
than this. Apart from the very human desire to be
assured that as logicians we are asking an important
question, and are using a proper method to answer 1t,
there 1s the further justification that our work 1n the
subject will make no progress unless we have at least a
provisional answer to these basic questions. Noadvance
can be made by simply obeying rules and submitting
to discipline. Important as 1t 1s that we should get on
with the detailed work of analysis and research, with-
out which our thought makes no way because 1t meets
with no resistance, we know that any scientific en-
quury suffers if the enquirer does not from time to time
drag such fundamental questions forward from the
back of his mind, and force himself to take stock of his
situation and give himself a provisional answer. If we
do this too often or with too rigorous insistence, we
shall never begin on our work at all, or at least shall
have left insufficient time and energy to make pro-
gress. If we do it not at all, we shall stumble about
blindly, sometimes inside sometimes outside our own
province, and our work will produce no more than
unrelated and valueless jottings 1n a notebook.

What then, we ask, 1s the aim of logic, and what is
its method? There 1s a common belief that 1t 1s the
aim of logic to enable us to distinguish between sound
and spurious proof, and that 1ts method 1s to examine
the forms of statement and of inference, abstracted
from their matter. Logic would thus be essential to
the possibility of knowledge. Since there are many
truths which we know, not immediately, but by infer-
ence, it 1s essential that we should be able infallibly to
distinguish inference from false arguing. It 1s thus of
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great value if we can classify arguments into different
forms, and determine what forms are valid and what
not. Obviously many of the errors which have been
current among mankind have been due to an in-
adequate logic in this sense; premises have been
thought to carry conclusions which on further investi-
gation they clearly could not support. If it 1s possible
by an examination of forz to determine what kind of
premise can support what kind of conclusion, a valu-
able step will have been taken towards the avoidance
of future error

There was a time when 1t was taken for granted that
logic could achieve this aim, and even that it had
achieved 1it. Every thinker, it was thought, no matter
what the subject of his enquiry, must submit his
alleged demonstrations to the scrutiny of the logician,
who could tell by the general laws of logic whether
they were formally valid or not. Against the verdict of
logic there was no appeal It mattered not how new
was the subject of investigation, how 1ntricate or deli-
cate the ratiocination, or how complicated or difficult
the terminology. Always logic could and must judge
the validity of the proofs on general principles. It was
taken for granted that all proof could be reduced to
one or other of the known forms, and was therefore
bound to conform to the rules which governed that
form As regards all the knowledge which depends on
reasoning, logic was thought to provide the test of
truth.

Probably nobody would advance so sweeping a claim
for logic nowadays. The beginning of the modern atti-
tude is perhaps marked by Locke’s famous remark that
God did not make men barely two-legged creatures
and leave 1t to Aristotle to make them rational!, though

1Essay, IV x4
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Locke did not press home his point of view or realise
its implications for logic As time went on the tradi-
tional logic more and more obviously failed to impose
its authority on the man of science. When modern
physics was shown to be using methods of demonstra-
tion which the old logic was bound to condemn, the
old logic failed to carry conviction; though dragged to
its conclusions, nobody but the professional logician
embraced them. The result was that the modern logic
was driven to be more sceptical of the possibility of
any systematic distinction between the form and the
matter of argument. It was forced by experience to
recognise that a logician, however well equipped, was
quite incompetent to judge of the reasoning of a
modern scientific theory, and that, for instance, the
proof of a physical hypothesis can be neither under-
stood nor tested by anyone who 1s not a physicist.
With this admussion 1s banished once for all the
original claim of logic to provide an absolute, general
test of truth. If, in order to judge of a particular
demonstration, 1t 1s necessary to have special know-
ledge of the subject matter with which the demonstra-
tion 1s concerned, then clearly there 1s no question of
the possibility of a formal criterion of reasoning; what
is required 1s full knowledge of the particular science
concerned. Here there 1s no need for logic

Yet if logic humbles itself to this extent, as it seems
that 1t must; if it no longer claims to scrutinise, and
accept or reject, the arguings of the sciences; 1if every
particular science must 1itself alone be answerable for
the validity of its own reasoning, and must brook no
interference on the authority of general logic; 1s there
then any worthy place at all for logic to occupy? Can
there any longer be any such thing as logic? The case
against logic has only to be put in this extreme form
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for it to be seen at once that it can hardly be the
whole truth. If 1t were sound, then every science would
have a logic of 1ts own. Every scientist would in the
course of practice acquire an art of thinking suitable
to his own subject matter, but such that 1t would fail
him at once 1f he sought to use the same technique in
another sphere. He would first perhaps acquire the art
unconsciously, and then in the course of time learn
from his successes and failures what are the rules of
this thinking, and so develop more or less consciously
and deliberately a practical logic of his own—the logic
of physics, as 1t might be, or the logic of biology.
Now clearly there 1s much truth 1n such a view, and
any sound general logic must allow for this. The
physicist learns to reason, not by studying logic, but
by the study of physics, furthermore, he often quarrels
with the reasoning of other people, as for instance
with the reasoning of the pure mathematician. Also
he often shows an 1nability to think straight on other
subjects, sometimes combined with a rigid belief that
a training 1n physics equips a man at once to solve
any problem No doubt to some extent each science
has a practical logic of 1ts own. But this can hardly be
the whole truth; or at least we cannot accept 1t as the
whole truth without careful examnation. It seems
worth while at least to canvass the view that all these
thinkings are, or might be 1n the end, thinkings of one
mind, and that therefore they are all to some extent 1n-
formed by the character of the mind as a whole, and all
themselves contribute to form the activity of the mind
as a whole. If this is so, 1t is clear that the mind of man
lives not by his actvity as a physicist, but by the
actvity of the mind as a whole; and 1t would seem that
by examining and comparing the mind’s thinking in
the various sciences we mught throw light on the
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nature of that activity of mind in general, which to
some extent mnforms them all We should also thus get
a clearer view of the relation of the mind itself to 1ts
thinking under the particular scientific disciplines.
Also, 1f we are right, and the thought of man does not
live by physics alone or by biology alone, we may dis-
cover what should be our attitude to physics and to
biology and to their results, whether, that 1s, we may
accept their results as true, or whether, while we need
their help, we have further to go 1n search of truth
If on the other hand we are wrong, and the enquiry
either of the biologist or of the physicist ultimately
constitutes the whole cognitive activity of his mind, if,
that is, either biology or physics 1s 1n 1tself the whole
pursurt of truth; then our enquiry, which starts with
a different assumption, will fail in the face of the facts
of real thinking, and betray its own uselessness.

This at any rate, as 1t seems to me, 1s the task which
1s undertaken, at first half-blindly but gradually with
clearer vision, by the Idealistic logic Whatever be the
outcome, at least 1t shows 1tself a living and growing
enquiry, and not a completed and barren one which
was born and died in the mind of Aristotle If this 1s
true, then just as the true logic had to come to life
again because of the new methods of enquiry adopted
by modern science, and had to recognise that there are
modes of thinking never recognised by the schoolmen,
just as, later, 1t had to waken again to recognise that
the account of thought which had been worked out by
an examination of physics had to be further modified
and developed to comprehend the discipline of the
new systematic biology; so now 1t must remain alive
to square 1itself to the newest developments of scien-
tific method and thinking, lest 1t unduly narrow the
activity of mind and represent the mind as a smaller
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and less fertile thing than 1t 1s. It 1s 2 far cry indeed
from such a view to the old claim of logic to be a pure
enquiry legislating for, and himiting & 72072, the possi-
bility of all thinking. But along this road logic may
secure for itself perhaps a humble, but at least a liv-
ing and growing actity 1n purswut of the truth about
the nature of thinking and the nature of mind.

It may seem to some, as 1t seemed to the old logic,
that this 1s a wrong statement of the problem based
on a confusion It may seem that, strictly speaking,
there can be no development of new modes or dis-
ciplines of thinking, that what 1s really the same
thinking, 1n accordance with the same principles and
under the same discipline, has been applied to new
subject matter, and thus, because 1t uses new terms,
has been mistaken for a new kind of thinking. In
truth, it may seem, thinking has the same principles
and 1s confined within the same limits at all times and
in all places, at all periods of the history of thought,
and as applied to all kinds of subject matter. Think-
ing 1s thinking, and demonstration 1s demonstration;
and 1t should be possible to arrive at a sound account
of thinking as such, 1n complete abstraction from 1ts
subject matter, and 1n a way which makes 1t quite un-
necessary to look for anything new in the present or
recent past, or to awazit 1t 1n the future.

This view, the view implicit 1n the old logic, may
be a true one, but, true or not, 1t seems to me quite
clearly alien from the real spirit of the Idealistic logic.
This logic has from 1ts earliest days with Kant taken
a different line. Though it took Kant a long time to
realise 1t himself, and though his followers in logic
have not always remembered 1it, the new logic is
strongly based in empiricism—in a lesson learnt from
experience. Attractive as the old logic 1s—and intrinsi-
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cally, as Kant recognised, 1t 1s difficult to find fault
with it—the new logic starts from the observed fact
that its doctrines are simply not true of the actual
thinking of modern science, the physicist just does
not 1n fact think like that. Kant himself was waked up
to this by noticing that science, which had compara-
tively speaking slumbered for nearly two thousand
years, had suddenly taken on a new lease of unpre-
cedently strenuous life 1n the century or so before his
tuume. This he asserted to be due to the fact that
science was working on a new method, which had
been either not at all or imperfectly exploited by the
ancients. On the examination of this new method
Kant founded the new logic. Kant claims to have
learned something about thinking which was to pro-
duce a revolution 1n logic by reflecting on those new
methods of physical science by which a ‘light broke
upon all students of nature’ Though 1t took Kant
long to learn 1t himself, this meant that he was
condemning logic forever to fail of that completeness
and perfect authority of which, like the ancient logic,
he dreamed at first He was 1n fact condemning 1t to
be 1n an important sense an empirical science. It must
1n future be prepared to wait upon the development of
fresh scientific modes of thought, which must inevit-
ably bring with them fresh revolutions in logical
theory, just as the development of physics 1n the seven-
teenth century had now brought in 1ts train the Co-
pernican Revolution of Kant. Indeed much of this
kind has already happened since Kant’s day. The
logic which learned a lesson from the examination of
physics, had yet much to learn from a scrutiny of
systematic biology and of the methods of history; and
these have left their mark on the pages of the great
YCritrque of Pure Reason (N. K Smith’s translation), p 20
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Logics of the ninetcenth century It may even be that
in our day physics itself has another page to write 1n
the history of logic; but 1t 1s as yet too soon to say.
Certainly the new logic must be prepared to grow.

= It would be a mistake, however, to overestimate the
humility of the modern logic. It would be a funda-
mental error to regard logic as a wholly empirical
enquiry, or to think of it as having entirely given up
its claim to be the final arbiter in regard to truth. In
the hands of Kant, the new logic, while prepared to
take a hint from the examination of the methods of
the sciences, claimed to determine the limits of the
possibilities of the scientific method, and to be the
final judge on the claims of science to apprehend ulti-
mate truth. Historically, the new logic was bound to
take 1ts stand as an enemy of science, since 1t arose to
repel a spurious theory of thinking which had been
put forward on the credit of scientific method as
applied to the phenomena of mind This theory sought
to supplant the theory of thought put forward by the
old logic, and supported 1tself by appeals to scientific
psychology. Kant, 1n founding the new logic, nightly
treated this as an attack, not simply on the old logic,
but on logic itself, on the behalf of empirical psycho-
logy; and he sought to repel 1t, not by combating the
particular psychological views on their own ground,
or even by attacking scientific psychology as such,
but by attacking (or, more strictly, by attempting
exactly to value) scientific method itself If we regard
Hume as a sceptic, poking holes 1n the demonstrations
of science, then we regard Kant primarily as a de-
fender of science. But if we think of Hume, as we also
must, as developing his scepticism by using scientific
method as applied to the phenomena of the human
mind 1n a wholly dogmatic manner characteristic of
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the scientific spirit of the coming age, then Kant’s
answer to Hume consists 1n an attack on scientific
method. Kant seeks to show, not that Hume has got
his psychology wrong, but that the psychological
method cannot yield the truth about mind, and 1n par-
ticular about thinking He attempts to do this, not by
saying that the method of empirical science, so suc-
cessful i physics, breaks down when applied to mind;
but by maintaiming that the method of empirical
science 1s of 1ts own nature doomed never to discover
ultimate truth about anything. In trying to prove this,
Kant founded the Idealistic logic.

Historically then the Idealistic logic sets out on its
course with two fundamental tenets. First, that the
old logic 1s inadequate to explain modern science;
secondly, that empirical psychology cannot produce
an adequate theory of thinking—and therefore logic
must set 1ts own house 1n order by the use of a method
of 1ts own, distinct from that of psychology. With the
second we are not here directly concerned, as we shall

nsider 1t in the next chapter It 1s mentioned here

imply to show that in considering this modern Ideal-
istic theory of thinking we are dealing with a real
logic, and not with a psychological substitute In
regard to the first point, we have seen that the attempt
to set logic on 1ts feet again historically took the form
of a logical estimation, which was at once a defence
and an attack, of the reasonings of science In this can
be detected 1n some measure the assertion of the old
claim for logic as a test of truth. It seems to be implied
that logic can defend the argumentation of science 1n
some respect 1n which it cannot defend itself; for obvi-
ously the new logic in 1ts defence does not simply take
the particular conclusions of science and repeat the
scientific arguments i1n support of them. Mathe-
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matics and physics themselves, as represented in
philosophy by Descartes, had indeed thought that
this was all that was necessary. Descartes thought
that the proofs of science sufficiently guaranteed
themselves 1n every way, being the work of reason,
and that there could 1n no sense be any external test
of their truth.! If a man at any time feels any doubt
in any degree of the truth of these propositions, all he
can do, says Descartes, 15 to go through the scientific
proof again. Either that will remove his doubt and
satisfy him of the truth, or nothing can. But this s not
the position of the new logic The history of thought,
culminating in Hume, had thrown up a line of artack
against which the sciences themselves seemed defence-
less, since 1t denied the possibility of all proof what-
ever, and represented the belief 1n scientific proof as a
more or less complicated illusion, the development of
which in the mind was naturahstically explainable, as
bodily disease 1s naturalistically explainable. So long
as one bore 1n mind the arguments of Hume, one
could go through any scientific proof and remain un-
convinced of its validity This seemed to mean that all
scientific proof as such 1s only convincing if certain
presuppositions are accepted, and that Hume had
demolished those presuppositions. If that is so they
cannot m the nature of the case themselves be de-
fended or established by science. This was the task
undertaken by the new logic: 1t sought to vindicate the
possibility of proof as against Hume. It saw that 1n
order to do this 1t must discover what these presup-
positions are. Kant, so far forth as logician (that is,
in nearly all of the Gréitigue of Pure Reason), sought to

'He seems sometimes to have held that the premises of mathe-
matical reasoning require extra-mathematical vindication, z.¢ by
deduction from the cogz/o, but he certamly thought that mathe-
matical reasomng itself was reasoming par excellence.
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show that Hume’s arguments hold only if the old
logic 1s accepted. 1f modern physics 1s examined by
properly logical methods, he thought, it will be seen
that thinking 1s not what the old logic represented it
as being, and 1ts presuppositions are not of the kind
they were there represented to be; and therefore
Hume’s attack fails. It remained to determine of what
nature thinking was, and what were 1its presupposi-
tions. How 1s scientific proof possible? What presup-
positions must be accepted if the proofs of science are
to be convincing? But as we have seen, though logic
still claims to be the final arbiter as regards truth,
Kant, in appealing as against the old logic to the
method and practice of modern physics, has, as he
himself perhaps finally saw, bound logic down to an
ultimately empirical basis from which 1t can never
free 1tself As we shall see, 1t can never deny the possi-
bility of another Copernican revolution.

Under these conditions the claim of logic to be the
ultimate arbiter as regards truth 1s clearly not a sumple
or an unequivocal one. This fact 1s betrayed at once
by its humble approach to the problem and its ap-
parent imitial worship of science. The enquiry, as
begun by Kant, starts deeply impressed by the success
of science. It speaks of scepticism in regard to scientific
proof as foolish, and of the argumentation of scepti-
cism as obviously carrying no conviction. Kant takes it
for granted that nobody will really éefzeve 1n the
philosophy of Hume So he does not set out to sit 1n
judgment @b sn2420 on the ratiocinations of science. He
does not ask, as Hume did—Is this argument sound?
Has it any soundness in 1t whatever? He starts rather
from the presumption that it is sound in some sense,
and asks himself how it can be so. What are the im-
plications of the possibility of such an argument?
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What must the mind be taking for granted 1f 1t is con-
vinced by this argument? And logic, by employing its
own proper method, the only method by which such
questions can be answered, replies that these proofs
could only be accepted as valid under certain specified
conditions—under these conditions and these condi-
tions alone; and 1t further insists that the recognition
of the necessity of these conditions is relevant to a
final judgment of what the arguments really prove. If
we think, as 1n common life we tend to think, that the
proofs of science are valid unconditionally, when the
truth 1s that they rest upon the assumption of certain
unverified conditions, then we are obviously under an
illusion. And if these conditions are the absolute con-
ditions of the very possibility of scientific method
itself, then 1t 1s not science, but only logic, which can
save us from that illusion. Such at any rate 1s the task
which Kant himself in his logic undertook, and
handed down to the Idealist logicians after him.
Certainly 1t 1s clear that this critique of scientific
argumentation, 1f 1t 1s a real task at all, 1s a highly
important one, being essential to the march towards
truth. The question 1s—Can logic perform 1t? Has 1t
a method which can enable 1t to determine what the
presupposttions of a given proof must be? As we have
seen, logic differentiates itself from any merely em-
pirical enquiry as to what a particular scientist, or a
particular class of scientists, or scientists generally
taken as a class, seem as a matter of fact to be taking
for granted. Logic seeks to achieve more than this.
It does not ask the scientist what he is presupposing,
or what he thinks he is presupposing; it claims rather
to tell him. It examines his proofs 1n a certain way and
informs him that his proof 1s only convincing on cer-
tain presuppositions, though he himself may not have
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recognised this; except on these presuppositions, the
proof has no validity. Because 1t 1s a presupposition
of all his thinking the scientist himself does not recog-
nise 1ts presence. But for all that logic reveals that it
is there, and that 1t gives all his conclusions a con-
ditional character which he himself has not recog-
nised.

Now this 1s a very presumptuous thing to do with
a scientist, or :ndeed with anybody else; but especially
so with a scientist, since 1t 1s a recognised part of his
own discipline to notice carefully the conditions under
which alone his arguments hold Clearly logic must
be very sure of 1itself before it makes any such claim.
Evidently everything depends on its method. Is 1ts
method competent to enable 1t to go behind the ap-
parent facts and say—Whatever scientists #nk are
their presuppositions, these are really so, for without
them their proofs as a whole cannot be valid? Only 1f
logic can justify this ‘cannot’ can 1t claim 1n any sense
to sit in judgment. Unless 1t can retain for itself at
least this relic of the @ prz077, 1t at once becomes no
more than a methodical empirical enquiry into the
conditions under which certain arguments seem in
actual fact to carry conviction with scientists; that 1s,
1t uses, quite simply, the very method which 1t 1s seek-
ing to criticise and evaluate, and 1t loses therewith its
last vestige of authority. If he who uses a method is
the judge of the limits of the method, then the
physicist 1s the judge of his own, and the psychologist
of his; and there 1s no place for logic at all.

Everything then depends on the method of logic.
If it has a method by which it can justify its own
special enquiry, well and good. If it has not, there is
no other ground for believing in the necessity of the
enquiry. Its place will be taken partly by empirical
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psychology and partly by the empirical study of the
history of thought and scientific method, and logic as
a real study 1s dead. In actual fact, the new logic,
while it has reared 1tself largely upon an empirical
basis, still claims a final authority. This claim, both
in Kant and in the later Idealistic logic, rests upon its
belief in its own special method, which it carefully
differentiates from the method of science itself, and in
particular from the method of psychology. It is to an
examnation of method therefore that we must now
turn.



CHAPTER 1II
THE METHOD OF LOGIC

Locic proceeds by examining statements and infer-
ences in regard to their form. In so far as statements
of the same form differ in respect of their subject
matter, logic takes no interest in this difference. It 1s
concerned with form alone, and seeks to draw only
such conclusions as can be drawn from the analysis
of form. We have now to determine just what 1s
meant when we say that logic 1s concerned with the
form of statements, how logic actually sets about its
task, and what grounds there are for believing that
such a method of enquiry will produce valuable
results. Can statements be classified under different
logical forms? Can the logical form be distinguished
from the grammatical form, or are they the same?
What is the significance and value of this logical
classification when 1t 1s achieved?

In practical life it 1s clear that we all attach im-
portance to the ability to say what we mean. We also
recognise that to do so 1s a matter of difficulty, since
we often say what we do not mean, and often, in spite
of taking pains, just fail to say what we mean. Per-
haps there are even occasions when it 1s 1mpossible
to say what we mean. No doubt when we fail to do so
it is often because we do not know what we mean;
but, at any rate according to common opinion, this is
not always so; and furthermore it 1s difficult to see

how we can recognise that we have said what we did
B 17
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not mean unless we also know what we mean, though
we have not said it. At any rate we commonly dis-
tinguish between what we say and what we mean.

In making this distinction we seem to be allowing
that what 1s said has a meaning independently
of the meaning of the speaker in saying 1it; that 1s,
that a man’s statements have a meaning which may
or may not coincide with his meaning. If this 1s so, 1n
order to be able to say what we mean, we must not
only be able to discern clearly what we mean to say,
but we must also (and this 1s quite a different matter)
know exactly the meaning of the statement we use. It
is a common experience to try to say something, and
to recognise 1n the moment of saying 1t that #szs 1s not
quite what we mean, we then either withdraw the
statement and try again de »zovo, or we attempt to
modify the statement The latter procedure may seem
to some to be especially characteristic of philosophers.
This does not seem to be always because the philo-
sopher 1s in confusion as to what he does mean, 1t 1s
sometimes due to his not being able to hit upon the
right statement. In these cases the right form of ex-
pression sometimes 1s found after some hesitation,
sometimes 1t 1S not.

In any case, let us not for the moment consider the
difficulties 1nvolved 1n determining exactly what we
mean to say, let us here consider whether 1t 1s possible
to determine just what a given statement means We
must remember, of course, that we may perhaps be
forced to admit, as our enquiry proceeds, that our
prima facie distinction between what we mean and
what our statements mean was an unsound one, and
that a statement has no meaning as distinct from that
of the person who makes the statement. In that event,
we should have to say that a man always says what
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he means, and means what he says at the time of
saying it, in some cases he has only to say what he
means and he finds he no longer means 1t; he then
speaks again and says what he now means, and so on.
We will not, however, pause and attempt to demolish
this hostile view here and now, we will rather claim
leave to proceed with our own hypothesis, comforting
ourselves with the reflection that 1n doing so we seem
to be not a thousand muiles removed from the subject
matter and procedure of logic. We know that logicians
have quarrelled about the meaning of statements as if
statements 1n themselves had some meaning. They
have differed, for instance, as to whether the statement
‘the soul 1s not circular’ has any meaning at all, that
1s to say, whether it has a meaning and 1s true, or 1s
nonsense having no meaning at all. Also they have
asked themselves, for instance, whether it means
exactly the same thing to say ‘in every triangle the
internal angles are together equal to two right angles’
as to say “if the figure 48C 1s a triangle, then 1ts
internal angles are together equal to two right angles.’
Evidently logicians do ask themselves our ques-
tion, and regard the finding of the answer to 1t as being
important.

It may help to clear up the scope and limits of our
enquury still further if we first ask ourselves just wky
we regard 1t as of such importance that we should say
what we mean. The first answer that occurs to the
mind is that when we speak we wish to be understood,
and rightly understood, by others; and how can we
bring this about unless we know the meaning of the
statements we use? It may thus appear that in seeking
to determine the meaning of a statement, we are
simply seeking to determine what other people will
as a matter of fact understand by that statement. This
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is to say that our enquiry would become an empirical
one, being a simple analysis of the conventional use
of language, and having little or no philosophical
value of any kind Daifferent tricks of style in different
languages, and 1n the same language at different
periods, confirm this view. It 1s a common experience
that the difficulty of expressing oneself comprehen-
sibly and unequivocally in a foreign language is
largely due to conventional idioms and turns of
phrase. But 1s this the whole truth® Are the meanings
of statements and forms of statements wholly conven-
tional? When we say that two different statements
mean the same thing, do we simply mean by this that
the same thing will as a matter of fact be understood
by both statements by people within a given circle—
e.g. everyone who knows the language, or every edu-
cated person, or every physicist, or evervone who has
been a soldier? Or 1s 1t rather our belief that a given
form of statement has of its own nature a definite fixed
meaning, independently of any convention; and that
that meaning 1s 1ts meaning, and can be shown to be
1ts meaning, whether or not it 1s commonly recog-
nised, or recogmised by any particular group of people,
and whether or not 1t 1s commonly or conventionally
used to convey that meaning or some other meaning?

If the former alternative is the truth, and the mean-
ing of statements 1s wholly conventional, 1t would
seem desirable for those who are especially determined
not to misunderstand one another to form a new con-
ventional language of their own for their particular
subject of discourse. In view of the obviously em-
pirical and inconclusive nature of any enquiry as to
what is as a matter of fact conventionally understood
1n common usage, this course would seem to be un-
avoidable. It will then be necessary to start by defin-
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ing exactly what we shall mean by certain common
forms of statement, and we must discipline ourselves
to abide by our rules rigidly and never to use these
forms of statements except 1n the exact sense defined;
and when, as will no doubt happen, we find that we
want to say things which there is so far no form of
statement 1n our special language to express, we
must find and fix a new form to express just that, and
so on. We must say of forms of statement, as Humpty
Dumpty said of words!, When / use this form, I mean
just this—no more and no less. When, for instance, I
say, ‘A gryphon has a beak and pecks, a dragon has
teeth and bites,” there 1s no existential implication
about my statement at all I do not mean to say that
there really are such things as gryphons or dragons, I
simply mean—whatever 1t 1s that I do simply mean.
But here we find that the shoe begins to pinch. It 1s
by no means easy to lay down exactly what we mean
when we say these things, 1f we bear 1n mind that we
have to adhere rigidly to what we now declare in our
future discourse, especially as that discourse will pre-
sumably contain many difficult and tricky descrip-
tions and many long and subtle ratiocinations, 1n
which the exact meaning of our statements—as, for

1 Lewis Carroll, ZTkhrough the Looking Glass, ch w1

“There’s glory for you!”

“I don’t know what vou mean by ‘glory’,” Alice said

Humpty Dumpty smiled contemptuously ~ “Of course you don’t—
till I tell you I meant ‘there’s a nice knock-down argument for

ou I) »

Y “But ‘glory’ doesn’t mean ‘a mce knock-down argument,’” Alice
objected.

““When 7 use a word,” Humpty Dumpty said 1n rather a scornful
tone, ‘“1t means just what I choose 1t to mean—neither more nor less.”

“The question 1s,” said Alice, “whether you ¢zz make words
mean different things ”

“The question 1s,” said Humpty Dumpty, “which is to be master
—that’s all ”
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instance, whether we mean to assert azy kind of
existence of the gryphons and dragons—may make a
great deal of difference to our argument. When we
consider this, we are appalled at our undertaking and
inclined to admut 1ts impossibility. Further investiga-
tion convinces us that we are constantly using state-
ments of which we do not seem quite to know the
meaning, and yet this does not seem entirely to pre-
clude us from using them or even drawing conclusions
from them. So perhaps we shall find 1t simpler to
recognise this fact, that language seems to have the
mysterious property that we can use forms of state-
ment the meaning of which 1s not wholly known to us,
and stll draw vald conclusions and make vald
proofs. We shall thus be inclined to use the forms of
statement that lie ready to our hand, admitting that
there seems to be more 1n them than meets the eye,
and certainly more than mere convention. We shall
even be tempted to enquire deeper into the meanings
of these forms of statement, with a reasonable hope
that we shall thereby learn something which we evi-
dently do not at present know, and we shall abandon
the task of constructing a new and more accurately-
defined system of statement, convinced that we shall
not be able to achieve 1t successfully until we have
completed our logical enquiry. Then 1t seems likely
we shall no longer feel the need.

It seems then that our enquiry, while 1t is evidently
to be difficult, 1s not empirical 1n the sense 1n which
the lexicographer’s investigations are empirical. We
have no essential need to ask, What do men as a
matter of fact understand by this form of statement?
We may, of course, ask this question by the way, to
gain a hint in our search for the true meaning of the
statement. But we shall gain thereby no more than a
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hint; certainly we shall not thus complete our search.
For, as we have seen, the determination of what a man
means when he uses a particular form of statement
still leaves the true meaning of the statement 1tself a
mystery; the true meaning of statements 1s evidently
not fixed by what men understand by them, but by
something else. Therefore our method cannot be the
empirical method of psychology either. It is of no use
to determine what I or somebody else meant to say
when we used a particular form of words, nor what
some other person understood by them We shall not
answer our question 1n this way To determine the
meanings of different statements, and what 1t 1s that
fixes those meanings, we must leave these empirical
enquiries and turn in another direction.

We must now look back on our attempt to determine,
Humpty-Dumpty-wise, the exact meaning of different
forms of statement, and try to learn the lesson of
our faillure We see at once that what finally made us
abandon the attempt was the consideration of the
part played by statements 1n concise descriptions and
nice distinctions, and 1n long and subtle inferences.
We saw that 1n order to play a part in any future infer-
ence the meaning of statements must be exactly deter-
muned, since any difference of opinion about any pont
in regard to their meaning might be relevant to the
inference. Thus 1t seems that every statement, or at
least some statements, have not only a meaning but
also implications. Often, 1if not always, when we say
something, our statement has implications. It may be
that we affirm our statement to be true in full know-
ledge of its implications; or it may be that if we recog-
nised the implications we should withdraw 1t, recog-
nising that 1t is not what we meant to say. But in any
case the implications seem to be there, and they seem
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to depend on the statement, not upon me or upon my
meaning It seems that if I make a statement, and
then seek to work out 1ts implications, [ shall discover
the implications, not of what I meant, but of my staze-
ment, It seems 1n fact that 1 shall never discover the
implications of what I meant to say unless I find a
form of statement which actually states it. The possi-
bility of proof seems to be necessarily bound up with
statement. I do not prove a thing unless my statements
are related as premise and conclusion. Hence perhaps
the importance we attach to saving what we mean. If
we discover some new fact about the umiverse, we
cannot use It to prove any general theory—that 1s, 1t
can contribute nothing to our body of knowledge or of
belief—unless we can state exactly what we have dis-
covered. To have discovered in 1tself 1s of no value as
far as proof 1s concerned, I must also be able to state
my discovery If I say what I do not mean, and my
proof 1s a valid proof, I shall come to a conclusion dif-
ferent from that which I should have drawn if I had
said what I meant; for in this event my conclusion
follows, not from what I have discovered, but from
something else. Proof depends not upon what a man
means to say, but upon what he says.

There are no doubt cases where our beliefs are
affected by what we mean to say rather than by what
we say. \We seem sometimes to concentrate so closely
upon our point that we do not notice exactly whether
we have really stated it or not It 1s easy to find 1n-
stances where a writer 1n proving a point makes a
particular statement and then goes on to argue as if
he had said something quite different. This seems
sometimes to betray a real confusion of thought, and
sometimes a mere slip of statement. Sometimes it 15
quite clear that the writer really meant to say the



I THE METHOD OF LOGIC 25

other thing, which would have made his proof good,
and actually thought he had said 1t. Be that as it may,
the point for us 1s that 1n these cases the conclusion
has not been proved by him, and the writer could be
brought to see that it 1s not proved; and if at the time
he thought 1t proved, he was in error As far as he was
concerned, his conclusion could not take its place
within his body of knowledge, because, not being
proved, 1t might be true or i1t might be false. Proof can
only be recognised if the conclusion as stated follows
from the premuses as stated. Whether or not there are
other ways of arrnving at convictions or beliefs 1s not
here our concern, there 1s no other way of proof

Now if this 1s so, 1t 1s only by examining the mean-
ing of statements that we can hope to investigate the
nature of proof. If we wish to know what has been
proved and what has not, what can be proved and
what cannot, 1t is by this road that we must proceed.
Evidently psychology cannot help us, since psycho-
logy could only reveal to us what a particular speaker
meant when he used a particular form of words on
some particular occasion, and, as we have seen, what
we mean to say 1Is not relevant in regard to proof, but
only what we say. It 1s quite true that we must be very
chary of drawing from our enquiry any conclusions
about the order of events in particular minds, or even
of thinking that our investigations can throw any light
at all on such matters, but at least it has become clear
that 1t 1s unlikely that the close investigation of the
order of events 1n any individual mind can throw light
on the nature of proof. Prima facie at least there 1s a
task and a procedure for logic quite distinct from
those of psychology; namely, to throw light on the
nature and limits of proof, and thereby of knowledge
strictly so-called, by determining the meaning and
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implications, not of particular persons, but of state-
ments. We have recognised that when we use a par-
ticular form of statement, we use that which has a
meaning of 1ts own, whether we like it or not, so that
it cannot simply bear ox» meaning, Humpty-Dumpty-
wise; and we have seen that this characteristic of
statements seems closely connected with the possi-
bility of proof. Therefore 1f we wish to understand the
nature of proof, we must first come to a clear under-
standing of this mystery—the meaning of statements.

No doubt we shall often feel tempted to check our-
selves 1n our advance by commonsense considerations.
We shall say to ourselves, what 1s this meaning which
is not the meaning of any particular mind? If 1t 1s this
which is vital to and determines any particular proof,
then the thinking of the proof seems to be the thinking
of no individual mind. What 1s said determines what
1s proved, but clearly 1t does not determine the opera-
tions of the mind which said it. Proof 1s being repre-
sented as dependent upon a proving which 1s not the
activity of any particular mind. Evidently we are on
the highroad which leads to the Absolute. Some no
doubt will tremble and abandon the march at once.
But if the considerations which we have adduced are
sound, the only alternative road which we can descry
leads downhill to an everlasting scepticism which no
one can really embrace. At any rate 1t seemed so to
the Idealists; and if we are to understand their logic
we must take our courage in both hands, risk the
Absolute, and follow them. Moreover, if there 1s a
middle road at present hidden from our view, if we
pursue our final aim with consistent discipline and
determination, we may reasonably hope impercept-

1bly to be forced on to it through a growing dissatis-
faction with our own.
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We may take 1t then that 1t 1s our task, or at least
the beginning of our task, to attempt to determine
the meaning of statements, bearing 1n mind that not
evety one who uses a statement means by it what the
statement 1tself means, and also that it has been
shown to be a matter both of great difficulty and of
great importance to determine exactly what even the
simplest statement itself means But how shall we
proceed? We must have a method and a technique. If
we take at once a sumple statement like the one we
considered before—‘A dragon has teeth and bites’—
and seek to determine its meaning and what, if any-
thing, can be inferred from it, we shall find ourselves
in such difficulties at once that we should despair of
our investigation before we had well begun. Clearly
we must reserve so difficult a matter to the end, and
find something simpler to do first, hoping that these
simpler 1nvestigations will offer us some help for the
difficult ones which await us. What logic actually
does is first of all to survey the field and to classify
statements. It seeks to discover whether statements
can be reduced to different kinds, and 1f so how many
kinds there are. In doing this, of course, 1t 1s forced
to note clearly the distinguishing marks of the vari-
ous kinds, so that the various kinds can be dis-
criminated. It thus clearly makes some progress to-
wards discovering the meaning of any particular kind
of statement in learning to discriminate 1t from all
others. Whether or not 1t 1s possible by this method of
classification and distinction fully to determine what
is the meaning of any particular form of statement
remains to be seen; but at least this is the method
which logic adopts in attempting to do so. The log1-
cian at first assumes the meaning of some simple
form of statement to be known, and proceeds to work
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out the differences between other forms of statement,
differentiating them from one another by explaining
them 1n terms of the known form. But then 1n the last
resort he has to give some account of the meaning of
this simple basic form itself, and 1t 1s then that we
discover what he has learned from his logical 1investi-
gations. It 1s then that he produces his general
account of statement and of thinking

But how, 1t may be asked, are we to classify state-
ments? Surely we are not to classify them simply by
their grammatical form? Yet if not, how are we to
proceed? We have nothing to go on but their form as
stated. We are clearly not allowed to consider their
context, or anything which mught help us to determine
the meaning of the speaker. What else can we do but
classify them by grammatical form? In fact, logic
seems to proceed by a method which 1s at first sight
curious and mysterious. If we look to the traditional
logic for a hint, we find that for the purposes of classi-
fication 1t did not consider the statements as sfazed at
all, but first converted them all into the form S 1s 2.
Weshall not, just for the moment, attempt to determine
why logic converted into this particular form, for
this would be to anticipate and raise at once the ques-
tion of the fundamental distinction between the
ancient and the modern logic But we must consider
the sigmficance of such conversion in general as a
feature of the method of logic at the outset of 1ts
enquiry. Obviously, if logic does this, its classification
will not depend upon the grammatical form of state-
ments as stated, so that we shall have little difficulty
in divorcing logic from grammar. But why does logic
do this? Can any justification be found for this pro-
cedure? We are not asking, we repeat, why did it
convert into the particular form S 1s 2? We are con-
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cerned with the general question, why does it convert
at all?

It is evident that to reduce all statements, however
they may be stated 1n the first event, to the one form
must eliminate certain differences between them;
many of their distinguishing marks will have gone. It
will not, of course, eliminate all differences, or even
all formal differences; for if it were so no subsequent
classification would be possible. It seems clear then
that the justification of this procedure, 1f there 1s any
justification, must be that the differences which are
left after the conversion are the ones which matter for
logic, and those which are eliminated do not matter.
The conversion seems to be a simple device by which
the logician ensures that he shall not waste his time
investigating differences between statements and
features 1n statements which are not germane to his
purpose, while 1t by the same token naturally throws
into high relief the differences which are relevant to
him. This will become clearer if we for a moment
consider the practical working of this device. Take
the statement, ‘Gone, gone 1s every hope’: this when
converted becomes ‘Every hope 1s gone.” These two
statements are obviously not interchangeable in all
respects. Given the particular situation 1 which
Hannibal was?, 1t would be quite informative as to his
character to know whether he used the one form of
words or the other. Similarly, from many points of
view the order of words 1n a written sentence, or the
inflection of words 1n a spoken sentence, are of great
importance, and 1n one vital sense the sentence does

YHorace, Odes, 1v 1v 70

Occidit, ocaidit
Spes omms et fortuna nostrn
nomims Hasdrubale interempto
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not remain the same sentence 1f the order of the
words is changed. Yet these particular differences, at
least, while they clearly throw some Light either on
the context from which the statement is taken, or on
the character of the speaker, or perhaps on the
general character of the particular language and
thereby perhaps on the national character of the
people who use the language, have no significance for
logic. Whatever conclusions might, more or less fairly,
be drawn from these distinguishing marks by the ex-
perts on style or on personal or national character, the
fact remains that the statement, whether 1n 11s oniginal
form or as converted, may still assert the same fact
and have the same meaning, and may therefore for
logic be the same statement There are many com-
plicated statements tricked out with graceful features
which give hints of many things, and yet these state-
ments actually state the same, no more and no less, as
a much simpler form of statement, and 1t 1s with this
alone that logic 1s concerned If I say, ‘Your friend
may have all the virtues you please, all the graces you
please, all the money, birth and position you please,
but if he 1s under forty, he 1s not a bishop of the
Church of England’; no doubt 1t 1s possible by reflect-
ing on this sentence to reconstruct, more or less fanci-
fully, the situation in which these words were spoken
and the character of the speaker; but all that 1s
actually asserted (rightly or wrongly) 1s that all
bishops of the Church of England are over forty years
of age. Now if the simple trick of conversion to a par-
ticular form really cuts out all irrelevant character-
istics, and retains just those differences which must
remain if the statements concerned are still to assert
that which they asserted 1n their original form, every
other difference having been eliminated, then this
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procedure 1s not only justifiable, 1t 1s essential to logic.
Without 1t the logician cannot delimit his own sphere
of enquiry and distinguish 1t from that of, for instance,
the psychologist, the literary critic, or the grammarian.
Without it he cannot embark on his proper task at all.

It 1s clear, however, that the successful working of
this procedure depends entirely upon the form to
which statements are converted being the right form
for the purpose. Moreover, until we discover the right
form, we cannot know whether this trick of conversion
will actually work with success or not We can see that
such a device 1s desirable. Indeed 1t 1s difficult to see
how forms of statement can be classified on any other
than a grammatical basis, unless some such prelimi-
nary procedure 1s adopted. But this desirability does
not 1n itself show that the right formula can be found;
and without the right formula, the method itself is
impossible. How, then, we must ask, are we to find
the formula? How was 1t that the traditional logic
selected the formula S 1s 2? What are the grounds for
thinking that the adoption of this formula produces
the required result? These are vital questions, for, as
we have seen, these conversions really fix the subject
matter of logic, since nothing 1s examined until 1t has
been submitted to this process. And if logic allots
itself an 1nadequate or incomplete or distorted
material for 1ts investigations, what hope 1s there of a
successful 1ssue?

Yet the attention of logicians was never directed to
these fundamental questions until Kant wrote his
Critague of Pure Reason; and as we shall see 1t 1s 1m-
possible to give any answer to them without consider-
ing the essential differences between the traditional
and the Kantian logic. We must therefore turn our
attention to the Copernican revolution in logic.



CHAPTER III
THE TRADITIONAL LOGIC

In the old logic it was taken as obvious that a state-

Apent or proposition falls naturally into two parts.
*There is always something about which we speak, and
something which we say about it Thus, 1t was thought,
must obviously be the case with all statements what-
soever; there must be a subject and a predicate, the
predicate being asserted of the subject. This doctrine
was not put forward as a tentative theory, but as a
dogma. It was not simply suggested that if statements
were divided up in this way, useful results mught
follow from an analysis of the parts and of the rela-
tions between them. It was rather taken as obvious
that statements naturally consisted of these parts, and
that these parts must therefore be examined if we are
to understand the whole, the whole being simply a
whole of these parts The modern Idealistic logic
essentially maintains that this procedure 1s entirely
misleading from the point of view of logic, that to
regard this particular analysis as essential and funda-
mental obscures differences between statements which
are vital to the understanding of the nature of appre-
hension and of knowledge.

At first sight it may appear that the position taken
up by the old logic is obviously sound; that it is
obvious that every statement must be analysable into
a subject about which we speak, and a predicate which
we assert of it. And 1t may thus seem that the logic

32
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starts from a first principle which 1s an axiom. This
was no doubt the conviction of the traditional logi-
cians themselves. But when 1t 1s understood that this
doctrine was interpreted to mean that all statements
are attributive, that 1s, they assert an attribute of a
subject, the point may not appear so obvious. If I say,
‘Good heavens, the door zs red after all,’ there may
seem to be no difficulty in regarding the statement as
attributive. But when I say, ‘ At this precise moment
Miss Jones, who had hitherto been punting well, loW
her balance and fell into the water,” 1t may seem a
pointless task to reduce the statement to a cumbrous
attributive form. It 1s indeed doubtful whether 1n any
proper sense I am here asserting an attribute of Miss
Jones at all. And when we reflect on the difficulty of
reducing most of the statements of ordinary life to the
attributive form, we may be puzzled as to why the old
logic so readily assumed both the possibility and the
value to logic of such a reduction Regarded in this
light, so far 1s 1t from seeming obvious or self-evident,
that it strikes us as a far-fetched and lighly unnatural
view.

Why then did the traditional logic take this view?
The attempt to answer this question will take us to
the very fundamental bed-rock principles of all logic.
And if we are to keep our enquiry in proper per-
spective we must remember that 1t was not until the
full implications of Kant’s revolution were coming to
be recognised that such an enquiry was seen to be
necessary at all The presuppositions of the old view
were so much taken for granted that it was not recog-
nised that there were any presuppositions at all. This
means that in seeking to answer our question, we
shall not be setting the doctrines of the old logic 1n

quite the same light, or expounding them with quite
[+]



34 IDEALISTIC LOGIC 111

the same emphasis, as the traditional logicians them-
selves would have done. Our statement will be affected
through and through by the fact that we are deli-
berately forcing an 1ssue which they themselves never
expheitly faced. It does not follow, of course, that
theirr view will not emerge from the ordeal with
credit: but 1n our statement 1t may at times for this
reason appear rather stilted and odd

The truth 1s that the standpoint of the old logic was
closely associated with a special theory of knowledge
put forward by Socrates and Plato, and handed on by
Aristotle—a theory of knowledge which has been very
roughly handled in modern times under the influence
of an analysis of modern science Told 1n terms of
theory of knowledge the tale 1s an old old story. But
what has not always been so clearly recognised 1s that
this old theory 1s essentially bound up with the old
logic, and that the change 1n theory of knowledge has
gradually been showing 1tself 1n a revolution 1n logic.
This 1s what 1t 1s now necessary to make clear

Considered 1n the large, the central point of the
theory of knowledge 1n question seems to be this, that
all acts of knowing are of one essenuial type, z2. the
recognising of the universal in the particular. In the
individual Alcibiades we perceive, for instance, beauty
and humanity, we recognise that Alcibiades 1s a man,
that men are mammals, that mammals are mortal,
and so on. In the individual we see the species, in the
species the genus. All these perceptions are repre-
sented as acts of knowing of the one kind—the per-
ception of the universal in the particular; and by such
acts alone all human knowledge is supposed to come
into being.

It 1s not necessary for us here to examine judicially
the history of the matter, and to apportion praise and
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blame as between Socrates, Plato and Aristotle;
though 1t may perhaps be said that 1t seems arguable,
in consideration of the later Platonic dialogues, that
Arstotle caught a theory of Plato’s at a moment of
arrested development, as 1t were, and perpetuated 1t
in essentials 1n a logic which no subsequent philo-
sopher for two thousand years felt the necessity of
criticising 1n 1ts fundamentals. Nor 1s 1t necessary forus
to consider here in detail how far this theory of know-
ledge wasalready acompleted, closedand fully paid-up
system, taken as a basic dogma 1n the working out of
the logic. Certainly there 1s something to be said for
this view. Nothing essential seems to have been added
to the theory of knowledge by the working out of the
logic; the logic just fits the theory as if 1t were made
for 1t. Moreover, 1t 1s now a commonplace to point
out that many of Aristotle’s theories, expressed and
implied elsewhere, are much too advanced to square
with his logic. And this perhaps accounts for the logic
becoming a kind of cultivated game, for the discredit
into which 1t fell, and for the fact that nobody felt the
urgent necessity of overhauling and revising the
fundamental rules of the game. On the other side,
however, 1t should be said that 1t certainly must have
appeared to people as they worked out the traditional
logic in deta1l that 1t was coming out all right; that 1s,
that the thinking of which 1t was giving an account
was valid thinking and would produce truth, and also
that 1t corresponded to the actual thinking of man-
kind as they knew 1t. And as a matter of fact we shall
see that it 1s not impossible still, even after modern
criticism, to capture something of this spirit, when we
review the theory as a whole.?

We have already said that the cardinal principle of

1CFf. tnfra, chh xu and xu
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the old logic is that the act of knowing is always the
recognising of a universal 1n a particular. There 1s no
other type of apprehension than this. Nothing else can
be immediately apprehended. No argumentation 1s
really inference, nor can 1t lead to knowledge, unless
it can be set out as a series of apprehensions of this
kind. This means that ultimately the work of knowing
1s always done by an act of immediate apprehension,
to which act in itself logic has nothing to say. When
we closely consider the matter, we see that logic can
only reduce all statements to that form in which they
could be true, and leave 1t to be immediately appre-
hended that they are true, if true, or that they are
false, if false Of this immediate apprehension itself,
or of the rules which may seem to underlie 1ts action,
logic can offer no criticism, nor can there be any test
of 1t. All that logic can do when presented with a par-
ticular statement 1s to convert that statement into one
or more statements of what it considers to be correct
logical form, and then leave it to immediate appre-
hension to recognise the statements as true or false.
Similarly, when presented with a particular argument,
1t can reduce that argument to a series of statements
in correct form, leaving it to this final, untestable,
immediate apprehension to accept or reject each one
1n turn.

It is true that we are here putting the doctrines
underlying the traditional logic 1n an unfamiliar, per-
haps at first sight an unrecognisable way. In pointing
out that in @/ knowing, the knowledge ultimately
depends on an immediate intuition, and that to this
intuition itself logic can have nothing to say, but can
only investigate the operations which are necessary
to make such intuitions possible—in this we are stress-
ing a point which the traditional logic does not stress,
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because we are interested in a problem in which the
traditional logic was not interested It was Descartes
who first brought the point into the foreground; and
it is significant that 1t 1s to Descartes that the begin-
nings of the downfall of the traditional logic are to be
traced. But though the traditional logic does not
explicitly stress the point, 1t 1s clear that 1ts doctrines
essentially imply the existence and necessity of such
immediate apprehensions, and also that 1t 1s through-
out taken for granted that these apprehensions are
always of the one type, zzz. the recognition of the
umversal in the particular. It 1s our first task now to
show that this 1s so. Perhaps we can best do this by
considering for a moment the situation out of which
the Aristotelian logic arose

Socrates laid great stress on definitions, and the
traditional logic followed him. His whole dialectic
mmplied that there could be no knowledge and no
straight thinking unless terms were defined. He went
about asking people who should have been experts on
particular subjects to define their fundamental terms,
and discrediting their general views by demonstrating
their inability to do so. There are signs, 1t 1s true, that
Plato was giving up this position. For instance, while
he always insisted that strictly speaking it was not
possible to determine whether virtue 1s teachable until
we have first defined virtue, or to determine whether
the just man is happy until justice has first been
defined, Plato shows a perhaps progressive prepared-
ness 1n practice to waive the point of definition, and
to get on with the original question as best he can—
to the lasting benefit, be it said, of his philosophy con-
sidered as positive teaching. But from the point of
view of logical theory, the Socratic insistence on
definition remained a cardinal point. Until we have
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defined our terms, the logic teaches, there can be no
true thinking, and no knowledge can be acquired.
Only error, 1t 1s implied, can come of using terms
which have not first been defined. Strictly viewed, the
traditional logic teaches that we must bend every
effort to define all our terms, and to use 1n argument
no terms whatever which have not been defined.

It is perhaps unnecessary to say here that this
teaching is not as odwvzously true as 1t may look at first
sight. Many people think that there are many terms
which can be, and are, used accurately and without
danger of confusion, though their meaning cannot be
defined. Many philosophers think, for instance, that
the meaning of the term ‘good’ cannot be defined,
though not all of them conclude that 1t has no fixed
meaning, and that its use 1s necessarily a sign of con-
fused thinking. Some thinkers, also, maintain that the
fundamental terms of physical science are indefinable,
e.g energy, entropy, charge, radiation, etc.; though
not all of them conclude that the statements in which
these terms are used are therefore 1naccurate or con-
fused, or that inference in physics 1s therefore impos-
sible. But how, 1t will be asked, if we cannot define
terms, can we communicate their meaning to one
another? How can we be sure that any two people
mean the same thing by their terms? This whole
question of communication 1s, of course, central, and
it 1s highly complicated and difficult. All we need
maintain here is that the answer given by the defini-
tion theory 1s not the only answer, nor 1s 1t an obvzously
right answer. In practice we do not ordinarily use the
method of definition to assure ourselves that we mean
the same thing by a given term. Indeed we have to,
and do, assume that we mean the same thing before
we can agree or quarrel about a definition. That is to
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say, we communicate the meanings of words to one
another by other mcans, by illustration, by descrip-
tion, by producing statements and inferences in which
the particular word occurs, and so on, and then we
attempt to argue and hammer out the truth as best
we can in terms whose meanings have been com-
municated 1n these ways

Of course, Socrates was aware of this. When he
asked for definitions, he was always first given 1llus-
trations and descriptions; and 1t was only with diffi-
culty that he could bring people to see what he
wanted. He knew that people constantly use terms in
argument as zf they each meant the same thing by
them, and even that they have devices, more or less
crude, for assuring one another that they mean the
same thing The point 1s that on Socrates’ view these
methods @7e crude and 1neffective; and that the use of
terms on this basis always does, and always must,
lead to confusion and error, and that this confusion
and error can only be avoided by defining terms.
Only by the defining of concepts 1s strict argument
possible, only so can knowledge be attained. This 1s
the doctrine which Aristotle regarded as fundamental
to Socrates; and it 1s incorporated 1n the traditional
logic.

I do not wish at present to enquire how far this
doctrine 1s correct, but to indicate what are 1its positive
implications as shown 1n the logic. Socrates himself
spent a great deal of time trying to convince people
that in no other way could knowledge be attained.
He spent little or no effort in trying to demonstrate
that in this way knowledge cox/d be attained. What
he did do, if we are to believe Plato, was to devote
much of his time to the attempt to add in particular
to our knowledge of moral values, by using his own
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method. If he succeeds in this particular enquiry, his
success amounts, of course, to a practical demonstra-
tion of his view so far—that 1t shows that if we
first define our terms, 1t 1s possible to arrive at new
knowledge by argument. How far he did in fact give
such a practical demonstration is a matter for ques-
tion on two points: first, whether he did acquire new
knowledge, secondly, whether in acquiring this new
knowledge he truly used his own method, and if so
whether he achieved success because of, or 1n spite of,
his use of this method. This question, however, we
shall not pursue further; for 1t has become the agreed
procedure of logic to test logical doctrines not on the
arguments of particular philosophers, for instance
Socrates, but on the inferences of modern science. It
will suit our purpose better at the moment to follow
this procedure.

Socrates, then, attempted no general proof of his
definition theory, considered as a positive theory of
knowledge. But what are we to say of the Aristotelian
logic, which, as we have said, follows the Socratic
theory? Certainly 1t seeks to exhibit in detail the
mechanmism of thinking, by which, starting with
definitions, we can arrive at new knowledge. And no
doubt 1n passing it seeks to satisfy us that this think-
ing, of which 1t gives an account, 1s the actual real
thinking which 1s ordinarily performed by human
beings, not just some possible thinking available to
angels or beings of some other kind. But how far does
1t really prove 1its point? Suppose, for instance, that a
physicist, harassed by Socrates, fails to find a defini-
tion of ‘energy,’ or that a moral philosopher cannot
define ‘good’; and suppose that, reflecting that he has
hitherto got on well enough without, he 1s tempted to
abandon this apparently fruitless hunt for defimtions,
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and asks, ‘What guarantee 1s there that if I find such
a definition, I shall then, and only then, have my feet
firmly planted on the road to knowledge?’—What
answer has the Aristotehian logic to give? It seems
that its answer is that, given definitions, it can be
shown how from them new knowledge can be pro-
duced by following certain rules; the whole mechan-
1sm can be exhibited. No doubt some logicians would
be tempted to argue in addition that actual instances
can be given of such definitions, and of knowledge
being produced from them in accordance with these
rules. But strictly speaking this latter argument 1s
illegitimate. For the logic requires itself to sZow that
such nstances are instances of true knowledge, and
to point to that characteristic of them which convinces
us that they are knowledge. It cannot therefore appeal
to the instances to support its general doctrine. Still
less, of course, can 1t allow itself to use any kind of
circular or reciprocating argument, for any such 1s
explicitly excluded by the definition theory 1itself.
Thus the conclusion seems to be this; either the tradi-
tional logic regards the definition theory as obviously
true from the start, or 1t expects that it will be recog-
nised as obviously true when 1t 1s exhibited 1n all
detail. At any rate the only serious attempt that 1s
made to convince us of the truth of the theory 1s the
exposition of it 1n detail.

We may now examine the traditional view more
closely 1n order to see what 1t involves. It insists, we
have said, on the definition of terms But how after
defining terms do we proceed in the acquiring of
knowledge, and why is definition so important? Ap-
parently, as we have seen, it 1s argued that if we do
not define terms we shall become confused and make
mistakes; and evidently the view is that if we do define
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terms, then, so long as we confine ourselves scrupu-
lously to the use of terms su defined, we shall #o#
become confused and shall #o# make mistakes. This
means, [ suppose, that we shall not make false judg-
ments. Defimition, 1t appears, has this virtue, that it
makes knowledge possible and error imposstble. If we
never use any word unless we know the meaning of 1t,
in the sense that we can define 1t, then we shall never
make a false judgment.

But this, of course, 1s not all. It 1s not simply meant
that we shall not make mistakes. We are not meant to
understand simply that insistence on definition will
just make us zof do something; that 1s, prevent us
from doing something, and make us do nothing. We
are meant to understand that, if we always start from
definitions, not only shall we not make mistakes, we
shall actually discover truth Definition will open the
only road to positive knowledge But this doctrine 1s
not without difficulty, and we must pause a moment
to determine just what 1t means Certainly 1t does not
mean that defined terms simply canno# be strung to-
gether in such a way as to form a false statement, z.e.
that a man cannot spea a falsehood, using definable
terms. Nor can 1t mean, positively, that when a man
knows the definitions of certain terms, then he must
inevitably and automatically make all the true state-
ments 1n which those terms are employed. It must
mean, I think, that when a man uses terms which he
can define in making a statement, he will then be able
to recognise the statement when made to be true 1f 1t
is as a matter of fact true, or false if 1t 1s as a matter
of fact false. That is to say, granted definition of
terms, there can then be immediate apprehension of
the truth or falsehood of particular statements. It is
not maintained, I think, that after definition of terms
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immediate 1ntuition will necessarily enable a man to
Sformulate true statements For this formulation the
Socratic ‘midwifery’ or the Aristotehan dialectic is
necessary. It zs maintamned that under these condi-
tions such statements, when formulated, will be im-
mediately recognised to be true or false. Thus defini-
tion 1s vital because 1t gives an opportunity to this
kind of immediate apprehension, which cannot do 1ts
work without definition. To use a phrase of Kant’s, 1t
makes 1t possible for this faculty, which would other-
wise lie dormant 1n the soul, to do that which 1t 1s
able to do The immediate apprehension 1n question
1s always, according to the traditional logic, the recog-
nition of the universal in the particular, 1t 1s implied
that there 1s no other type of immediate apprehension
whatever available to human beings, by which they
can arrive at knowledge.

To be more particular, the general scheme of the
logic 1s that, having once defined terms, we can find
some statements which are a# once seen to be true, and
others which are known to be true because they can
be znferred from the former by arguments consisting
of a number of steps. In both cases, whether we ap-
prehend immediately or mediately, no single act of
knowledge 1s involved which 1s not a recognition of
the universal in the particular. Immediate judgments
are of the form S1s 2, and inferences are set out as a
series of statements each of the form S 1s 2, so that
the apprehension of the conclusion of an inference 1s
itself the recognition of a 2 1n an .S, made possible for
us under certain conditions. We shall examine more
in detail presently how the doctrine of the syllogism
manages to represent all argument as a series of ap-
prehensions of this kind The whole logic thus 1nsists
that the one act of cognition of which we are capable,
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upon which therefore we must rely for all our know-
ledge, is this recognition of an attribute 1n a subject.
This faculty, provided always that we define our
terms and obey the rules of the syllogism, will never
deceive us, and by this alone 1s all knowledge pro-
duced

Perhaps, at the risk of obscurity, 1t should be said
here and now that 1t does not matter to our present
argument whether this immediate apprehension of
which we speak, by which we recognise the universal
in the particular, 1s concewved of as being such as to
make judgment and inference, in the Kantian sense
of the word, analytic, or such as to make 1t synthetic.
It does not matter whether we think that definition
makes true judgment and true inference possible be-
cause 1n judgment and inference we are simply
analysing the concepts defined, or because the defini-
tion of terms makes 1t possible for us then to have
further genuine apprehensions of new facts, not con-
tained within the defimitions, but apprehensible by
us only if we use defined terms. To take an instance,
1t is irrelevant to us at the moment whether the pro-
positions of geometry are analytic or synthetic, pro-
vided 1t 1s maintained that the apprehension of the
propositions 1s made possible only by the previous
definition of the terms involved. The point which
concerns us here 1s sumply this, that the intuition,
whether the propositions which state 1t are rightly
regarded as analytic or as synthetic, 1s always of the
form S s 2.

We have still thrown little or no light on the ques-
tion wAy the traditional logic reduced statements to
the form S is 7; that 1s, why it maintained that all
apprehension is the recognition of a universal in a
particular Yet this is for us an important as well as a
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difficult question It 1s none the less important for the
fact that the logic gives no clear explicit account of
itself on this point. In 1ts general procedure, as we
have seen, 1t 1s rather taken for granted or taken as
obvious than argued 1n any way.

Are we then to take 1t that the principle 1s supposed
to be self-evident? Is it supposed to be odwzous both
that we have immediate apprehensions of this kind,
and that we have immediate apprehensions of no
other kind? Take the case of sense-perception Is it
clear that what we apprehend in sense-perception 1s
always a quality as inhering 1n a subject, and that
there is no immediate apprehension of succession,
causation, spatial relations, etc.? Or again, 1n the case
of the fundamental truths of mathematics, 1s 1t not
commonly maintained that these are immediately
apprehended? Consider, for instance, the statement
that a straight line 1s the shortest distance between
two points. Is this axiom immediately apprehended?
And is 1t of the form S 1s 2? The history of modern
philosophy makes 1t abundantly clear that even 1f the
doctrine underlying the logic 1s true, it 1s certainly
not obvious At least 1t requires analysis and argument
to support it. Yet such argument is not given 1n the
logic. These questions are the questions canvassed by
modern philosophers who write about theory of know-
ledge, not by the traditional logic.

Why, then, 1s the doctrine assumed? And, even more
difficult, why have so many thinkers who are well
acquainted with modern theory of knowledge con-
tinued to subscribe to the fundamental principles of
the logic? It cannot be, I think, because people have
thought on analysis that they obviously do have such
immediate apprehensions in their own actual exper:-
ence. The history of philosophy shows rather that 1t 1s
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from this side, that 1s from the side of scientific
analysis of actual personal experience, that the most
constant, and some of the most damaging, criticism
of the doctrine has come. Why, then, has there been
so much almost unhesitating support for the prin-
ciple?

The answer must be sought, I think, 1n the analysis
of inference. It 1s here that the real battle-royal of
logic rages. The traditional logic does not argue
primarily that there are 1n fact such immediate appre-
hensions, recognisable in experience, nor, if our pre-
vious argument was sound, 1s 1t primarily the business
of logic to do so It argues rather that if we analyse the
nature of argument and proof, we see that there mzus¢
de such apprehensions because without them infer-
ence would not be possible; that 1s, new knowledge
could not be gained by thinking. Similarly on the
other side the Idealistic logician, strictly gxa logician,
argues, not that there are no such apprehensions to
be found in actual experience, but that such appre-
hensions are not necessary to the possibility of infer-
ence. The analysis of inference 1s the centre of logical
enquiry, and 1t 1s to its account of inference that we
must turn if we are to go to the root of the matter, and
find what defence there can be 1n the traditional logic
of the view that all apprehension 1s of the form S1s 2.

The old logic maintained that all inference, pro-
perly so-called, was deductive; that is, that it con-
sisted of deducing conclusions from statements al-
ready established as true The origin of this view 1s,
I think, not far to seek if we reflect on the nature of
the Socratic dialectic. When Socrates wished to refute
a thesis, he would seek to find some duoroyia as a
basis for argument—that 1s, some statement as to the
truth of which both parties were agreed—and then
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deduce from this some conclusion which was incom-
patible with the thesis under discussion. If this kind
of argument was not to be merely sophistic—and
Socrates, of course, always intended his arguments to
lead to a real contribution to knowledge, and not
merely to refute a man out of his own mouth, 7 e. to
show that he held two contradictory beliefs—it was
essential that the éuoloylu should be something uni-
versally agreed to and accepted as #we Only then
could the thesis be shown to be false. If the duoloyia
was a mere agreement ‘for the purposes of argument’
between the two parties, the argument could only
show that there was a contradiction between the
opodoyia and the thesis 1n question; that is, they
could not both be true. So, in order to distinguish
Socratic argument from sophistry, Plato lays stress
on the necessity that the ouodoyia must be certain
knowledge, and implies that to attempt to argue from
anything else 1s mere sophistic playing with words.
For, he says, unless a man starts from an apyj which
is knowledge, how can he hope that his conclusion
will be knowledge? This 1s, of course, put as a rheto-
rical question, the answer being presumed to be obvi-
ous—that 1t cannot be knowledge. Here he 1s using
the word épxi 1n a technical sense. He quite recog-
nises that there are hypothetical arguments where
you argue, not from, but to an apxj—though what you
start from 1s, of course, an apyy in the ordinary non-
technical sense of the word. For instance, you say
in geometry, ‘Let us suppose that 4 were 5,” and
you find that if this were so 1t would follow that X
would be ¥, it being known to you independently that
X is ¥. Here the apyi, 1n the logical sense, is X 1s ¥;
and the argument will finally be set out with X is ¥
as premise and A is B as conclusion; that is, 1t starts
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with something known and concludes with something
known. Plato and the traditional logic, as we say,
recognise this kind of hypothetical argument. But they
lay no stress on the fact that after all you caz argue
from a supposition, even 1n cases where the result 1s a:
reductio ad absurdum, nor do they ask themselves what
are the implications of this fact. They simply notice
that A4 1s ultimately known to be B because it 1s de-
duced from the known fact that X 1s ¥; and they
conclude that 1t 1s the essence of inference to be
deduction from known premuses.

It should be noticed that Socrates 1n the use of his
dialectical method mainly concerned himself, so
Plato tells us, with mathematics and morals; and 1t 1s
perhaps worth considering whether the apparent
nature of our thinking 7 #ese spheres seems especially
to bear out this view of inference In the case of geo-_
metry 1t has traditionally been thought obvious that
1t 1s essential to understand the definitions, and to be
convinced of the truth of the axioms, before we start.
The acquiring of new geometrical knowledge has
commonly been thought to be merely the discovery of
what 1s necessitated by the axioms. It has zof com-
monly been thought that in the course of working out
subsequent propositions we might become ever more
certain of the truth of the axioms, still less was 1t con-
sidered possible that acquaintance with subsequent
propositions might convince us that the axioms were
after all untrue, 1n spite of appearances. The axioms
have always been thought to take the whole weight of
the system from the beginning; on them the whole
body of knowledge was considered to rest for its claim
to be knowledge. If a man was not convinced of their
truth at the outset by consideration of themselves
alone, then nothing could ever convince him. But
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fortunately, it was thought, one 1s convinced of their
truth. One has only to understand their meaning to
see at once that they are true,! and the mere fact that
another proposition ‘follows’ from them is enough to
convince us that z# also 1s true. This 1s certainly the
traditional estimate of geometry, vzz. that geometric
inference 1s essentially deductive

With morals the case 1s not so simple. It 1s not easy
to find moral axioms, or to represent our moral judg-
ments as a body of knowledge, all the propositions of
which follow from one or two first principles. But even
here, we must remember that 1t was Socrates’ aim to
convince people by argument that certain views were
false; that 1s, that they were incompatible with some-
thing known to be true He was not merely showing
that certain principles contradicted one another; he
was seeking to demonstrate that they were absolutely
untrue. Plato’s theory of knowledge, and through it
the Aristotelian logic, have been profoundly affected
by the fact that in expounding and interpreting the
arguments of Socrates, Plato was defending his use
of dialectic against a charge of sophistry and mere

It 1s true that in the Repudlzc Plato seems to feel some difficulty
in allowing that the first principles of mathematical reasoning are
obviously or self-evidently true at the outset of the mathematician’s
enquiry But Plato’s difficulty 1s, I think, definitely set aside by
Anstotle with hus doctrine of i8wa: dpxai, and so 1s not reflected in
the doctrine of the logic Even Plato did not in the Repuédiic, I think,
doubt that the first principles of mathematics were yrwpipoTepa
than the conclusions of mathematics, he thought that #// mathe-
matical knowledge, first principles and denved propositions alike,
had a weakness from one point of view, and that this could only be
removed if the philosopher by StaAexrie) (not by mathematics)
deduced the first principles from an dpy+ which was dnmdferos, z.e.
1n Anstotchan phrase, drAds yvdpepor Thus Plato, if he differs on
the particular point of the self-evidence of the first priciples of
mathematics, may yet be taken to conform, in the Repubd/ic at any
rate, to the general doctrine that all such knowledge as 1s not 1im-
mediate apprehension 1s arrived at by deduction,

D
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negativism. The whole argument of Socrates pre-
supposes that every man knows 1n his heart what is
right and what 1s wrong, what 1s virtue and what 1s
vice, and the success of Socrates’ moral philosophising
confirmed the view that this fundamental knowledge
1s really there in the mind, to be built upon as soon as
it can be formulated Only Socrates was more con-
cerned to 1nsist that certain, accurate and simple for-
mulations of this knowledge must be found before a
sound structure could be built—hence his 1nsistence
on his paevtic Téxyvy—than to ask himself whether
his practice did not really indicate that to formulate
moral axioms was impossible, and that the task of
actual human philosophy must be the humbler one of
simply seeking to approach nearer and nearer to
knowledge by a series of more or less negative argu-
ments like his own.

In any case, 1t must be admitted, I think, that the
traditional theory of inference can only by faith be
applied to the arguments of Socrates and Plato about
morals. The great general principles are not there,
nor the deductions from them Even a more positive
dialogue like the Republic cannot be said to have estab-
lished such a first principle, or even to seek to
establish 1t. It might be maintained perhaps that
moral thinking ozg/t to be like this' and that 1t 1s be-
cause we have not succeeded 1n making 1t so that our
moral judgments are as full of confusion as they are.
No doubt 1t was maintained at a later date that such
first principles are to hand for humanity, written 1n
the Bible, for instance, or handed down by authority
through the priests of a revealed religion; and that all
actual thinking about particular problems of conduct
takes the form of finding out what particular actions
are consistent with these principles, z.e. of deducing
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the conclusions which follow from these principles as
premises. But 1n the moral theory of Plato and Aris-
totle themselves we find nothing of this kind, however
much they may have tried to make their systems con-
form to this model. We may find in their wnitings
instances of deductions from omoroyiar; but these do
not 1n themselves produce knowledge It may be that
they thought that moral thinking ought to be, and
ultimately will be of this kind—Plato’s doctrine of the
Form of the Good has often been interpreted 1n this
sense—but they have certainly not shown that there
25 any moral thinking of this kind which has produced
knowledge. We must conclude that if an actual
example 1s sought 1n real thinking to conform to the
traditional view, then geometry must take all the
weight. And this has, broadly speaking, been recog-
nised to be so in the history of thought.

So far we have simply laid stress on the deductive
nature of thinking in the doctrine of the old logic
And this 1s as a matter of fact for our purpose the
vital point. This, 1t will be argued, 1s the essential
doctrine from which springs the fundamental distinc-
tion between the traditional and the Idealistic logic;
with this as the point of parting, they diverge from
one another evenly and inevitably. But closely asso-
ciated with this doctrine in the old logic—so closely
asociated that the two are not generally distinguished
—1i1s another doctrine which has come in for a great
deal of criticism, and which 1s an essential link 1n the
explanation of the insistence laid by the traditional
logic on the form S is 2. This is the doctrine that
thinking 1s sy/logistic. As we shall see later, 1t 1s pos-
sible to abandon the syllogism without abandoning
what we regard as the essential position of the old
logic, and without subscribing to the distinctive
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teaching of the Idealistic logic. But in actual fact in
the traditional logic the doctrine that thinking is
deductive has been inseparably associated with the
doctrine that it is syllogistic.

The syllogistic logic shows how from two state-
ments of the .S is P form as premises, a conclusion also
of this form can be drawn; and 1t formulates rules
exhibiting the conditions under which the drawing of
the conclusion is valid. It maintains that the reduction
of argument to the syllogistic form, involving as 1t
does the reduction of the statements concerned to the
form S 1s P, will always satisfy the mind that an argu-
ment is valid, if 1t 1s valid—or more strictly, according
to the traditional logic, that the conclusion 1s true
Such reduction 1s alleged to be nothing but a mere
simplification of the argument in question, and 1t is
maintained or assumed that neither the use of symbols
nor the reduction to this particular form involves any
alteration or distortion. To take an instance: the
validity of the apparently simple argument

A>8,
B>C,
s A>C

is not allowed to be immediately self-evident—though
probably most mathematicians and other people think
1t so if they think anything self-evident. For this proof
to be finally convincing, 1t should, according to the
traditional logic, be reduced to a syllogism or a num-
ber of syllogisms, whose form, at least in the first

figure, viz. BisC,
A is B,
. Ais C,
makes it immediately self-evident. The point seems
to be this: the statement 4 > 2B states a particular kind
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of relation between 4 and B, while other statements
state other particular relations between them. Now 1t
is possible to reduce all these statements asserting
particular relations to the general form .S is 2, where
the two terms .S and 2 are such that they are always
connected suzply by the copula. Now if we reduce all
statements to this general form, to which any state-
ment whatever can ultimately be reduced, we shall
surely lay bare the most general forms of inference
valid of all cases under all conditions whatsoever We
cannot then be misled into considering anything
which just appears to be valid because of something
special to the particular case, or even to the particular
species of case. We shall thus discover the rules of
proof as such. Only under these conditions can we
conclusively distinguish cases where the argument 1s
mn 1tself valid from spurious cases where, although
each statement happens to be as a matter of fact true,
there 1s really no argument. This at least seems to be
the principle underlying the syllogistic procequre.

Of course, 1t 1s not maintained that all arguments
which produce true conclusions are 1n ordinary
practice expressed syllogistically, nor 1s 1t maintained
that no one can infer correctly without putting it into
syllogistic form. But 1t 25 argued, I suppose, that no
one 1if pressed can ultimately be sure that his argu-
ment is valid unless he reduces it to syllogism, and
conversely, that an argument so reduced will satisfy
the most confirmed sceptic. Reduction to syllogism 1s
the one method of ultimately satisfying oneself of the
validity of inference.

This, however, is not the end of the matter; yet
more reduction is necessary. Aristotle did not regard
all figures of the syllogism as in themselves immedi-
ately convincing., He thought that the validity of
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the second and third figures was ultimately assured by
reduction to the first. If pressed as regards the first
figure, he seems to have thought that we were assured
of the validity of this by the fact that it conformed to
the dictum de omnt et nullo as he formulated it, this
dictum itself being a self-evident proposition as he
formulated 1t. He does not seem to have attempted to
formulate a self-evident dicfum for the other two
figures; nor does he appear to have enquired whether
what really satisfies us first is the formula

BisC,
A1s B,
. Ais G,

and the dzcfum is then accepted just because we see 1t
to be a statement of the principle of this formula. He
just boldly arranges his theory 1n the neat and unitary
form—first, the dictusn, which 1s self-evident; then the
first figure syllogism, which 1s guaranteed by the
dictum; then the second and third figures, guaranteed
by the fact that they can be reduced to the first figure.
The dsctum 1s the primary thing. Of its truth we must
be satisfied first, once and for all; then the rest follows.
This is the essential principle of the syllogistic theory
of inference.

A word must here be said of the use of symbols.
There 1s no doubt that Aristotle, and the traditional
logic generally, considered that the validity of an
argument 1s more obvious when expressed symbolic-
ally than 1t 1s in an actual instance This might be
taken at first sight to mean that there 1s involved some
obscure magic 1n the symbols, or 1n the use of symbols
in this connection, so that the symbolic form itself
immediately and directly satisfies us in some mysteri-
ous way of the validity of principles, which we could
not otherwise grasp at all, and whose validity we
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could not otherwise apprehend Most people certainly
feel that something of this kind goes on 1n algebra;
they think that there are to be found here proofs of
principles, which cannot be stated or apprehended
except 1n algebraic form, and which can only be
proved algebraically. But nothing of this kind seems
to be involved 1n the traditional logic, however much
it may be so in the modern symbolic logic, starting
from the same essential principles In the traditional
logic the use of symbols 1s not to lay bare to us laws
of thought which we should not otherwise see, nor to
convince us of their validity, when we could not other-
wise be convinced. No such magic or mathematics 1s
involved at all, even 1n 1ts most stmple form. The vital
point 1s the reduction of the second and third figures
to the first, and the demonstration that the first figure
conforms to the dictum. The symbols are, first and
last, simply convenient means of doing this. The argu-
ments are certainly not thought to be valid just be-
cause they are represented symbolically, the symbols
stmply serve to show, not immediately that the argu-
ments are valid, but that they conform to the dzctum.
The whole weight of guaranteeing the valdity of
inference 1s made to fall on the dzctum, of which one
1s supposed to be convinced immediately, indepen-
dently of the use of symbols, and prior to and n-
dependently of any knowledge of the figures and
moods of syllogism. If syllogistic reasoning 1mplies
more knowledge than a knowledge of the dictum, the
traditional logic has not noticed 1t, and does not say
sO.

The important thing to notice for our argument is
that the syllogistic logic 1n effect seeks to exhibit the
possibility of manipulating true statements of the S is
P form so as to produce new statements of this form
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which are true. It maintains that all inference is argu-
ment of this kind, and that its reduction to this form
1s ultimately necessary to convince us of its validity.
Whether Arstotle first satished himself that im-
mediate apprehension 1s always of propositions of the
form S1s 2, and then saw that in that case inference, 1f
1t 1s to be possible at all, must consist of the manipula-
tion of statements of this form; or whether he first
made up his mind that inference was syllogistic, and
concluded that immediate apprehension, since it must
give the premises for inference, must be of this form;
or whether he arrived at both views independently
and then thought that they confirmed one another—
1t 1s 1mpossible finally to determine As we have said
before, 1t seems probable that he never forced himself
to decide, but that on the whole the second explana-
tion 1s nearest to the truth In any case, 1t 1s impossible
not to notice how beautifully the two doctrines dove-
tail to form one logic, the whole system showing how
a mere series of acts of recognising a universal in a
particular can produce a body of knowledge, without
calling on any apprehension of any other type what-
ever. For the premises and the conclusions obviously
represent apprehensions of this form, and the draw-
ing of the conclusion 1s shown to 1nvolve no apprehen-
sion over and above that of the premises except the
apprehension of the dzctum, which 1s itself a proposi-
tion and necessarily of this form The recognition of
the validity of inference itself 1s represented as 1nvolv-
ing no apprehension whatever except the immediate
apprehension of one statement of the form S is 2.
Thus the tendency of the old logic is always to
throw the difficulty one stage further back, and to
centre the whole problem 1n the acquisition of starting-
points. There is really no problem in judgment; or
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rather the problem of judgment 1s avoided by throw-
ing the difficulty back on to conception, and there 1s
no problem 1n inference, the difficulty being thrown
back on to the question of our knowledge of first prin-
ciples, which are themselves not inferred. Consider
judgment first. Here we assert a predicate of a sub-
Ject, 1f we can define our predicate, says the logic, 1f
we know precisely what 1t means, then we cannot
apply 1t to the wrong subject. The doctrine amounts
to this, that if we look after the predicate, the judg-
ment will look after itself. The real problem 1s thus,
How do we come by these definable predicates? Cer-
tainly not by using them 1n a series of judgments, for
definable predicates are alleged to be a necessary pre-
supposition of true judgments The acquiring of these
predicates must be prior to and independent of the
judgment; otherwise our judgments would be con-
fused and false Thus the possibility of judgment 1s
explained at the cost of throwing all the real work 1n
the acquisition of knowledge on to conception.

The same in principle 1s the case with inference.
Inference itself 1s made to present no problems by the
device of throwing all the weight on to the first prin-
ciples. Inference 1s represented by a simple quasi-
mechanical operation 1n accordance with certain rules,
by which 1s set out explicitly knowledge which 1s al-
ready contained 1n the first principles, and the opera-
tion 1tself is shown to be valid—that 1s, to add nothing
1in the conclusion which 1s not contained in the pre-
mises—by being demonstrated to conform to a
dictum, the apprehension of the truth of which does
not itself depend on inference. But what of the first
principles themselves? The apprehension of them
clearly must be maintained, in accordance with the
general view of judgment, to depend on the definition
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of the terms. What then of the concepts? Of these the
logic itself has nothing to say. It shows us how we
operate with them in judgment and inference; but
this does not really show us how we come to know-
ledge, nor assure us that what we are coming to 1s
knowledge, for the knowledge 1s alleged to be there
before we start. As to how we acquire this knowledge,
or what makes us sure that the knowledge 1s know-
ledge, the logic has nothing to say.

This 1s what Kant complains about 1n the old logtc,
that it does not take judgment and inference seriously
at all. It just explains them away. It speaks as if
neither 1n judging nor in inferring do we edd anything
to what we knew before; as if by these activities we
did not acquire any new knowledge. Kant expresses
this by saying that in the old logic judgment and infer-
ence are regarded as emalyfic! At another time he
expresses 1t by saying that the whole weight falls on
conception. In the traditional logic conception 1s
treated, he says, as przor to judgment and inference;
whereas according to him the truth 1s that judgment
and inference are prior to conception, and 1t is only
by a series of judgments and inferences that we can
arrive at clear concepts.? Thus for Kant judging and
inferring are the vital acts in the acquiring of know-
ledge. The old logic speaks as if when the mind 1s
provided with clear concepts knowledge is already
acquired, and yet 1t treats the acquisition of these
essential concepts as necessarily prior to judgment
and inference, and gives no account of that acquisi-
tion, but assumes it as a necessary preliminary to the

LE g. Critsque of Pure Reason (N K. Smuth’s translation), p 55,
¢f alsop 157

3Cf the passage from Kant’s pamphlet on Z%e Mistaken Subilety

of the Four Syllogistic Figures quoted by N K. Smith, 4 Com-
mentary lo Kant's Crilsgue of Pure Reason, p. 181.
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processes of which 1t does give an account. It would
be bound to throw this acquisition back on to some
transcendent experience beyond our consciousness
and beyond criticism. The processes which the logic
does investigate and criticise have nothing to do with
the acquiring of knowledge at all; as regards the real
acquiring of knowledge 1t has nothing to say.

It should be said 1n partial explanation of the view-
point of the old logic that Plato had worked out a
theory of conception; a theory which came 1n for much
criticism from Aristotle, who never perhaps fully recog-
nised how necessary some such theory was to his own
logical doctrine, since without 1t the latter hangs, as
it were, suspended in the air. Plato makes Socrates
argue that for thought or speech to be possible, we
must have some apprehension of what he calls ‘1deas’
or ‘forms.’ If we are to recognise lines as * straight’ or
‘equal,’” we must firs# know what we mean by ‘straight-
ness’ and ‘equality’; and if knowledge 1s to be pos-
sible, then however confusing may be the world as
presented to us, however much two particular lines
may appear to us now equal, now unequal, in one
aspect straight, 1n another not straight—we must all
the time know exactly what we mean by ‘straight’ and
‘equal.’ Straightness and equality must themselves
never change; otherwise we could certainly never
make a statement which was true, nor could we prove
anything. Moreover, at least in the instances com-
monly given by Plato, this doctrine appears to corre-
spond to the facts. There does seem to be an im-
mutability and reliability about ‘straightness’ and
‘equality,” which might justify us in saying that they
are timeless and changeless. And 1t seems to be this
very fact which enables us to make statements which
are timelessly true; that 1s, they express knowledge,
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even though the sensible world around us seems so
changeable and unreliable that we can never ‘step
1into the same river twice * Thus Socrates urges that it
is essenuial to the possibility of knowledge that we
should have, and 1t 1s also a matter of experience that
we do have, a clear apprehension of ‘straightness,’
‘equality,” ‘beauty’ and ‘goodness.” In these we have
apprehended eternal, immutable verities.

Any theory of knowledge must then recognise,
according to Socrates, that there 1s and must be in
the soul, independently of all conscious and earthly
experience, some apprehension of these great ‘1deas.’
It 1s not necessary to maintain that the soul at birth is
consciously aware of them fully and clearly, Socrates
rather maintains that conscious experience on this
earth ‘reminds’ us of them. But for this recalling to be
posstible, the soul must have acquired knowledge of
them in some transcendent pre-natal experience. In
Plato’s beaut:ful picture-story, the soul before birth
lived 1n a world of ‘ideas,” where unhampered by the
senses it apprehended them 1n all their fullness and
purity. Then just before birth i1t drank the water of
Lethe, and conscious knowledge of the 1deas passed
away; but not so completely that they could not be
recalled later on earth under favourable conditions.
This recalling happens more or less to everybody, 1t
1s to be presumed; but, according to Plato, it is the
aim of education that the recalling of these ideas
should be given a chance to be to every soul, as 1t
would be in the natural healthy state, a more vital and
satisfying experience than its immediate awareness of
the mere sensible things themselves. For only so will
the soul rise to that real knowledge which 1s the fullest
life of man.

In this lovely story Plato touches the spot. On his
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account, knowledge (to use the language of Kant)
begins with experience, but 1s not derived from experi-
ence. Without the senses, we could in this ife have
no knowledge of the ‘ideas,” because we should not
‘recall’ them. On the other hand, without the recalling
of the 1deas, we could make nothing of what the
senses give us; that 1s, we should have no understand-
ing of our experience, and the sensible world would
not be even as intelligible to us as 1t 1n fact 1s. Plato
arranges for the soul to be provided prior to experi-
ence with the very things which, according to the
traditional logic, are necessary in order to make the
whole machinery of thinking start, »¢z. clear, immu-
table, eternal concepts, from the use of which know-
ledge may flow. There 1s no doubt that Plato’s story
fills the bill, and provides the very support which the
traditional logic needs.

But, of course, the difficulty about 1t is that 1t 1s
simply a story It 1s no part of our purpose here to
consider whether Plato himself accepted 1t as his last
word on the subject. Certainly 1t did not satisfy
Arstotle. Yet Aristotle never replaced 1t by a better
theory. In the celebrated passage' where he directly
attacks the problem of how we come by the first prin-
ciples of knowledge, he reviews the possible accounts
with masterly criticism; and he shows a considerable
advance 1n psychology. But of the logical problem, as
he is bound to formulate 1t, no possible solution seems
to be left open by his own crittcism He rejects
generalisation from experience as a final explanation,
and he sees difficulty in accepting an intuitionist
account; but he has nothing satisfactory to suggest.
In fact he looks the difficulty firmly 1n the face, and
passes on. Thus, as far as Aristotle himself 1s concerned,

1Post. Anal n 19
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the logic 1s left without basic support, having no satis-
factory explanation to offer of how we sausfy ourselves
of the truth of the first principles upon which, according
to 1ts own teaching, all knowledge must depend.

It is at this very point that the modern philosophers
begin to show their dissatisfaction with the old logic.
With the pre-Kantians, the whole problem tends,
under the influence of the traditional theory of infer-
ence, to centre 1n the question of the apprehension of
first principles. It 1s true, indeed, that these philo-
sophers are so far emancipated from 1ts influence,
that they think of this as a problem concerned with
the origin of principles rather than of concepts. This
1s to say that for them already the vital question 1s by
implication really one of judgment rather than of con-
ception. As we have seen, the traditional logic taught
that if concepts were clear, then propositions looked
after themselves, or, as Kant seems to have put 1t to
himself, a proposition was simply an analysis of a con-
cept, so that the real problem was the origin of the
concept. But the modern philosophers, taught by
their analysis of science, do not talk in these terms.
When they thought of origins, they thought primarily
about principles, z e. propositions which could serve as
premises for inferences, and they tended to take only
a secondary interest 1n the origin of concepts. Indeed, I
think 1t will be found that they all of them really imply,
what Kant explicitly states, that concepts are formed
by means of a series of judgments Even Descartes,
with his doctrine of innate ideas, seems normally to
have thought of his ‘simple natures’ as propositions.
What Locke attacks is not ‘innate 1deas’ but ‘innate
principles ° Locke and Berkeley both clearly imply
that a primitive sense-impression 1s an awareness of
a proposttion such as ‘1t 1s red,” ‘it is hot,” etc., and
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that it is only afZer a number of judgments of this kind
that abstraction 1s possible of such general 1deas as
‘colour,” ‘heat,” etc. Hume, too, 1s worried about the
causal principle, not about the concept of cause; in-
deed had he paid more attention to the :dea of cause,
and to the source of its origination as an idea 1 our
minds, he might well have come to a different conclu-
sion about the causal principle itself. All these thinkers,
in fact, however little they may explicitly recognise 1t,
are 1mplying that judgment 1s prior to conception.

So far these pre-Kantian philosophers may be
regarded as emancipated from the old logic Butin a
more 1mportant sense they are still entirely under 1ts
spell. Their search for first principles 1s to them the
urgent matter 1t 1s because they are unquestioningly
accepting the essential principle of the traditional
theory of inference. The form of the first principles
for which they were searching was determined by this
acceptance. They were looking for indubitable, cer-
tain, self-guaranteeing first principles as a basis for
knowledge, and they did so because they accepted the
traditional account of inference as deductive They
saw that no satisfactory account had been given of
the origin of such principles, nor any satisfactory
reason for accepting particular principles as certainly
true; and they saw that this deficiency must be sup-
phied. Their quarrel was therefore mevitably about
the origin of these principles Not even Hume saw
that a deeper analysis was required, and that a more
sceptical spirit must be shown 1n regard to a previous
question—namely, whether it could be proved that
such principles were necessary at all to the possibility
of knowledge. This is the true measure of the uncon-
scious subservience of these philosophers to the tradi-
tional logic.



CHAPTER IV

THE DOWNFALL OF THE TRADITIONAL
LOGIC

THE downfall of the traditional logic is closely
assoclated with the attempt of modern thinkers to
make something of the method of modern science,
especially of physics For various reasons, they all
thought it vital to examine this method as a prelimu-
nary to propounding their general views about the
nature of knowledge. They thought, of course, that
the method of modern science was essentially and
fundamentally distinguished from previous methods
of philosophising about nature, and each of them sup-
posed that his recognition of this fact had emancipated
him from the influence of past philosophical theories
about the nature of knowledge and the nature of
thought. Because each of them had at least some one
thing in previous theortes which he was eager to
criticise, he thought he was cutting out the past
history of philosophy root and branch. As a matter of
fact, as Kant saw, they were all only nibbling at the
knot. Each of them was assuming the main principles
pf the logic to be true, without even knowing 1t. But
in so accepting these principles, they were in practice
making 1t clear, each in his own way, that these prin-
ciples were unacceptable. So that the conclusion was
gradually forced home that a new logic was necessary.
Each philosopher came to grief in his own system,
because he was trying to make a point about know-
64
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ledge which in itself was a good point, but was ult:-
mately incompatible with the fundamental theory of
thinking which he was unconsczously taking on trust
from the past.

This 1s how Kant himself exhibited the situation.
He maintains that the logical principles which he
himself puts forward, even if at first sight they may
seem obscure and unattractive, are absolutely neces-
sitated by the breakdown of the old logic as exposed
by Descartes and other philosophers who followed
him. In view of the further development of Kant’s
logic since Kant’s own time, we cannot in detail put
the criticism of the earlier philosophers 1n the exact
terms 1n which he put it. But essentially our point 1s
the same—that in principle they were, without re-
cognising 1t, accepting the traditional logic, while
advocating principles which were, rightly regarded,
incompatible with it.

In order to get the position clear, we need only
consider here, I think, the views of Descartes and of
the Briuish Emprricists. If we reflect on the worst diffi-
culties in Descartes’ system, it 1s not difficult to see
that these at least were due to the fact that he had
put himself into the position of making the best of a
bad job. Descartes never seems seriously to have con-
sidered abandoning a deductive theory of reasoning.
On examining the method of geometry—a method
which he thought he had himself recently applied with
outstanding success 1n physics—he considered that
this bore out the traditional view that in thinking new
knowledge is deduced from simple first principles,
which are the foundation of all geometrical knowledge
and are themselves absolutely known to be true, their
truth not being dependent in any way on the know-
ledge of their implications, but being known before,

B
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or at least independently of, the reccognition of those
implications. This is of course traditional doctrine,
and doctrine which the Idealistic logic has been forced
to reject, following on some considerations adduced
by Descartes himself. Yet Descartes did not canvass
its rejection. He always 1nsisted on the character of
the axioms as ‘simple natures,’” truths immediately
apprehended by the ‘natural light’; and he always
regarded the subsequent propositions as known to us
by deduction from these. No doubt Kant is wrong
in saying that Descartes treated thinking as ‘analytic.’
He did not. He treated 1t as intuitive; and as such 1t
would be as synthetic in Kant’s sense of the word as
the simple judgment of sense-perception, which Kant
admuts to be synthetic. But though he does not regard
deduction as analysis, he subscribes to the traditional
view that inference 1s deduction, in the sense that new
knowledge 1s deduced (albeit not without a series of
new intuitions) from a few very general, simple prin-
ciples, which must be known first and independently.

It will be worth while to enquire into this matter
more closely. Clearly Descartes’ view of the nature of
thinking presupposes that in addition to the intuitions
of connexions between propositions which go to make
up deduction proper, we have also intuition of the Zrus
of the first premises, 7.e. the axioms—this knowledge
of the truth of the axioms being prior to, and inde-
pendent of, the intuitions of the connexions between
these axiomatic propositions and the conclusions
which follow from them. Thus it looks as 1f he must
be maintaining that two kinds of intuition are in-
volved:—first, the intuition of the axioms, which 1s
directly and immediately an intuition of truth; and
secondly, the intuition of each step in the deduction,
which 1s primarily and immediately an ntuition of
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necessary connexion, and secondarily and mediately
an intwition of truth because the propositions con-
cerned are intuited to be necessarily connected with
the axioms, which are true When we ask what con-
vinced Descartes that intuitions of the first kind were
possible to man, that s, that there really were such
axiomatic propositions, of the #u#% of which we have
immediate intuition, we remember that Descartes felt
himself not quite sure of the existence of ‘the objects
of speculative geometry’, while the ‘natural lhght’
revealed to him immediately the certainty of pro-
posttions such as ‘two straight lines cannot enclose a
space,’ it did not assure him immediately of the exzsz-
ence of the straight lines. What, then, could he mean
by maintaining, as in effect he does maintain, that
these axioms are not only known to have implications,
but are also known to be #we? It seems from what has
just been said about the existence of objects that
Descartes was at bottom doubtful of the #u#: of the
axioms, 1n any ordinary sense of the word ‘truth’; that
1s to say, he was really doubtful of the existence in
man of that ‘intellectual intuition’ which Kant denied
to human beings.

It should be said that Descartes commonly main-
tains that the intuition of the truth of the axioms 1s the
same kind of intuition as that of the connexion be-
tween premises and conclusion in geometric proof.
But 1t is difficult to see how this doctrine can be main-
tained. It has been taken to mean—and this view has
been adopted by Cook Wilson—that the recognition
of the connexion between conclusion and premise and
the recognition of the truth of the conclusion are one
inseparable act of recognition. But if this 1s so, if 1n-
tuition of necessary connexion and intuition of truth
are inseparable, then, apart from the difficulties 1n-
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volved in regard to reductio ad absurdum and to hypo-
thetical thinking generally, what are we to say of the
axioms? If we allow the inseparability here also, that
15, if we allow that intuition of their truth 1s insepar-
able from intwition of their connexion with the pro-
positions with which they are connected, we have
then denied their peculiarly axiomatic nature as dis-
tinct from derived or deduced propositions. That 1s
to say, we have abandoned the traditional doctrine
that inference is deduction from very general, simple
propositions, the truth of which is independently
known, 1n that we have allowed that our apprehension
of the truth of the axioms 1s as much dependent on
our apprehension of their necessary connexion with
other propositions as 1s the case with our apprehension
of the truth of those other propositions themselves.
This conclusion, of course, was never explicitly drawn
by Descartes himself, who seems normally to have
held that the first principles were apprehended 7z-
medrately by the natural hight.

Thus, as Kant saw, Descartes subscribed 1n essen-
tials to the traditional doctrine that inference 1s deduc-
tion, when there was much 1n his own philosophy
which should have made him question 1t. One result
of this was his unfortunate doctrine of ‘innate ideas’
and of ‘natural light,” which was rightly rejected by
the British Empiricists. For having rejected authority
as a proper source of knowledge, Descartes was com-
mitted, in view of his insistence on the peculiar exact-
ness and certainty of the propositions of mathematics,
to a doctrine of intellectual intuition in order to
account for an independent primary knowledge of the
truth of the axioms and of the first principles of
thought generally—a doctrine which he could not
maintain, and at times indeed almost abandoned
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himself. Sometimes he seems to hope to deduce all
other principles, however apparently simple and
primary, from the cogzfo as his one primary certainty;
but in the first place he never shows how this 1s to be
done, and, 1n the Medzéations and Discourse at least,
abandons deduction altogether and introduces in-
stead the obviously unsatisfactory doctrine of a ¢72-
Zerton by which the truth of mutually independent
propositions can be tested; and in the second place he
does not succeed 1n formulating acceptably the cogzfo
itself as a premise from which anything can be de-
duced. At other times he speaks as if there were a
number of independent axiomatic principles, intuited
separately, and standing each upon 1ts own support—
and this 1s the doctrine which Locke attacks. But
whether he maintains that he has one primary cer-
tainty or several primary certainties, he 1s always
thinking that knowledge must start from some
absolutely certain, independently known, proposition
or propositions, and that without these knowledge
would not be possible at all.

Thus the effect of Descartes’ subscription to the
traditional account of inference 1s that the whole
weight 1n his theory of knowledge 1s thrown on his
account of our knowledge of the axioms or first prin-
ciples, from which all our knowledge 1s alleged to be
deduced. In his account of our apprehension of these
lies his only revolt. He denies that these first principles
are taken from authority, but he admuts that there are
and must be such principles to serve as premises for
thought. He thinks that his position is sufficiently safe-
guarded by insisting that every man apprehends these
principles independently for himself. His account of
the nature of this apprehension is nebulous, and, if
pressed, he has no clear ground, as we have seen, for
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maintaining the existence of such principles at all.
Having insisted on the intuitive nature of every step
taken in a demonstration, 1t is not clear why he should
have thought that such demonstration must start from
independently apprehended axioms, z.e. why he
regards such demonstration as 1n any sense deductive,
properly speaking, at all. In this he seems simply to
be holding on uncritically to the traditional doctrine.

It was an essenuial point 1n the position of Empiri-
cism to deny Descartes’ account of the apprehension
of first principles Descartes had thought 1t sufficient
to deny that these principles were derived from author-
ity, and sought to retain both their basic nature and
their immediacy by his doctrine of intuition The
Brish Empiricists attacked this view of the origin of
knowledge, as they were bound to do Locke, of
course, only half recognised where he stood, allowing as
he did the intuitive nature of mathematical knowledge.
Even Hume 1s not quite self-consistent 1n his account
of arithmetic and algebra, though he 1s a thorough-
going empiricist about geometry But 1t is clear
enough that the essential position of the Empiricists
really 1s that all knowledge 1s derived from sense-
perception; and therefore that the primary knowledge
given us by particular sense-perceptions 1s 1tself 1m-
mediate, and 1s certainly not derived by deductions
from axioms or general principles of any kind. It
might seem that this must have involved an immediate
and thorough-going rejection of the old logic lock,
stock and barrel. Yet we shall see that this was not so,
but that the Empiricists still accepted, without know-
ing it, the essential principles of the old logic, and
that this profoundly affected the development of their
views. Indeed it 1s hardly too much to say—and this
is Kant’s view—that it was chiefly and mainly his
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uncritical subscription to traditional doctrine that
caused Hume’s brilliant enquiry to end prematurely
in a sceptical result

When all 1s said, the Empuiricists really put the
problem to themselves in essentially the same terms
as Descartes had done. They, too, sought primarily
to explain the origin of those basic 1deas and principles
on which they supposed all knowledge to depend, try-
ing to show that they were derived from experience,
that is, from sense-perception. This 1s seen perhaps
most clearly in Locke. He maintains that all the know-
ledge, which 1s properly called knowledge, 1s due to
the perception by us of agreement or disagreement
between our ideas. By perception, Locke must here
mean some kind of non-sensuous intuition, for he can
hardly think that this perception of agreement and
disagreement—he 1s mainly thinking at the moment
of geometry—is itself a species of sense-perception. If
he had thought this, and had recognised this as s
view, he would have made much more fuss about the
point explicitly, as Berkeley does. Locke thus allots an
important part 1n the production of knowledge to non-
sensuous 1ntuition. In doing so, he entirely relies, for
the safe-guarding of his empiricism, on maintaining,
or seeking to maintain, that the i1deas, between which
agreement and disagreement are intellectually per-
ceived, are themselves wholly the product of sense-
perception. That 1s to say, he 1s speaking as if he
thought the judgments of mathematics to be syn-
thetic, but without 1n the least realising the implica-
tions of admitting them to be synthetic. He could not
possibly have thought of his empiricism as safe-
guarded by his teaching here, if he were not absolutely
taking it for granted, in spite of the apparent implica-
tions of his own language, that all thinking 1s analytic
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—that is, that what he calls the ‘perception of agree-
ment and disagreement’ 1s the mere recognition by
analysis of something already contained in the ideas
concerned. His language, of course, suggests that non-
sensuous perception of this type gives us knowledge
as much as sense-perception does; that however much
1t may be necessary for the one to take place before
the other 1s possible, non-sensuous intuition 1s as
much a fresh apprehension as sense-perception is.
But this 1s certainly not strict empiricism, and it was
not really Locke’s view Locke #kought he was main-
taining, and meant to maintain, that all knowledge 1s
derived from sense-experience alone, without any con-
tribution from any other source whatever That his
own account of mathematical knowledge was 1ncon-
sistent with this he failed to see simply because of his
acceptance of the traditional logic

The same influence can be seen even more obviously
at work 1n determining Locke’s theory of sense-
perception itself, the acceptance of which by Berkeley
and Hume was one of the most important factors 1n
determining the history of the school. If we ask why it
was that Locke thought that my perception of any
object consists of a series of momentary awarenesses,
in each of which I am aware of one simple idea and
one only, the simple 1dea being the 1dea of one simple
quality, it 1s difficult to feel that such a view can have
been due to pure, unbiassed introspection. No doubt
the view that an apparently continuous consciousness
can be broken up into such a series of discrete mo-
ments—or, to put 1t in another way, that a series of
discrete moments of awareness can become com-
pounded in some way into an apparently continuous
consciousness—no doubt this doctrine owes much to
reflection on the physical theories of the day. But grant-
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ing this, why maintain that each momentary aware-
ness 1s awareness of one simple quality? Why simple?
It is difficult to believe that anyone could have come
to such a view simply by a straightforward introspec-
tive analysis of primitive awareness 1n sensation. The
fact seems to be that Locke’s notion of simplicity was
determined for him by his acceptance of the tradi-
tional account of the nature of thinking. His ‘simple’
ideas, like Descartes’ ‘simple natures,” are simple 1n
the sense demanded by the old logic. The most
general statements from which all knowledge 1s de-
duced, and on whose independent credit all knowledge
depends, can only deal with ideas so simple that noth-
1ing could be simpler; otherwise they would not be basic
and fundamental. Since, as taught by the logic, if
knowledge 1s to be possible, thought needs ideas which
are simple in this sense from which to start, Locke
jumps to the conclusion that it 1s precisely simple
1deas of this kind which are given 1n sense-perception;
he can thus maintain that sense-experience provides
all that thought needs to make the growth of know-
ledge possible. Thus Locke’s acceptance of the tradi-
tional theory of thinking 1n a large measure operates
to fix prematurely once and for all the official theory
of perception of the Empiricist school. This 1n turn
determined the form to be taken later by the official
theory of thinking in the Empiricist philosophy,
namely the doctrine that thinking 1s association of
1deas.

Berkeley and Hume recognised that Locke’s ac-
count of the nature of mathematical knowledge would
not do, being inadmissible on Empiricist principles.
But the general result of this recognition on their part,
as far as their empiricism was concerned, was that
they were led to scepticism. What happened to them
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in effect was that they found that empiricism would
not consort with the old logic, and without reconsider-
ing the old logic they became sceptics. This scepticism
suited Berkeley, because he wanted to attack physical
science, and he did not fully realise that his destructive
arguments could be turned to apply as well to our
knowledge of spirit as to our knowledge of the
physical world. It suited him to maintain 1n the face
of contemporary physics that the laws of the physical
world were contingent; but he did not see that he
could not maintain, as he wished to, that we knew for
certain that certain characteristics were essential to
God’s nature—one of which was that God 1s all-
powerful and free, and therefore that the laws of
physical nature are cerfainly Anown to be contingent.
He did not see this because of his defective analysis of
his own spiritualism; but as far as physical science
was concerned he drew the same conclusion as Hume.
However, the point that concerns us 1s perhaps seen
most clearly in Hume. He concentrates on the causal
principle, assuming that unless this principle can be
established absolutely and independently af 2ke begin-
ning, all thought 1s invahd, since all thought depends
upon 1t. The view that thought reconsiders, and con-
firms or modifies, 1ts own basic principles as 1t goes
along, for all the support that it finds 1n experience,
does not really seem to him to meet the case, and he
becomes a sceptic. He assumes that the causal prin-
ciple must be made good once and for all at the begin-
ning; and when he finds that this cannot be done, he
turns sceptic on the ground that in thinking we always
and consistently—the consistency of the practice did
not, curiously enough, give him pause—make use of
a principle to which we are not entitled. He regards
the causal principle as a simple, general principle,



iv  THE DOWNFALL OF THE TRADITIONAL LOGIC 75

whose #eaning is clear and definable, but which s,
unfortunately, just not true—and this 1n spite of the
fact that when he comes to explain just what we mean
by saying that 4 causes 5, he can produce nothing
better than an extremely rough and ready description,
or indication, certainly not a definition. His attitude
indeed 1nvolves a curious mixture of criticism and
acceptance of the traditional logic, both of them to
some extent explicit. There is criticism 1n that the
logic had not shown up, as surely a sound logic should,
the basic and fundamental nature of the causal prin-
ciple; and there is acceptance, in that 1t assumes that
a basic principle (on Hume’s view, the causal prin-
ciple) must be a simple, clearly apprehended, general
principle, apprehended to be certainly true before,
and independently of, its use. It was this latter accept-
ance which made his enquiry lead him to scepticism,
in that it prevented him from canvassing any such
view as that put forward by Kant.

Thus it 1s broadly true to say that the pre-Kantians
did not recognise how complete a break was necessary
with the old logic. This was left to Kant. It is true
that Berkeley pointed the way, and made some small
effort to make a start on a new theory It 1s also true
that Hume had a complete theory of thinking of his
own; namely that all so-called thinking 1s nothing

10n this point Berkeley shows more msight He does recognise
that the fundamental terms of physics are not simple or definable,
and he does seem to recogmse that the progress which physics has
made has been achieved 1n spite of this But he makes only very
tentative efforts to work out a theory of knowledge on this basis.
While he 15 generally sympathetic to it, and, of course, profoundly
interested 1 it, he never really made up his mind about physics at
all, whether to call 1t knowledge or 1illusion or something between
the two. Sometimes he speaks as 1f he was discrediting 1t altogether
as compared with theology; sometimes as if he thought they both
stood on much the same kind of ground, neither being enabled to
have the last word against the other Cf AZezphron, Dialogue vu



76 IDEALISTIC LOGIC v

more or less than association of ideas. But Hume him-
self hardly ventures to put this forward as a positive
theory of knowledge, or to make a logic out of it. He
rather regards it as the destruction of logic, and the
denial of knowledge altogether. He makes no attempt
to put forward a new theory of true judgment or of
valid inference in keeping with his own general
position. He takes it as immediately obvious that it
cannot be done. My point is that he would not have
thrown up the sponge so readily if he had not accepted
so whole-heartedly, at least 1n one essential particular,
the verbal mspiration of the old logic If he had not
assumed throughout that any valid thinking must
start from absolutely true first premises, which must
be recognised as true at the beginning, he mught well
have sought to work out a new theory of knowledge
following his own principles, instead of being content
to explain away knowledge as mere unavoidable 1llu-
sion.

Thus Kant was right 1n saying that the great mis-
take made by his predecessors was their acceptance
of the old logic. His criticism was wrong, of course, 1n
detail. He was wrong 1n saying that they regarded
thought as analytic. As a matter of fact, as we have
seen, they regarded 1t as synthetic—and synthetic 1n
Kant’s sense of the word. Descartes tried to represent
it as synthetic on a basis of intellectual intustion, and
the Empiricists as synthetic on a basis of sense-per-
ception. Hume finally showed that neither view could
be maintained. The mistake made by these philo-
sophers was not that they treated thought as analytic,
but that they assumed it to be deductive, in the sense
of drawing out conclusions from simple, general, true
premises. They broke down 1n their attempt to explain
the origin and validity of these premises, yet they
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never rcconsidered the grounds for believing in the
existence of any such premuses at all. They never
asked themselves afresh whether thinking 1s deductive;
and they never analysed the thinking of science in
order to answer such a questton. They did not seek to
determine whether 1t 1s essential, for instance, to
physics to have absolutely certain, self-evident first
principles, and whether the physicist, when he demon-
strates, simply deduces from such first principles. They
simply took 1t for granted that this was so, on the
credit of the traditional logic.

No doubt it appears paradoxical at first sight to say
this of the Empiricists, who may seem to have laid
great stress on induction as generalisation from ex-
perience; but a close analysis of Hume will, I think,
show that 1t 1s the case. Hume’s sceptical position
really rests upon the presupposition that the valdity
of the causal principle 1s essential to the possibility
of any inference, he 1s really thinking of i1t as the
fundamental first principle or premise. Therefore, on
traditional principles, he thinks that it must be
justified first, before any argument 1s acceptable.
When he finds that he cannot do this, he concludes at
once that there 1s no such thing as valid inference, and
developes a naturalistic theory of belief. He is saying
in effect—7f there are no certain first principles there
can be no knowledge; the causal principle 1s the funda-
mental first principle, and it 1s not certainly true;
therefore there can be no knowledge. But he does not
argue and seek to prove the truth of the first statement;
he just takes it for granted. What he argues is that
there are no certainly apprehended, absolutely valid
first principles. In this he seems to be right If the
history of the philosophies of Kant’s predecessors
brings home to us anything, it is this—that the search
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tfor immediately apprehended, absolutely valid first
iprinciples has completely broken down.

So far we have argued that the pre-Kantian philo-
sophies failed because of their uncritical acceptance
of essential doctrines in the ancient logic, and that
this break-down was bound to lead to a revolution in
logical theory. We may now turn to other signs of the
break-down of the traditional system which were
being brought to Light by the modern philosophy.
Most of these philosophers had, of course, in some
measure shown dissatisfaction with the syllogism. But
it will have become clear by now that, if our argument
is sound, the syllogism itself i1s not vital to the essen-
tial position of the traditional doctrine. I have tried
to show that the view that thinking 1s syllogistic has
played an essential part in determining the whole
structure of the old logic, and 1n this sense 1t 1s of
great importance. But, as 1t has actually turned out,
the main point on which depends the revolt of the
Idealists from the old doctrine 1s obscured, I think, if
too much stress 1s laid on the syllogism 1tself. As has
been hinted already, and will be explained more 1n
detail later, it is possible to reject the syllogism, and
still to adhere to the traditional logic in respect of
those doctrines which essentially distinguish 1t from
the Idealistic. Descartes indeed did this, and follow-
ing him Cook Wilson.! It was inevitable that the
modern philosophers should reject the syllogism, in
view of their investigation of the argumentation of
science; but if the Idealists are night, it 1s necessary to
do more than this. Descartes rejected the syllogism,
but sought to retain deductio; if we follow the Idealists
deductio also must go—in any sense, at least, like that
in which it was understood by the old logic.

1Cf enfra, ch xu
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Besides this rejection of the syllogism, however,
there were a number of other, and more important,
signs of dissatisfaction with Aristotelian teaching,
which show which way the wind was blowing, though
no one of them perhaps 1n itself points right to the
root of the matter. Of these we may here draw atten-
tion to two. The traditional logic does not tend to
throw into a sufficiently high hight the categories
which seem to be central to the working of scientific
thought; and also it seems to be inevitably associated
with a doctrine about the nature of reality, which
science seems apt to reject.

To take the first point first, 1t seems obvious enough,
as Hume saw, that the 1dea of necessary connexion is
vital to science. The man of science is always looking
for necessary connexions, and he regards his enquiry
as successful when he finds them. Berkeley, 1t is true,
sought to represent laws of nature as not statements
of necessary connexion, but mere generalisations from
experience asserting a regular but ultimately con-
tingent concomrtance. But Hume saw that in assert-
ing causation, for instance, the man of science is
undoubtedly asserting necessary connexion. Whether
or not he has any right to do so 1s, of course, another
matter; and Hume’s view 1s that he has not. But cer-
tainly he does assert 1t, and thinks that he has found
it in nature. He thinks, indeed, that he has a special
technique for finding 1t, and this is at least the im-
mediate aim of his enquiry. It may even be that the
work of science proper begins and ends with the
apprehension of necessary connexion. A classifica-
tion, therefore, of the various kinds of necessary
connexion which can be discovered in nature, and
of the conditions necessary to the discovery of
each kind, would seem to be an important part
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of any investigation of the nature of scientific
thought.

Now the traditional logic, to say the least of it, does
not throw such a classification into a high light.
Hume’s enquiry really brought home this point.
Hume succeeded in convincing people that the know-
ledge of everything, or at least of everything that
matters—z.¢. all knowledge of real existents—depends
upon the causal principle. That 1s to say, when we
say, for instance, 4 1s B, we must really have come
to know this not immediately, but mediately; we must
have apprehended 1t in some such way as this—X
causes Y, therefore 4 1s (or, more strictly, must be) 5.
Unless this 1s so, Hume’s attack on the causal prin-
ciple does not involve a universal scepticism. To take
Kant’s simplest instance, when we say ‘The event B
is subsequent to the event 4,” we must have appre-
hended this, if we have apprehended it at all, 1n this
way—dA 1s the cause of B therefore B 1s subsequent
to A4; or, of course, in a more complicated case, X 1s
the cause of ¥, X 1s co-temporaneous with 4 and ¥
with B, therefore B 1s subsequent to 4. Thus the
statement ‘5 1s subsequent to 4,’ and other statements
of the form S 1s P, really conceal by their form the
mediate process by which the man of science comes
to apprehend them, and the grounds which convince
him that they are true. And if we take it, as modern
philosophy normally does, that the grounds which the
man of science has for being convinced that such par-
ticular statements are true are the best grounds avail-
able—or, if you like to put it more confidently, that it
1s science which gives us knowledge of the truth of
these particular statements—we may say roundly,
that the form S 1s 2 entirely conceals the way 1n
which these facts are apprehended; it misleads us as
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to the actual nature of the birth of knowledge in the
soul. No analysis of statements of this form can throw
any hght on how we come by knowledge, or on our
evidence for thinking 1t to be knowledge An investi-
gation of science shows us that the apprehension of
statements of this form 1s not immediate, but mediate,
depending as 1t does on the apprehension of necessary
connexions; and what we need to do 1n our logic, if we
are to throw light on the nature of apprehension, 1s to
examine the statements of necessary connexion which
lie at the root of the matter.

It 1s here that an ever-widening breach with the
old logic begins. Hume, of course, was not explicitly
writing logic, but some of the logical implications
of his doctrine are not difficult to see. In the last
resort, Hume speaks as if you could know zothing
without the causal principle, as if every sigmificant
judgment implied 1ts use, and, as we have said before,
unless we follow him here, his attack on the causal
principle does not 1nvolve us 1n scepticism. According
to Hume I cannot state even the simplest apprehension
without involving the causal principle. If I say, “This1s
green’ or ‘[ am thinking,’ I am implying the existence
of the ‘this’ and the ‘I,” which I can never apprehend un-
less I rely on the causal principle All such statements,
on Hume’sview,require a process of mediate apprehen-
sion, 1n which the causal principle 1s involved. Thus,
on his showing, the vital problem 1s concerned with
the apprehension of causation itself How do we come
to recognise necessary connexion in nature? This 1s
the question to which the attention of logic must be
turned.

Of course, the Idealistic logic 1s far from accepting
without qualification and elaboration Hume’s simple
view that all knowledge depends on the causa/ prin-
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ciple, as he describes 1t, involving as 1t does the view
that all necessity is causal necessity. Indeed one of the
first tasks of this logic 1s to distinguish between several
types of necessary connexion. The point that concerns
us here, however—and the details do not at the mo-
ment matter—is that there was a growing recognition
that simple statements of the S 1s 2 form do not
represent immediate apprehensions as they stand, but
are mediated, and that the vital link 1in this mediate
apprehension, as the analysis of science shows, 1s the
recognition of necessary connexion. The traditional
logic had thus entirely failed to allow sufficient im-
portance to the categories which seemed to be vital to
scientific thinking.

The second cause of dissatisfaction, to which we
may just draw attention here, 1s that the doctrines of
the old logic seem to be closely associated with an
account of the ultimate nature of reality, which science
has so far tended to discredit If the truth about the
world 1s ultimately to be told in statements of the .S
is 2 form, this seems to require that reality must con-
sist of independent substances, differentiated from
one another by their properties and accidents. On this
view it 1s difficult to avoid allowing to these substances
the entirely independent, autonomous, ‘windowless’
nature of Leibniz’ monads. Indeed, there 1s one well-
known interpretation of Leibmiz, which maintains
that he developed his monadology primarily by work-
ing out the implications of the fact that propositions
are essentially of the attributive form. At one time no
doubt the man of science himself assumed that his
ultimate account of the universe would represent it as
having some such nature. The old chemistry with 1ts
classification of elemental substances was a compara-
tively sophisticated instance of this. Certainly 1t was
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a similar view which in Aristotle’s mind went hand-in-
hand with his logic. But the main influence of modern
science has been to stress the unity of the world at the
expense of its plurality, the systematic or organic
nature of the Whole at the cost of the independence
of the real individual. So that when we come to the
attempt at a strict and proper statement of such
knowledge about the universe as science has acquired,
there tends to be a suspicion of particular statements
of the S 1s 2 form, at least if they are understood as
the traditional logic understood them.

Thus there are unmistakable signs of a general dis-
satisfaction 1n modern philosophy with the doctrines
of the old logic all round; and 1t 1s clear enough that
such dissatisfaction was 1nevitable. But, as we are
representing 1t here, the central point, on which all its
failures ultimately depend, 1s its doctrine of the neces-
sity to knowledge of a fixed, independently guaran-
teed starting pornt—at least this 1s, I think, the key to
the fundamental difference in point of view in the
Idealistic logic. The old logic had taught that thought
consists 1n deducing conclusions from fixed first
principles, and 1n pre-Kantian philosophy the battle
raged round the establishment and validity of these
first principles, without squarely reconsidering the
logic on the strength of which 1t had been maintained
that such first principles must or do exist. When Hume
came to consider the matter, he examined two alter-
native theories as possible explanations of our know-
ledge of first principles, z2z. the theory that they
depend on inductive argument by generalisation from
particular sense-perceptions, and the theory that they
are apprehended by intuition. He easily shows that
neither theory can explain knowledge of the causal
principle. Since he thinks that the causal principle 1s
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fundamental to all knowledge, his logical position 1s
that the first principle which is necessary to the estab-
lishment of knowledge cannot itself be established.
He 1s thus a sceptic. The general line taken by the
Idealistic logic 1s to cease to kick against the pricks in
this matter; that 1s, it ceases from the attempt to
establish such independent, self-guaranteeing first
principles, taking 1t that Hume has shown that it can-
not be done Instead, it goes back and re-opens the
previous question of the nature of inference. Was the
old logic right, 1t asks, in maintaining that for infer-
ence to be possible, thought must be able to start from
independently established first principles? It ends by
maintaining an account of inference which dispenses
with the necessity of such fixed starting points.

No doubt this sounds a paradoxical thing to say for
one who regards the whole development of the Ideal-
istic logic as based upon the teaching of Kant. On the
usual interpretation of Kant, with the great emphasis
laid on his attempted vindication of the causal prin-
ciple against Hume, 1t appears to be obvious enough
that Kant is accepting Hume’s position that the causal
principle 1s essential as a fundamental premise of all
knowledge, and that he 1s simply seeking to establish
and vindicate that first premise But I think that this
appearance 1s due to too much emphasis being laid
on the alleged purpose or intention of the argument
of the Second Analogy?, and too little attention being
paid to the actual nature of that argument 1tself and
to the place that it occupies 1n the development of
Kant’s whole system. I hope it will be made clear 1n
the following chapters that Kant, by his whole attitude
and method, started a new logic, the end of which he
only partly foresaw, but which was bound to develop

1Critsigue of Pure Reason (N K Smuth’s translation), pp 218-33
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into the Ideahistic logic. It 1s no part of my purposc
here to attempt a measured estimate of how far Kant
advanced along the road himself; and it 1s certainly
not a germane objection to the argument in these
pages to point out that Kant himself did not clearly
see all the implications of what he said exactly as they
are expounded here, or to maintain that Kant would
not have exhibited his system 1n the order in which 1t
1s here exhibited, and that he would not have placed
1its centre of gravity just where I place it. My argu-
ment 1s that 1t 1s the fact that Kant said what he said
which started the new logic going and made 1t 1n-
evitable; and I have spoken of Kant’s philosophy 1n
such a way and with such emphasis as 1s necessary to
make this point. That Kant did not entirely see him-
self m the hight of his influence on his successors 1s
neither here nor there.

Perhaps, however, it should be said that, though 1t
1s not relevant to the argument here, 1t 1s as a matter
of fact the case, 1n my opinion, that Kant normally
recognised himself as standing very much where he
1s here represented as standing It was certainly his
view that the chief mistake of his predecessors lay 1n
their acceptance of the old logic, and that his own
main contribution was the inauguration of a new
logic. It 1s true that he clung desperately to the belief
that his new logic should be added to the old as a kind
of supplement to it. But 1t 1s clear from what he
explicitly says that this cannot be done, and that the
new view 1nvolves a thorough-going revolt from the
old. Moreover, there are many signs that Kant at
times clearly recognised this himself. He certainly
thought, and he criticised his predecessors for not
realising, that an account of thought as synthetic can-
not be made to square with the old logic; and he
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regarded 1t as being his main task to provide a new
logic to give an account of such thinking. He 1s apt,
as we have seen, to phrase his criticism by saying that
previous philosophers had not recognised that thought
1s synthetic. What he should rather have said is that
they were really regarding thought as synthetic,* but
did not realise that this involved the complete re-
modelling of logic. This re-modelling would ulti-
mately show that they were following a wrong track
1n attempting to vindicate independent first principles;
for 1t would show that first principles, in the sense in
which they and the old logic understood them, were
not necessary to thought at all.

1; ¢ synthetic in the sense n which Kant is using that word in
the passages 1n question 1n the Introduction to the Crizique of Pure
Reason  Of course, if synthetic really imphes puzzzng together, as
opposed to zecognzsing as together, as it normally does, I think,
in Kant’s use of 1t m the Transcendental Analytic, then the pre-

Kantians, with the exception of Hume, did not regard thought as
synthetic



CHAPTER V
THE IMAGINATION: HUME AND KANT

In the preceding chapter we have tried to show how
there were signs in the philosophies of the pre-Kantian
thinkers that a revolution 1n logic was inevitable,
since each of these in his investigation of science and
scientific method made points which revealed the
traditional logic as a misleading account of the nature
of thinking. We must now turn close attention to a
rather different aspect of the philosophical situation
out of which the new logic arose. After all, though the
traditional logic was being strained to bursting point
in the hands of all these modern thinkers, yet 1t was
actually Hume who woke Kant from his dogmatic
slumber, and caused philosophy to wait for the new
logic in a state of suspended animation, as i1t were.
Moreover, 1t 1s Hume whom Kant has primarily in
mind 1n the formulation of his most careful doctrines.
No doubt he was so deeply imbued with Leibnizian
doctrine that he lisps in Leibmz, so to speak, without
knowing 1t But 1t 1s Hume to whom he gives his
explicit attention throughout, and 1t 1s the evading of
the difficulties raised by Hume which costs him his
main effort 1n the modelling of his new logic.

It is natural, moreover, that while Kant carefully
surveys and judicially estimates the whole previous
history of modern philosophy in making up his mind
as to his proper point of departure, he should be
specially affected by consideration of the proximate

87
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cause of his sudden awakening to the urgent need for a
new logical system. As Kant saw 1t, and indeed as
we still see 1t, this cause lay 1n the specifically psycho-
logical teaching of Hume about the nature of thought.!
Whatever was the main thesis of which Kant was
convinced by the reading of Hume, 1t was certainly
closely connected with the latter’s doctrine that when-
ever we think, the sequences of i1deas 1n the mind are
determined by the laws of association, 1n other words,
that the 1magination plays an important part in the
generation 1n the individual mind of all knowledge
and all belief, since the laws which were first found
to govern sequences of ideas 1n imagining are on
further investigation seen to govern all sequences in
the mind whatever Either this doctrine must be re-
butted by logic, or a new logical doctrine must be
found consistent with the essential truth of this new
psychological teaching. According to Kant, the first
line of attack 1s impossible, the second 1s therefore the
only one open to logic.

This, briefly stated, 1s the general position. We
must now 1nvestigate the matter more closely. Just
why was 1t, we must ask, that Hume’s teaching, which
was after all admittedly psychological and based on
psychological investigation, was fatal to the old logic?
We have seen 1n the last chapter that Hume had him-
self swallowed much of the teaching of the old logic,
and that 1t was for this reason that he himself usually
leapt to the conclusion that his doctrine involved utter

1Locke had mnaugurated the same doctrine, but had not driven
the ponts home Berkeley had turned s main attention to the
application of the method of empirical psychology to the problems
of our perception of space Hume 1s the first to focus direct attention
on a psychological investigation of the nature of zkznking Kant, of
course, thought Hume’s apphication of the method to be of far more
vital significance than Berkeley’s
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and complete scepticism. But we have not yet deter-
mined with sufficient exactitude just what 1t was in
his system which involved scepticism. Was he right
in thinking 1t absolutely destructive of the possibility
of knowledge? Or can 1t be maintained that 1t 1s essen-
tially sceptical only on certain assumptions—assump-
tions which can be shown to be unnecessary?

These were the questions which Kant asked him-
self; and a clear definition of the general standpoint
to be adopted is essential to keeping a clear head
through the working out of the detail of the new logic
Fortunately in the Preface to the Second Edition of
the Critigue of Pure Reason, as well as elsewhere 1n
the work, where he lays aside for the time his use of
technical logical terms, Kant has gwven us some 1ndi-
cation of what he considered his general position to
be as against Hume. That 1s to say, he has himself
given us considerable help toward discovering why he
thought the fundamental problem a logical one, and
why he formulated 1t in the particular terms, ‘How
are synthetic @ przo7z judgments possible?’ After all,
Kant, like other philosophers, had first to make up
his mind what the fundamental problem was 1n
general; then he had to decide what particular in-
vestigation he should undertake 1n order to throw
some light on the answer to 1t; then he had to state
his general problem correctly in the accurate, tech-
nical terms germane to his particular investigation.
All this preliminary work 1s as important as, and 1n
general more liable to error than, the particular
investigation conducted. Fortunately, as has been said
before, Kant has given us more indication than have
most philosophers as to how his mind worked 1n these
all-important preliminaries.

I do not propose to point out here the mistakes
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made by Kant 1n the orientation of his general posi-
tion, or 1n the translation of his main questions and
theories into the terms of technical logic. I am cer-
tainly not primarily concerned here to vindicate or to
criticise Kant 1n detaill. What I wish to do 1s to follow
the method of Kant in pointing the way which was
bound to be taken by subsequent logic, 1if 1t was to
maintain 1itself after Hume had established the right
of psychology to put forward a psychological theory
of thinking. In doing this I shall be following what I
believe to be the line of Kant’s own thinking. But I
do not wish to argue this point, but to exhibit the
position for its own sake and on 1ts own merts It
would be wrong, however, not to state that the method
I am using 1s wholly Kant’s method, and 1t would be
foolish to neglect the opportunity of throwing the
nature of that method into a clearer light by referring
to Kant’s use of 1t. In his Preface Kant tells us what
he conceives his problem to be, and 1n what he thought
his answer consisted, 1n ordinary, non-technical lan-
guage—language which can be immediately under-
stood by readers of Descartes’ Meditatrons or of
Locke’s Essay. Here he tells us, for instance, that he
proposes to try the revolutionary hypothesis that in
being known objects ‘must conform to the nature of
the mind’; that the mind only understands in Nature
what it has introduced 1nto Nature 1n accordance with
its own plan; that, in order to face his difficulties he
has had to ‘destroy knowledge 1n order to make way
for belief’; and so on. Then having indicated in
general terms what his problem is and what his
answer 1s, he proceeds to state his problem—the same
problem, of course, as he thinks—accurately in tech-
nical language. He distinguishes between analytic
and synthetic judgments, and asks ‘How are synthetic
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a priort judgments possible?’ He says that in order to
do this we must go beyond the old logic and found a
new transcendental logic, showing how the mind in
judging introduces a transcendental element into its
representations: and so on. In working out all this
Kant no doubt made many mistakes, which he may
or may not have gradually corrected himself as he
went along. But in my opinion he followed the only
method which could possibly be successful 1n 1nitiat-
ing any fundamental change in logic; and, taking
hints from him all along the line, I shall now seek to
follow the same method.

Just why then, we ask again, were the doctrines of
Hume fatal to previous theories of knowledge?
Strictly speaking, I think, Hume’s view 1s not fatal to
the existence of immediate intuitive knowledge. He
puts forward no theory as to the origination of our
‘distinct perceptions.’ It 1s certainly not his view that
any giwven perception has its nature through and
through determined by previous perceptions. As far
as his argument or the results of his analysis go, each
distinct perception mzg/4¢ be a clear and distinct 1m-
mediate apprehension, after the manner of Descartes,
of a reality, apprehended just as 1t 1s without modifica-
tion or distortion of any kind. It might be so. Rightly
regarded, Hume’s view does not prove that there are
no such things as immediate apprehensions. He him-
self waives the point, though he often speaks, of
course, of ‘distinct perceptions’ as if they were 1m-
mediate apprehensions 1n this sense. What he does
show is that knowledge of a world—whether of a
physical world, of a spiritual world, or of any kind of
a world—cannot simply consist of ‘distinct percep-
tions.” Though no doubt the point had been missed
by previous philosophers, neither one intuition or
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immediate apprehension, nor a series of intuitions, can
in 1itself constitute knowledge, properly so called.
Knowledge proper presupposes a connecting and
relating of these distinct intuitions; and 1n all in-
stances which we should recognise as knowledge such
connexions and relations between distinct perceptions
can readily be found. Now Hume has a special theory,
derived, so he claims, from empirical observation of
the working of the mind, of how this connecting 1s
done. In a word, he has shown that knowledge does
not consist merely of intuitions, but requires some
mental operations upon these intuitions, and he has
his own theory of the nature of those operations.

This is where he impinges upon the traditional
logic. The logic offers or presupposes—it 1s difficult
to say which—an account of one such operation, #:z.
inference; and its account 1s incompatible with the
conclusions of Hume.

Let us first consider the general lines of Hume’s
account; for, as we shall see, 1t 1s only its general
nature which concerns us 1n making up our minds
about the standpoint necessary for logic Hume recog-
nises, as we have said, that we have our moments of
intuition; 1n other words, that moment by moment we
have our distinct, flash-like perceptions. In these per-
ceptions we recewve simple ‘impressions,” which are
capable of repeating themselves in the mind as
‘ideas.”” Now what are the rules, he asks himself,
governing the occurrence and re-occurrence in the
mind of these ideas? Obviously® the same ideas occur
again and again in our consciousness. What is it that

IThe language is vague because Hume had not squarely con-
sidered the point He ordinanly thinks that all our 1deas are exact
copies of our impressions, only shghtly less vivacious

*I do not think 1t 25 obvious, but I think Hume normally thought
1t was
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determines the order of their sequence? In the attempt
to give an answer to this question, he first analyses
the working of the imagination. Here, he says, while
at first the 1deas seem to follow one another quite by
chance and free of rule, further investigation shows
that they obey the laws of association. But what, he
then asks himself, of the other processes in the mind?
\What happens when we are arguing or proving some-
thing? Psychological analysis shows, he declares, that
here, too, the 1deas follow one another 1n accordance
with the same laws of association as 1n the process of
imagining. WWherever there 1s process in the mind, that
is wherever 1deas follow one another, the order of the
following 1s determined by the laws of association.
The distinctive #afure of the 1deas which follow are
not, of course, so determined. On Hume’s view the
nature of any particular 1dea which occurs and recurs
is never 1n the least affected 1n itself by the place it
occupies 1n a series of 1deas. It 1s his whole point that
the character of an 1dea 1s entirely independent of its
place 1n the series, so that no analysis of its nature
can show anything whatever about 1ts relations to
other i1deas An idea 1s such that it either occurs or
does not occur; 1t cannot occur, 1n whatever context,
in a modified or changed condition. All that can be
modified or changed on recurrence is the order of
sequence of 1deas; and this order of sequence is deter-
mined by the laws of association

Now this view of Hume’s, given thus 1n outline, 1s
at best an extremely crude and obviously uncom-
pleted psychological theory. Yet taking it as it is, in
spite of its mistakes and i spite of its incompleteness,
Kant claimed in effect to be convinced by 1t of two
things. First, that it had made good in principle a
thesis which was fatal to the traditional logic as it
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stood. Secondly, that any purely psychological ap-
proach to the study of the nature of thinking must
mevitably result 1n scepticism, so that only a new
logic could save the situation against psychology.
That it should be possible to be convinced of
two such sweeping and far-reaching conclusions
by reflection on such a crudely sketched psycho-
logical theory 1s, of course, a very remarkable thing,
and 1n uself is the measure of the outstanding
thoroughness and balance of judgment with which
Hume had worked out the philosophical background
of his position, and had exhibited the procedure
adopted and the general principles involved These
general principles he threw 1nto such a high light that
Kant was enabled to perceive the essential conclu-
sions which were bound to follow, no matter what
particular refinements might be introduced in the
elaboration of the detail of the system. Hume exposed
exactly what he was doing 1n a way that, for instance,
Hartley and James Mill did not And i1t was this
greatness of Hume as a philosopher, as opposed to
any virtues he had as a psychological analyst, which,
as we can now see, gave Kant his opportunity It 1s
because, thanks to Hume, the judgment which was
forced on Kant seems to be essentially sound, and
seems to have been 1n principle borne out by the sub-
sequent development of psychology, that 1t 1s worth
while to 1investigate the matter more closely.

To take the first point first, Kant was convinced
that Hume had made good in principle a thests which
was fatal to the traditional logic as it stood. This he
phrased to himself by saying that Hume had shown
once for all that thinking is syn#4etic, and that the old
logic had no account to give of synthetic thinking.
Logic had only dealt, according to Kant, with ana-
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lytic thinking; whereas, as Hume’s analysis of the
causal principle had shown, all the thinking of the
sciences 1s synthetic. So a new logic 1s necessary to
deal with this

Now what 1s meant by saying that thinking is syn-
thetic? And can it be maintained that the traditional
logic can give no account of synthetic thinking? Here
Kant mitially put his readers, and to some extent
himself, off the point by the stress which he laid on
his distinction between analytic and synthetic pro-
positrons.® But the point seems to be this Hume may
or may not be right—Ilet this be waived for the mo-
ment as a detail—in maintaining that the laws govern-
1ng the sequences of 1deas 1n the processes which we
call inferring and the processes which we call imagin-
ing are the same, but he has certainly drawn attention
to an important resemblance between inference, as we
find 1t 1n the sciences, and 1magining, zzz. that both
are synthetic; that is, both involve the presence of

1The point 15 a complicated one In his distinction, 1n the Intro-
duction to the Crztigue of Pure Reason, between analytic and syn-
thetic propositions, Kant explains i effect that he means by
synthetic a proposition 1n which something over and above the
apprehension of the concept of the subject 1s necessary to make pos-
sible the predication 1n the proposition Now this ‘something over
and above’ mzg/f be a new direct apprehension or intuition, as Kant
sometimes thinks 1t 1s 1n the case of geometrical propositions Such
propositions would be better called ‘syngnotic’, or some such word,
since there 1s no ‘putting together’ mvolved at all, but rather an
apprehension of togetherness But 1n the case of the judgments of
physics, Kant genuinely thinks that a ‘putting together’ zs involved,
and not just an apprehension or mtuition of togetherness It 15 this
‘putting together’ which he really means by synthests In the
Analytic, Kant normally means by a ‘synthetic’ proposition a pro-
position which really mvolves a putting together by the mind 1n
accordance with rules Of course, as I have already said ad nauseam,
to be consistent Kant would have to argue 1n the end that all judg-
ments, not even excluding geometrical judgments, are synthetic in
this sense. But that 1s not what he says i the Aesthetic And his
distinction between analytic and synthetic propositions in the Intro-
duction 1s misleading
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non-inturted connexions between ideas which have
themselves been derived from intuition. Neither in-
ferring nor imagming simply consists 1n the receiving
of intuitions. Neither of them are possible without
intuitions; but both of them involve the doing some-
thing with intuitions, and that doimng is not 1tself in-
tuiting. In neither thinking nor imagining does the
mind perceive or imntuit connexions between 1ts per-
ceptions or intuitions; 1n both 1t arranges 1deas given
in perception 1n a certain order, 1n accordance with
certain rules, 1t does not percetve or intuit that order
in the 1deas or between the 1deas. Hume’s investiga-
tion 1s so far convincing that it shows that 1n all ex-
perience we both are given something and do some-
thing to that which 1s given. This applies as much to
inferring as to imagining. Not only, moreover, do we
do something to the given, but we do something which
1s not necessitated or forced upon us by the intrinsic
nature of the given. This has no doubt always been ob-
vious enough 1n the case of imagining. But Hume has
forced us to see that even in inferring the arrange-
ment of the ideas given 1s not legitimised by an
analysis of the given 1deas; we do not find within the
ideas something which was there all along to be
found, necessitating that they should be put together
in just this way and in no other way. An examination
of any argument which turns on causal connexion will
convince us of this. What we do 1s ourselves to put
ideas together 1n certain ways, without control either
by any intuition of connexion or by any analysis of
the ideas to be connected No doubt they can be put
together rightly or wrongly, but the fact remains that
they are always put together, and by us. And whatever
1t 15 which determines how they are put together, it is
never simply analysis or simply intuition.
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Thus it 1s possible to distinguish two fundamental
theses within the doctrine that thinking 1s synthetic,
though the two are, of course, closely bound up with
one another. The first 1s that knowledge cannot con-
sist of a mere series of distinct perceptions or intui-
tions, but involves some putting together of the given
in perception or intuition. The second 1s that this
putting together is not controlled by intuition or
analysis. If the putting together 1s controlled by 1n-
tuition,! it 1s not properly a putting together at all; it
1s not a connecting, but a perception or intuition of
connexion; that is to say, what at first appears to be
an operation by the mind turns out really to be one or
several more distinct intuitions—thus knowledge 1s
still represented as a series of intuitions, or percep-
tions, which the first thesis declares 1t cannot be If on
the other hand the putting together 1s alleged to be
controlled by analysis,?2 this view does, it must be
admitted, represent the putting together as a real
putting together, z.¢. a synthesis; but it represents it as
a synthesis forced on the mind by the discovery under
certain conditions of certain characteristics within the
1deas, which necessitate that the 1deas concerned can
be put together 1n one way, and 1n one way only. This
view, though @ priorz 1t may look a possible view con-
sidered as an account of a possible piece of mental
mechanism, 1s shown to be inadmuissible as an account
of inference by Hume’s examination of the working
of the causal principle. Thus we are left with the con-

YThis is the view of Descartes, for instance, and of Cook Wilson,
both of whom would allow, I think, that it means that inference
must ultimately be reduced in some way to intuition or immediate
apprehension

*This must be the view which Kant 1s attributing to the tradi-
tional logic when he says that 1t treated thinking as analytic I have
argued elsewhere that 1t was not held by Anstotle, or by Descartes,
or by Berkeley.

G
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ception of thought as a synthesis which really 15 a
synthesis; a putting together which 1s neither ntuit-
ing or analysing, nor controlled by intuition or analy-
sis, but a spontaneous activity of the mind, essential
to any knowledge which can properly be given that
name.

It is now clear, I think, that the doctrine that
thought is synthetic does not depend at all on the
acceptance of Hume’s special view of the nature of
our ‘distinct perceptions,’ or indeed of any particular
view of their nature No doubt Hume was as a matter
of fact still thinking of distinct perceptions rather as
momentary awarenesses of mental i1mages; and 1t has
seemed to some critics that to show that an analysis of
perception does not confirm this view of the nature of
momentary awareness 1s automatically to deprive of
their real sting all the difficulties put forward by
Hume. But this 1s to underestimate the importance of
his teaching, 1t 1s to fail to distinguish between the
special results of his detailed analyses and the general-
1sed doctrines of which he became convinced 1n the
course of conducting those analyses. Hume conducted
a special analysis of our knowledge of causal relations
on the basis of a special view of the nature of im-
mediate awareness 1n sensation. But as a result he
then put forward the generalised view that the mind
does not perceive connexions between 1ts distinct per-
ceptions, though 1n all our knowledge we assert or
imply such connexions. It 1s 1n effect as the author of
this generalisation that Kant treats Hume with such
respect. He, too, regards the problem of our know-
ledge of causal relations as central. But having once
seen that thinking is synthetic in this connexion, he
goes on to notice that the same 1s true 1n geometry,
arithmetic and mechanics, as well as 1n theology and
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morals. And he thus writes his logic on the basis of
the acceptance of the view that all thinking which con-
tributes to our knowledge of reality 1s synthetic.!
Knowledge, he says, 1s certainly not possible without
both intuitions and conceptual activity, concepts with-
out intuitions are obviously empty, intuitions without
concepts must obviously be blind—a mere blind play
of images, less even than a dream. This generalisa-
tion Kant treats as standing on its own basis, not
depending on any special view of the nature of in-
turtions. As a matter of fact, intuition 1s a very broad
and general word for Kant, covering a good many
types of immediate perception within our experience.
He thinks the mind 1s capable of receiving sensuous
ntuitions, ntwitions of a pure non-sensuous spatial
mamifold, a umque intuition of space as a whole,
and he discusses the possibility of intellectual intuition
of the Cartesian type. Of all these kinds his generalisa-
tion holds true. Of whatever type of intuition he may
be speaking, intuitions without conceptual activity are
necessarily blind. Nobody, he thinks, after reading
Hume can possibly think that knowledge consists
simply of an intuition or of a series of intuitions.
Intuitions must on any view be such that they must,
by some agency or other, be gathered and put to-
gether if they are to become knowledge

This is why Kant is never primarily concerned in
his logic to attack directly Hume’s view of the nature
of ‘distinct perceptions.” He 1s firmly convinced that
on any view a synthesis of the given in perception 1s

1It is true that Kant speaks as if there were some thinking which
1s analytic, of which the traditional logic 1s supposed to give a final
account But as the argument goes on 1t becomes more and more
clear that this concession 1s an empty one It becomes more and
more obvious that the transcendental logic 1s taking all thinking as
1ts proper province, and the alleged analytic thinking becomes the
merest capul moriuum
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necessary to the possibility of knowledge, and it is to
the problems to which the necessity of this synthesis
gives rise that he primarily turns his attention. Any
contribution he has to make as regards the nature of
the given 1n perception is made only in passing, and
1s confined almost exclusively to such general observa-
tions about the given, considered as material for
synthesis, as his analysis of the nature of the ac-
tivity of synthesis entitles or even requires him to
make. Kant can seldom if ever be found attempting
to examine, as a psychologist might and as Reid for
instance did, the nature of passive awareness, or of
the nearest state to pure passive awareness which can
be fixed 1n actual experience. His own line of attack
1s different. If it be granted that the mind 1n addition
to perceiving or intuiting has to do something with 1ts
perceptions, how can the results of its activity have
any claim to be called knowledge? This 1s a problem
which remains, whatever view be taken of the nature
of the intuitions concerned.

As possible answers to this question, there were two
alternative views 1n the field: that which Kant attri-
butes to the old logic, and that of Hume. Of the
former almost enough has been said already. Probably
a sounder interpretation of the best in the Aristotelian
logic would represent 1t as holding a doctrine like that
of Descartes and Cook Wilson, which denies that
judgment and inference considered as apprehensions
are activities at all; to think is not to connect, but to
apprehend or intuit a connexion. This view reduces
knowledge to a series of intuitions, and is, as we have
seen, mnadmissible to Kant for that reason. But Kant
prefers to attribute to the old logic, perhaps for im-
mediate historical reasons, perhaps simply because he
thinks the view is obviously true, the recognition that
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judgment and inference really are activities on the
part of the mind; but the only activity allowed for, he
says, is that of analysis. Now ezt4er analysis simply
makes possible the perception or intuition within the
whole analysed of what was not perceived before; 1n
which event the so-called knowledge achieved 1s simply
the intuitings or percewvings, the activity of analysing
being merely a condition necessary to make the intuit-
ings possible, and not serving 1n any way to hold the
inturtions together and make them into what could
properly be called knowledge, as Kant understands it.
Or the analysis necessitates and includes within itself
as one activity a synthess, that 1s, analysis reveals in-
ternally within the i1deas analysed characteristics, the
perception of which necessitates that the i1deas ana-
lysed be put together or synthesised 1n certain external
relations, and no others, that 1s to say, the analysis of
a certain 1dea necessarily carries with 1t a synthesis of
that 1dea with other ideas—as the analysis of certain
parts of a dissembled machine might enable us to put
those parts together and assemble the machine I do
not see how any such view as this can reasonably be
attributed to the traditional logic. But in any case this
view also 1s rendered inadmissible as an account of
the activity involved 1n judgment and inference by
Hume’s examination of our knowledge of causal
relations The analysis of 4 does not reveal either B
or the causality of 5B as contained within 4. This 1s
therefore not the true explanation of our coming to
know that A 1s the cause of 5. And, as we have seen,
Kant comes to recognise that this is tantamount to
saying that 1t is not the true explanation of any judg-
ment or inference whatever.

So far Kant repudiates the old logic. We must now
consider the theory put forward by Hume as an
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answer to the same problem. How do the 1deas given
in perception or intuition come to be put together to
make knowledge as we know 1t? All we can do 1n this
matter, says Hume, 1s to notice what does actually
occur 1n our experience and to detect the general laws
which underlie what actually occurs Now what seems
to happen 1s this: that under certain conditions the
ideas attract one another without the necessity, as far
as we can see, of any agency external to the 1deas to
compel them to do so, much as in the physical world
the atoms attract one another without the necessity,
as far as we can see, of any agency external to the
atoms to compel them to do so. We do not see any
reason why this should be so, either in the mental or
in the physical world. There 1s no reason known to us
a priore why atoms should attract one another, nor why,
if they do so, they should attract one another in
accordance with just these laws and no others All we
can say, according to Hume, 1s that if we look closely
at our own experience or at the physical world, as the
case may be, we see that this attraction does occur,
and occurs 1n accordance with these laws. All our
believings, all our so-called knowings, are found on
analysis to be stmply sequences of 1deas which have
arranged themselves in that particular order of
sequence 1n accordance with the laws of association.!

1] pass over the paradox involved 1n offering this view as a plain
blunt statement of what anybody may observe to occur 1n his own
mind If ever there was a highly imaginative theory, difficult 1f not
ultimately impossible to verify by actual observation of pheno-
mena, surely this 1s one Actually Hume has translated a theory
mutatis mutandss from physics to psychology, and has somehow
mnduced himself to think that he 1s simply observing with an open
mind obvious facts 1n his own expenencel But such criticism 1s out
of place here Kant wishes as always to refute any vzew of this
general kind, however well stated and perfectly elaborated in
detail, not to produce mere ad fhomznem crniticisms of detailed 1m-
perfections in Hume, as he considered the Bntish enitics did
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It 1s true that this explanation involves us in giving
much the same account of the generation of beliefs
that are commonly accepted as knowledge and of
beliefs that are accepted as illusions, 1t also gives the
same account of that very belief itself that these are
knowledge and those are 1illusion! In other words, it
becomes inadmuissible to draw a sharp distinction be-
tween knowledge and mere belief, as we are accus-
tomed to do. It is possible no doubt to distinguish
between normal beliefs, which normally occur in
normal people under normal conditions and are there-
fore to be found pretty generally among mankind,
and abnormal beliefs which occur rarely and under
abnormal conditions. But that 1s all; it 1s to this that
the distinction between knowledge and belief must be
reduced. True, such a view will seem to most people to
be scepticism. But according to Hume that cannot be
helped. This explanation of our experience must be
accepted on the credit of careful observation of what
actually does go on 1n the mind And though at first
sight 1t looks as though our psychological enquiry
has driven us to a hopeless scepticism, when we be-
come more accustomed to its conclusions we can see
that 1t 1s not as bad as that. For many of our opinions,
though they cannot be claimed to be true, are ‘at
least satisfactory to the human mind’ and stand the
test of 1ts ‘most critical examination ’* Only we have
now thrown more hight on the process by which the
mind comes to be satisfied.

In all this Hume seems to be inviting us to take up
in regard to logic an attitude something like this: For
all these centuries logic has been giving an account of
certain operations, which as a matter of fact never
went on 1n any human mind, but which, 1f they could

ICf Treatise, 1 v §7
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go on, might give rise to something which might
fairly be called knowledge, in the ordinary sense of
that word, only 1t gave an account of these operations
as actually occurring 1n the mind. Now at last a little
careful empirical investigation has shown us that
nothing of the sort ever does occur; what actually
does go on 1s quite different. Let us therefore abandon
these futile speculations about operations which per-
haps might occur, and about a kind of knowledge
which perhaps might find existence, 1n other kinds of
minds, but which are never to be found 1n any human
mind, and let us rather seek patiently to observe what
does actually go on 1n our own minds, and what kind
of knowledge we do actually find ourselves achieving.
Let us, 1n a word, abandon as an impostor logic with
its futile theorising about a supposedly 1deal, but actu-
ally chimerical, type of knowledge, and let us patiently
and humbly observe the growth of our real human
knowledge by the methods of empirical psychology.

Kant, of course, does not accept this attitude He
allows that Hume has 1n effect made good points, and
that logic as 1t stands cannot survive the implied
criticism. But he does not believe that Hume’s own
method can give a sound account of the nature of
knowledge; he maintains indeed that emprirical psy-
chology 1n itself can only 1ssue 1n scepticism. He thinks
that the science of logic, though 1t has far to go, has
been working along the right lines, and the only hope
for philosophy 1s that logic should set its house 1n
order, give the necessary ground to Hume, and re-
build itself, cutting its losses. So far from destroying
logic, Hume has finally demonstrated its vital neces-
sity, and above all the necessity of distinguishing it
once for all in all its integrity from the psychologist’s
empirical study of mental phenomena.
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It should be admutted that in this matter Hume had
himself met Kant more than half-way. Hume often,
if not always, remembered that his sceptical principles
applied to his own psychology. After all, what does
Hume’s attack on knowledge ultimately amount to?
If we say that we are certain of the truth of some state-
ment, as for instance that two and two make four, he
would have us notice how 1n certain cases certainty
1s generated 1n the mind; and he shows us that for all
that we can tell, certainty may well have been gener-
ated 1n this manner 1n all cases, and he challenges us
to show reason why this should not be so. Such argu-
ments are very disturbing, but, as Hume himself has
told us, they are not conclusive. Hume cannot on his
own principles demonstrate to us what will produce
certainty 1n our munds, or even what has produced it 1n
some particular given case. He does not £zow what
causes certainty, any more than he knows what causes
anything else. Even in psychology, he has learned not
to seek that will-o’-the-wisp, the intelligible; he
only aims at noticing the invariable. He simply shows
that certain repetitions of experiences are followed by
a remarkable certainty of belief. He cannot prove that
there 1s no other factor involved in the generation of
this belief, he can only say that he cannot find any-
thing else.

Now according to Kant, Hume 1s here drawing 1n
his horns more than 1s really necessary when the
object of study 1s the nature of thought itself, he 1s at
once too modest in his method of approach and too
dogmatic in his conclusions. Kant feels that at any
rate within limits the nature of thought as such must
really be intelligible to thought itself, though he allows
that this is not the case with experience taken as a
whole. In studying our own actual experience we
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must proceed as Hume proceeds, with the whole ap-
paratus and method of empirical science. This
doctrine is, as we shall see, vital to the central argu-
ment of the Critague of Pure Reason. But 1if we limit
ourselves to the study of certain pre-conditions, neces-
sary to the possibility of any experience, we may still
hope to discover an intelligible structure within
experience; here, at a price, we may find the intelli-
gible, and not merely notice the apparently invariable,
1in the manner of Hume. This 1s the task of logic. And
it is only by performing this task, Kant believes, that
we shall be enabled to descry knowledge, properly
so-called, within experience, and to throw Light on 1ts
nature.

But, as we have said, this can only be done at a
price. Though Hume has not demonstrated the super-
fluity or impossibility of logic, he has shown that
some 1mportant concessions must be made from its
original standpoint He has drawn attention to cer-
tain characteristics within expertence, unnoticed or
insufficiently emphasised before, which logic, 1n in-
vestigating the pre-conditions of that experience,
cannot afford to neglect, for the good reason that the
old logic had, through lack of attention to them,
assumed features in experience which were incom-
patible with them. We must now examine more closely
the nature of the concessions which logic has to make.

If we examine for a moment Descartes’ argument,
we shall easily see that he i1s making assumptions
about the nature of the mind and of its experience
which Hume has shown to be inadmuissible; and we
shall readily recognise, I think, that he is in essentials
adopting 1n this regard the only attitude contemplated
by logic before the time of Kant. In approaching his
task 1n the Med:tations, Descartes reminds himself
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that he has made many false inferences 1n the past,
and has thus been led into many false beliefs. But he
thinks that by a certain method, by the constant
application of a certain discipline, he can avoid such
false inferences 1n the future. He assures himself that
his mistakes 1n the past—which were certainly his
own fault, since God would certainly not have made
him such as to be incapable of avoiding error—must
have been due to his mind being distracted from pure
thinking through the influence of his passions and of
the senses generally. He therefore decides to take pre-
cautions which will ensure that he shall not be so
distracted on the present occasion. He waits until he
1s of middle age, when his passions are no longer un-
duly obstreperous, clothes himself in a comfortable
garment, seats himself in a room of comfortable
temperature, arranges not to be interrupted, and so
on. That 1s to say, he clearly thinks that the possi-
bility of acquiring knowledge depends solely on the
avoidance of all sensuous distraction, since then his
mind will function for a period simply as pure reason
and will produce knowledge He believes, moreover,
that the application of his famous metkod will enable
him to achieve successfully this psychological feat.
Thus 1t 1s Descartes’ view that normally all sorts of
sensuous influences distract us, and so we make mis-
takes, but that if only we could wholly prevent our-
selves from being thus distracted, errors would be
avoided and knowledge achieved. On this view there
are two distinct kinds of process which go on 1n the
mind at different times: the normal ordinary process,
in which the sequence of ideas is influenced by pas-
sions and by sensuous stimuli, and which 1ssues 1n
mistaken beliefs; and a rare process, achievable only
by a difficult discipline, in which the sequence of
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ideas is w/4o//v unaffected by the passionate and sen-
sory factors which influence the normal sequences, but
is governed by other rules—the laws of pure thought
exhibited by logic. No doubt Descartes thought it
extremely difficult to ensure the occurrence in the
mind of processes of the latter kind, and no doubt he
thought that success was rarely achieved. But the
pownt is that he thought that it could be done, and
that the possibility of knowledge entirely depended
on our succeeding in doing 1t. In this case he was
clearly making explicit the assumptions underlying
the traditional logic, which certainly regarded itself
as laying bare the principles governing real thinking,
and admits no doubt but that men actually occupy
periods of time inferring in accordance with these
laws, such inference constituting the whole of therr
experience for the time being.

Now Hume drew attention to the fact that empirical
psychology knows nothing of this hard and fast dis-
tinction between two such kinds of mental process.
It finds that there are rules of the same general kind
determining the sequences of ideas in the mind
whether we are imagining or are apprehending 1n
inference; always and under all circumstances 1deas
follow one another 1n accordance with the same kind
of rules. In other words, if knowledge depends on the
production of a process in the mind 1n which the 1deas
follow one another purely in accordance with the so-
called laws of thought, then 1t depends upon the
achieving of a psychological miracle, which just can-
not be done. This point, according to Kant, logic
must grant. Here 1t is no use kicking against the
pricks. No doubt Hume has not exhibited with final
correctness the laws which do actually govern
sequences of 1deas in experience, but this at least he
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has shown—that there are no moments n the hustory
of the mind when those laws, whatever they are, are
wholly in abeyance. As Kant puts it to himself, all our
experience 1s 1maginative; whatever are the rules
goverming the acuvities of the imagination, those
rules are always operative 1n all our experience. When
we perceive, the mind 1s 1magining: when we write
poetry, the mind is imagining, when we make a judg-
ment or go through a scientific proof, the mind 1s
imagining. As a matter of fact we can see, according
to Kant, that without imagination these things would
not be possible; but 1n any case empinical psychology
shows us that in actual experience the imagination is
always at work. There are no moments of time in
which the activity of imagination 1s in abeyance;
there are no actual sequences of ideas in which the
order of sequence 1s not determuned by the rules
which govern the imagination To be convinced of
this we need not wait upon a final and complete
psychological account of the nature and working of
the imagination. Hume’s own account, crude and un-
satisfactory as 1t 1s, can assure us of this, that know-
ledge cannot depend on the possibility of the occur-
rence 1n the mind of a period of real experience con-
sisting of pure thinking 1n accordance with the pure
laws of pure reason: the possibility of knowledge can-
not depend on our keeping the faculty of imagination
completely inoperative. There can be no such experi-
ence in the mind, and it serves no purpose for logic to
speak as if there were. This is the pnmary lesson
which Kant learned from Hume about the general
nature of experience; and his learning of it played a de-
terminant part in fixing the structure of the new logic.
Now this means that logic is not itself the first-hand
study of real experience as such, however necessary
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it may be as a preliminary or propaedeutic to the
study of some real experiences. In distinguishing be-
tween knowledge and fantasy, apprehension and im-
agination, 1t 1s not definitively disunguishing between
different real experiences. There are no periods, or
even moments, of real experience in which the whole
experience consists wholly of pure intuiting or pure
inferring, as Descartes thought there were or might
be—as, indeed, we may safely say all logicians before
Hume believed or assumed. To them the defence of
logic against the sceptic mvolved the defence of this
position. The notion that this position could be sur-
rendered and the essential integrity of logic yet main-
tained was a new notion in Kant, though no doubt 1t
may seem to have become a commonplace long since.
But by making this concession, Kant and the logic
which follows him are for better or for worse com-
mitted to the difficult and precarious view that logic
1s analysing not experience 1tself, but certain forms of
experience—forms which are to be found 1n all experi-
ence at all times, not ways of experiencing or Amnds
of experience, in the sense that among a number of
selected experiences one will be found to be distinc-
tively of one kind, another of another. This new view,!
of course, has its own difficulties; 1t 1s not easy, for
instance, to see exactly what 1s meant by a ‘form’ of
experience, and a single false step will lead us, by
way of speaking of activities which can never be found
taking place in any individual mind, to the worst and
most engulfing of Absolutes. But, difficult or not, this
1s the path to which Kant’s logic was certainly com-
mitted by his understanding of Hume.

Tn a sense, I suppose, logic was always committed to this view
by 1ts very nature as logic, but the traditional logic had not been
forced to make its standpoint clear, nor, as we have seen, did 1t
recognise 1ts implications
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This 1s only another way of saying that logic re-
pudiates the method of psychology as a way of solving
the problems of logic. But in doing so 1t finds itself
bound to allow to psychology the last word 1n its own
sphere—in particular with regard to the time-series
in the experience of individual minds. It 1s the busi-
ness of the empirical psychologist to determine the
rules which underlie the sequences of mental states 1n
real experience, and to his pronouncements the logi-
cian as such can have nothing to say, except that he
may offer the general criticism of method, and of the
competence and limitations of method, which logic
must offer in the case of any and every scientific
enquiry. Logic must admit that 1ts own 1nvestigations
throw no light on the actual order of sequence of 1deas
1n actual experience; for it 1s dealing with forms and
not with actualities. When the logician says that one
thing presupposes another, that one activity 1s neces-
sary to the possibility of another experience, he must
admit unreservedly that these statements have no tem-
poral implications, and that about temporal sequences
in the mind he has nothing to say. This does not
necessarily mean, of course, that logic allows that
temporal sequences are an easy matter to determine
or to understand, and are readily discoverable and
explicable by empirical analysis, so that empirical
psychology 1s bound to be right in the matter. But 1t
does mean that logic can have no properly logical
ground for asserting authoritatively that experiences
must follow 1 a certain order, and thus dictating as 1t
were ex cathedra to the empirical analyst—a claim
which logic has too often arrogated to itself in regard
at least to those periods in our waking experience
when we are said to be ‘thinking.’
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It must be freely admitted that this drawing in of
its horns by logic—its recognition that it is not
analysing real experiences as such, but 1s examining
the nature of pure reason considered as a conditioning
form of real experience—has made it difficult for logic
to envisage clearly just what its own subject matter is.
If you admit, as the Kantian logic does, that the so-
called ‘ activities’ and ‘operations’ you are examining
have never occurred as real experiences in any mnd,
1t is more difficult for you to keep a sure and firm hold
upon your subject matter than it 1s for the psychologist,
who can always find his by simply scrutinising every-
thing that is going on 1n his own mind 1n any given
moment or moments. And that 1s why logic 1s forced
to lay such stress on method; it 1s only by the dis-
ciplined application of method that logic can confine
itself to its own subject matter. In particular 1t is only
by rigorously holding on to its own method that 1t can
keep 1itself differentiated from psychology. If it re-
laxes its hold at all, it will at once be in danger of
speaking of the operations and activities with which
it deals as 1f they were real experiences—a mistake of
which, if we follow Kant, the study of Hume should
have cured it once and for all, and which, if committed,
can only involve it in the very scepticism which 1t
exists to destroy.



CHAPTER VI
KANT’S THEORY OF JUDGMENT

In facing the problem of the judgment, Kant is,
according to his own account, primarily concerned
with the synthetic judgment, especially the @ priors
synthetic judgment. It has long been recognised, how-
ever, that lus general view in the end requires him to
hold that all judgments are synthetic in his sense of
the word, and also that no judgment is wholly 2 przo72
or wholly @ posterior:. In the long run, in so far as he
keeps 1in touch with the facts in his enquiry, in
analysing what he calls synthetic & przo7: judgments
he is analysing judgment as such, and 1n doing so 1s
paying special attention to two features which all
judgments as such possess. This he tended more and
more to realise himself It 1s therefore necessary to
pay close attention to these early distinctions in order
to be able to understand what his mature view regards
as essential characteristics of all judgment.

In the first place 1t must be recognised that on
{Locke’s view all judgments are, according to Kant’s
terminology, synthetic. This 1s obviously so, and has
been always recognised to be so, in regard to the
judgments which represent sensitive knowledge
(which Locke himself calls judgment’). Here the pre-
dicate is asserted of the subject, not by virtue of an an-
alysis of the subject, but by the direct perception that
this predicate attaches to this subject. This, as we have

said, has always been recognised; on Hume’s view, 1t 1s
H 113
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allowed,—and on this side Hume 1s the follower of
Locke—all thought 1s synthetic. But with regard to
Locke's account of intuitive and demonstrative know-
ledge the point has not been so clearly accepted.
Locke says that this kind of knowledge, which 1s the
only knowledge strictly so-called, proceeds by the
perception of agreement and disagreement between
our 1ideas, not, that s, by the analysis of one idea
which is the subject, but by the immediate 1ntuition
of a relation between two 1deas. At times at least Des-
cartes held the same view He held that in mathe-
matics every judgment requires a fresh entuztzon. This
15 to represent judgment not as analytic, but as syn-
thetic? Yet both Descartes and Locke represented
these judgments of mathematics as having the exact
and universal character which Kant attributes to &
prior: judgments That 1s to say, both Descartes and
Locke represent the judgments of mathematics as, 1n
Kant’s terminology, synthetic @ p7z072 judgments
Thus when Kant asked, How are synthetic @ przor:
judgments possible’—Descartes and Locke might
both answer, By intuition. Just as synthetic & posterzors
judgments are rendered possible by specific acts of
sense-perception, so synthetic @ przorz judgments are
rendered possible by specific acts of non-sensuous
intuition. Now as regards the judgments of pure
mathematics, Kant himself seems on the whole to
accept this answer 1n the Transcendental Aesthetic of
the Critigue of Pure Reason. Here he adds nothing,
except to make the doctrine more explicit and self-
10f course, this view does not represent mathematical judgments
as ‘synthetic’ 1 the special sense 1n which Hume, and ultimately
Kant, eximbit the causal judgment as synthetic, But 1t does represent
them as synthetic 1n the sense in which Kant 1s using the word

m his distinction between ‘analytic’ and ‘synthetic’ propositions
Cf supra, p. g5, note.
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conscious, and to draw from 1t certain new conclusions
about the nature of space and time, which do not
concern us at the moment. But this 1s not the problem
which he is attacking 1n the Analytic, when he gives
his deduction of the categories. Here he 1s considering
primanly the judgment of physics, which he regards
as both synthetic and & pr2072, and yet differing from
the judgment of mathematics. This difference 1s seen
to lie 1n this, that physics 1s not intuitive, 1t 1s dis-
cursive.! The judgments of physics are synékesnc and
a priorz, but not intuitive How are such judgments
possible?

It will perhaps be well to say again at once, that
the results of Kant’s enquiry into this matter make it
impossible for him ultimately to hold on to the view
of the mathematical judgment given by Descartes and
Locke, and by himself 1n the Aesthetic. He 1s forced 1n
the end to admut that the characteristics he 1s dis-
covering 1n the judgment of physics are characteristic
of all judgment. Kant’s analysis of the judgment of
physics gives the beginnings of the Idealistic theory
of the judgment.

In recognising that the judgments of physics are a
prior: but not intuitive, Kant made a point of first-
class importance in the development of logic. Of
course, 1t took him some time fully to understand his
own point, and even longer to see clearly 1ts implica-

10n Kant's considered view, what 1s meant seems to be some-
thing like this The thinking of mathematics of 1tself enables us to
answer our questions; e g m2 4 6 x our thinking enables us to
determme x,1e =12 In physics, on the other hand, our thinking
gives us a formula which enables us to searck :n experzence for the
answer to our question, and (presumably) to recogmise 1t if we find
it The reasoning of physics 1s just as ‘umiversal’ and ‘neces-
sary’ as that of mathematics, but instead of giving us truth
it gurdes our search for truth Clearly this view needs development
in detail (cf espeaally znf7a, pp 293 seqq ), but this general indica-
tion of its nature 1s sufficient, I think, for the argument here
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tions. At first he seems to have believed 1in a pure
physics, which lies at the basis of physics proper and
consists of one or two intuitive @& pziorz propositions;
but it 1s clear that there are compelling reasons for
abandoning this view. In regarding the judgments of
mathematics as intuitive, Descartes, Locke and Kant
had meant that each single statement was intuited,
that 1s, that 1t was by intuition apprehended as on 1ts
own merits just certainly and timelessly true; what-
ever else might be true or false, whatever might turn
out to be the implications of the given statement, the
statement 1tself was certainly true. Now whether or
not they were right 1n thinking that the judgments, or
some of the judgments, of mathematics are of this
kind, 1t 1s certain that the judgments of physics are
not. There 1s no single proposition of physics but the
history of science has shown that it must from time to
time be reconsidered, modified and restated—and
then only provisionally so. Yet Kant could not admit
that these judgments were wholly @ posteriorz and
empirical, as Locke thought, for if this be maintained,
1t 1s impossible to avord the conclusions of Hume, and
these obviously do less than justice to physics. It
seems then that there are in physics @ prior: state-
ments, which are yet not intuited in the sense in
which the propositions of mathematics are alleged to
be intuited. It 1s of these judgments that Kant seeks
to give an account. To logic Kant’s enquiry 1s of im-
portance because of the light 1t throws on the nature
of judgment as such. As we shall see, Kant’s conclu-
sions are such that, if he is right about physics, he must
abandon his belief in intuitive judgments in mathe-
matics, and offer his new view as an account of all
judgment But this will become plain in the sequel.
Kant approaches his problem by asking himself
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how it has come about that physics has at last finally
achieved ‘the sure way of a science ’ The physics of
Galileo and Newton he regards as an essentially new
science, unknown to the world until recently. By what
inspiration was this step accomplished? It has some-
times been pointed out that modern science is dis-
unguished from that of previous ages by the extreme
carefulness and the exhaustiveness of its observation,
and by the meticulous accuracy of its measurement.
But this 1s not the point fastened on by Kant. He
rather seeks to determine how 1t has come about that
so much has been made of all this observation, how 1t
1s that accurate measurement has come to be so valu-
able. His suggestion 1s that the secret of success les
in this—that the modern scientist 1n his observations
approaches nature not as a pupil, but as a master,
asking questions and seeking to make nature answer
them. He knows exactly what he wants to know, and
he looks for an answer to that question and that alone,
and goes on patiently observing and experimenting
until he gets his answer He even uses his ingenuity to
choose suitable moments, convenient viewpoints and
satisfactory backgrounds, in order to be able to observe
just what he wants. No doubt the patience of his ob-
servation is important, but 1t 1s not the essential thing.
Purposeless observation is no more valuable for being
patient and meticulous, as the history of many a
science has surely demonstrated. The essennial thing
1s that the enquirer should know just what he wants,
having, as we say, thought 1t out beforehand. It 1s this
‘thinking it out’ in which Kant is interested—a think-
ing which does not give an intuitively certain, true
answer about the universe, but whose value lies 1n the
fact that it makes observation and measurement valu-
able. Kant implies that it is possible not to approach
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nature 1n this way: previous physics had not exploited
this new method, and modern physics gained its dis-
tinctive success by doing so. This thinking, not being
intuitive, Kant calls discursive: and 1t 1s the judgments
which make up this thinking that Kant 1s examining
in the Transcendental Analytic. How can this faculty
produce statements which are not a posteriors?

We now know definitely what faculty Kant 1s ex-
amining. He calls 1t the faculty of ‘yudging,’ and from
his analysis as a beginning has sprung the whole
Idealistic theory of judgment Now this may be all
wrong, 1t may be that this faculty 1s not the faculty of
judging, but something quite different, though a real
faculty. But for the moment 1t will be well to waive
this question and simply consider Kant’s account of
this faculty taken in itself—that 1s, the faculty by
which the scientist does the ‘thinking’ which makes his
observation, measurement and experimenting signi-
ficant and valuable. We may then afterwards deter-
mine whether Kant 1s right 1n calling it the faculty of
judging, and the Idealistic logic 1s right 1n developing
1ts theory of judgment from these beginnings. Certain
1t 1s that this faculty does not produce intuitive know-
ledge, 1t produces something which the scientist ac-
cepts or rejects—a hypothesis which may be true or
false. Yet though the thinking does not guarantee the
trutkh of the hypothesis it produces, it 1s for all that
essential and valuable; that 1s, 1t guarantees some-
thing. Unless this faculty 1s at work, scientific know-
ledge is not attained; 1ts working must therefore be
scrutinised, remembering always that it is certainly
not an mtuitive faculty.

How, then, are synthetic, @ prior2 non-intuitive
judgments, such as the judgments of physics, poss-
ible? Kant’s answer 1s that they are only possible to
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a spontancously active mund, which has a certain
character and unity of its own And on further
analysis it 1s seen that if Kant 1s right about this, the
same mind could not in the nature of the case be
capable of intuitive judgments, 1n the sense 1n which
the judgments of mathematics had been thought to
be intuitive. If, as Kant urges as the result of his
analysis of physics, judging 1s essentially a spontan-
eous activity informed through and through by the
intrinsic nature of the mind which judges, that mind
being 1tself a unity, then no judgment can be in-
tuitive 1n precisely the old sense. If the mind has
achieved success 1n physics 1n just the way that Kant
alleges, then 1t could not have achieved the knowledge
of mathematics attributed to 1t by the old view.
From the very beginning of his discussion Kant lays
great stress on xnfy. Judging 1s itself a unifying act.
By this he means that when we judge we make a
unity. According to Kant the old logic had missed or
ignored this essential feature of judgment. It 1s true
that the formation of certain concepts involves a
unifying activity, and 1t 1s perhaps compatible with
the old logic to recognise this. But the activity of form-
ing by abstraction a concept which may serve as a
predicate and the activity of asserting a predicate of
a subject are not the same activity, the unity of a con-
cept or predicate and the unity of a judgment are not
the same umty. It 1s the umty of judgment which
Kant wishes to stress He 1s right in urging that the
only activity recogmised in previous modern philo-
sophy was the actiity involved in forming general
ideas. Here the rationalists would not have allowed
the existence of activity, though the empiricists
would. But both rationalists and empiricists so far
accepted the traditional logic as to regard the mind
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as led by the nose, as it were, by 1ts gcneral ideas in the
rest of the process of coming to know. In all this the
mind was thought of as passive. They were none of
them prepared to allow that, granted the notion of the
subject and the notion of the predicate, further
activity is involved in asserting the predicate of the
subject. They mussed the fact that judging 1s 1tself an
activity.! Yet according to Kant 1t 1s only by recog-
mising this that the method of physics can be under-
stood.

As regards the old logic, the pont 1s perhaps worth
further elaboration. The indifference to judgment as
an essential activity of mind may be clearly seen as an
inheritance from Socrates—or at least as derived from
a natural interpretation of the implications of the
Socratic method. When Socrates went about con-
vincing himself of the ignorance of himself and of
other people, he did so by showing that everybody
used words without knowing what the words meant
or what they meant by them: that 1s, they could not
give any clear account of what the words meant with-
out involving contradiction He took it for granted,
and his hearers took 1t for granted, that this difficulty
must be overcome édefore there could be any advance
in human knowledge. It certainly did not occur to
him or to his critics, as it did to Berkeley, to admt
the justice of this criticism of the use of scientific
terms, and to defend 1t, maintaining that 1t 1s only
by recognising this handicap and yet boldly going
ahead that science can advance and the meaning of
the terms in question become gradually ‘clearer. The
whole emphasis was laid by Socrates on the defini-

1Attention is drawn to the existence of this faculty of judgment’
by Locke, but he entirely fails to see the revolutionary sigmificance
of his view,
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tions, or the final clearing up of the meaning of con-
cepts. Every effort was to be made to ensure that no
use was made of terms which could not be ‘defined’
in this technical sense. From this position it was but
a small and natural step to take it for granted that
this matter of definition was the whole battle; that i1f
we only used words whose meaning we could define
we could no! make a false statement—its falseness
would be patent on the face of it. If we defined our
predicates, we cow/d not assert them wrongly of sub-
jects. The taking of this step is seen to be implicit in
the doctrines of the old logic. If we look after our pre-
dicates. 1t says 1n effect, our statements will look after
themselves. Thus the act of asserting a predicate of
a subject—which Kant calls judging—slips into the
background, as not being 1n need of special scrutiny.

From this humble position Kant rescues the judg-
ment, and places 1t 1n the limelight, once and for all
as far as the Idealistic logic 1s concerned. The activity
of judging, he urges, 1s the fundamental act of the
mind; it is here that 1s to be found the root both of
knowledge and of error. The activity of forming
empirical concepts—if 1t can nghtly be called an
activity at all—s derivative; concepts are formed, 1n
so far as they are formed, by series of judgments and
ratiocinations; so that the activity of forming a con-
cept is the activity of making a series of judgments
and ratiocinations. The judgment 1s the fundamental
unit of the mind’s activity.

Judgment then, which is the vital thing, 1s not an
analysis of concepts, since the concepts themselves
are arrived at only through series of judgments. Nor
is it intuitive, at any rate in the case of physics What,
then, is it? Certainly 1t is an act—it has taken the
place of abstraction (which was demolished by
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Berkeley) as #4e vital act in knowledge This at first
is all we know of it, that itis an act. Butifitisan act,
it is the act of an agent, and must be through and
through informed by the essential nature of the agent.
Thus Kant asks himself, Of what nature must be that
agent, whose acts are the judgments of phystcs® And
he seeks by arguing from the nature of the structure
of physics to determine what must of necessity be the
nature of the mind which made that structure From
his pomnt of view 1t is right and proper to talk of
‘structure’ and of ‘making,’ for he thinks of thinking
as a spontaneous activity, of judgment as an act.
This attitude obviously involves a complete break
with old theories of knowledge. On the old theory
‘knowing’ was entirely distinguished from ‘acting’ or
‘doing’: while 1t might be admitted that certain actions
often accompanied the state of knowing, and even
that without these actions certain specific knowledge
or apprehension was not possible, yet the acting was
entirely distinguished from the apprehending, and
was regarded as preliminary to it—an act was indis-
pensable to knowledge, but not part of the knowing
as one indivisible action. Thus 1n apprehending the
mind was not doing or making anything, but ssmply
being affected by an object. New knowledge was 1n the
end gained wholly by direct apprehension—either in-
tuition of some kind or sense-perception—in which
the mind was affected, not affecting. In so far as the
mind was active 1n analysis, this did not bring new
knowledge: 1t was simply the analysis of old appre-
hensions, arranging old knowledge in a new order.
Thus knowledge, being pure affection, was deter-
mined wholly by the nature of the object, not at all by
the nature of the mind. While desires, volitions and
even opinions were recognised to be largely deter-
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mined by the nature of thc nund, apprehensions were
not. The object was apprehended just as it was: in
getting 1tself apprehended and understood by the
mind 1t made no concessions to the nature of mind,
so to speak. Knowing or apprehending was not an
act, but a passivity or affection. Furthermore, since 1t
seems that what 1s known or apprehended 1s appre-
hended as formulated or stated, even to ‘formulate’ or
‘state’ what was apprehended was regarded as a
passivity or affection. Perhaps 1t would be fairer to say
that no distinction was drawn between apprehending
and formulating or stating the apprehension,! though,
of course, the statement mught or might not be made
aloud. In any case, to apprehend a particular fact as
expressed 1n a statement or proposition was regarded
as a passtvity or affection, having no activity included
within 1t, though 1t might involve some particular
activity as a necessary preliminary.

This old view of knowing or apprehending as
wholly passive had much to be said for it. It goes
against the grain with everybody to accept the Kant-
1an view that to know 1s to ‘judge,’ and that judging
1s an act, domng something. We are all prepared to
admit that we have something to do with the making
of our ‘judgments’ (in the ordinary application of the
word) or ‘opinions.” We admit this as obvious 1n the
case of false judgments or false opmions But to
represent all scientific knowledge as judgment we feel
1s a different matter. When we know, we know things
as they are—so we are accustomed to think: indeed
this is what we mean by knowledge. We do not make
things what we know them to be; nor do we make
ourselves know them to be such rather than such.
What they are, that we know, or should know if we

ACf 1nfra, pp 242-8
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knew, and making has nothing to do with 1t. It is cer-
tainly a common view that all knowing 1s direct ap-
prehension, intuiting or percerving—a passivity, not
essentially involving an activity of any kind.

We must remember, however, that Kant 1s investi-
gating physics and the alleged knowledge of the
physical world which physics gives us. And he 1s
maintaining that this knowledge 1s not direct appre-
hension. The statements of physics, he says, are judg
ments, and judging 1s activity Waiving for the mo-
ment the question as to whether our knowledge of
mathematics 1s direct apprehension, can this be mamn-
tained of physics also? As we have already seen, 1t
cannot. There 1s no statement 1n physics which 1s not
from time to time modified and restated' yet who shall
say that physics 1s not acquiring new knowledge?
Kant therefore puts forward the view that in physics
knowing is judging, and that judging 1s an act which
like other acts 1s determined as regards its form by
the nature of the mind- thus 1t 1s certainly not wholly
determined by the object, as the old view maintained
1t to be. The form of judgment 1s determined by the
intrinsic nature of mind: and it 1s from this point of
view that we must go on to develop a sound theory of
judgment.

It may seem that this 1s a dangerous view; for 1if 1t
be admitted that knowing, like acting, is determined
as to 1ts form by the nature of the mind which knows,
it may seem that the specific characteristics of know-
ledge are denied at one blow. It is commonly admitted
that particular actions are at least in part affected by
character, and character is affected by the whole of a
man’s experience. And 1t would seem that the Kantian
view will be forced to maintain that what a man comes
toknow at any given moment is determined, not solely
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by the object before him at the moment, but also by
the whole of his past experience. Where then 1s gone
the umiversal and exact character of scientific know-
ledge? It seems that the view must admt that know-
ledge 1s as personal as action; and thus that 1t cannot
stop short of extreme scepticism.

Whether the Kantian view can 1n the end preserve
itself from this disastrous outcome, 1t 1s at the moment
too soon for us to attempt to determine. Certain it is
that neither Kant nor the writers of the great Idealistic
logics have developed 1t to these conclusions. This
has been left to the psychological writers of more
modern times—Kant and the Idealists being always
very critical of psychology. They recognised from the
outset that the umiversal and exact character of scien-
tific knowledge 1s a fact which cannot be denied, but
must be explained: only they reject the old explana-
tion 1n terms of direct apprehension—whether non-
sensuous intuition or sense-perception. It has to be
explained compatibly with the recognition that dis-
cursive thinking is an active operation which plays an
essential part in knowledge, and that being active
1t must be informed by the nature of the mind which
thinks. No doubt physics is knowledge of a physical
world, but for all that it must be remembered that
mind has imprinted its own character on the structure
of that body of knowledge which 1s physics, and that
that structure has affected every single statement con-
tained 1n that body of knowledge. Paradoxical as 1t
may seem, the Idealistic logic has set itself the pro-
blem of maintaining that in apprehending we are spon-
taneously active, and yet that our knowledge 1s know-
ledge of a world independent of the knower. Recog-
nising this as the problem, Kant draws a conclusion
very different from that which was drawn by the psycho-
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logical writers, and which might at first sight seem to
follow from his premises: and he seeks to show that the
contention that scientific knowledge 1s universal and
exact and of an independent real world 1s, 1n any
sense in which it 1s sound, perfectly compatible with
the view that thinking 1s a spontaneous activity,
dependent for its form not on the nature of the object,
but on the nature of the mind. In doing this he works
out further his account of the nature of the judgment,
by developing his celebrated doctrine of the Trans-
cendental Unity of Apperception, to a consideration
of which we must now turn.



CHAPTER VII

THE TRANSCENDENTAL UNITY OF
APPERCEPTION

As has been said before, Kant lays great stress’ on
unity 1n knowledge He says again and again that
judgment introduces unity into our experience. This
accords well with his view that judgment 1s an act, for
it allots to the faculty of judgment something to do. As
we have seen, 1t 1s the act of judgment proper which
introduces this unity, not the process of abstraction
by which predicates are said to be formed—as was
maintained by the view which Berkeley attacked. Now
when Kant lays all this stress on unity, to what is he
referring?

According to Kant geometry 1s a umity—a unified
body of knowledge It represents space as a unity.
The judgments of geometry are not merely a col-
lection or aggregate of statements, methodically
arranged. They form a systematic body of knowledge,
they are a unity in a sense 1n which a mere collection
or aggregate of propositions 1s not a unity. This 1s an
important point, and Kant 1s quite right. Similarly
physics is a unity, and represents the physical world
as a unity—not, that 1s, as a mere aggregate or collec-
tion of bits, but as a systematic unity, 1n which every
part is essentially related to every other part, and no
part would remain the same 1f its relations to other
parts changed. The same applies to the particular

statements which go to make up the body of know-
127



128 IDEALISTIC LOGIC vix

ledge; they form a system of knowledge, a unity.
Again every man’s own experience taken as a whole
1s a unity. It 1s not a mere aggregate of isolated and
independent bits of experience, 1t 1s not just a number
of integral self-contained experiences, loosely hanging
together like onions on a string. Every fresh experience
1s assimilated to form part of his experience as a
systematic whole. Any supposed experience which
was not so assimilated would disappear as if 1t had
never been; it would be no experience which could be
called his. There are no unassimilated pieces of experi-
ence: 1t 1s an essential characteristic of mind that 1t
must absorb everything into a systematic whole—not
a mere methodical collection, arranged on some hap-
hazard principle, but a real unity.

Kant attaches importance to all three of these
unities,! and each one plays a due part in the working
out of his logical theory How do these unities come
about? In regard to the first, the unity of geometrical
science, Kant usually gives an old-fashioned answer;
but 1t 1s necessary to insist clearly on this view of his
in order to distinguish 1t easily from the more charac-
teristic Kantian account of judgment, which he gives
1n connexion with the other two. The proposttions of
geometry form a unity, Kant says, because the mind
intuits space as a unity: geometry 1s intuitive in this
sense, that space 1s intuited as a unified whole, and
every part of space 1s intuited as a part of the one
space which 1s a unity. This 1s a matter of direct im-
mediate apprehension: every statement in geometry
represents a direct apprehension. Thus Kant’s ac-
count of geometry is this—Our knowledge of geo-

1; ¢ the umity of geometrnical knowledge, the unity of physics, and
the unity of the whole experience of any individual person Cor-
responding to the first two are objective unities, the umnty of space
and the unity of what Kant calls ‘nature,’ the object of physics
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metry 1s a systematic unity because space 1s a unity,
and 1s directly apprehended by us to be a unity, and
every part of 1t 1s directly apprehended by us as a
part of that unified whole. This view 1s old-fashioned,
because it represents the unity 1n geometrical know-
ledge as due, not to the nature of the mind, but to the
nature of the object, z.e. space—which 1s not given its
characteristic umty by our judgments, but has 1t in-
dependently and 1s intuited by us to have it. This view
places Kant’s metaphysics in great difficulty in regard
to space, since 1t forces him, 1n spite of the obvious
difficulties, to distinguish 1n respect of their indepen-
dent reality between space on the one hand and bodies
in space, or ‘nature,’” on the other; but this does not
concern us here In any case, we shall see in the sequel
that Kant ought to have reconsidered this view of
geometrical knowledge! in the hight of his doctrine of
the Transcendental Unity of Apperception. It needs
to be mentioned here 1n order to emphasise what
Kant’s characteristic view of judgment was not.
Kant thus made a dying attempt, as 1t were, to
explain the unity of geometry in terms of intuition or
immediate apprehension. He makes no similar at-
tempt 1n regard to the other two unities. He does not
maintain, or seek to maintain, that when the physicist
represents the physical world as one wor/d, having a
systematic nature of a certain specific kind, he does this
by intuition because he intuits or immediately ap-
prehends 1t to be so And here Kant seems to be right.
It 1s perhaps possible to maintain that when geometry
appeared as a science, the whole of 1t was worked out
at one blow correctly: in which event it might be

11 have discussed elsewhere (v znf7a, pp 296 seqq.) an alternative
view of geometry, which may perhaps have been entertained by
Kant But I think the one indicated here was really his view 1n the
Transcendental Aesthetic of the Crelique of Pure Reason

1
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maintained that the man who worked 1t out was work-
ing by direct apprehension of the real nature of space.
His statements would then fit into a unified system
automatically just because the space whose nature he
was apprehending bit by bit was itself a unity—that
1s to say that the statements, though representing
single apprehensions one by one, would fit into a
system without modification, without indeed any effort
whatever on the part of an active mind to make them
do so, because each statement represented a direct
apprehension of a bit which was a bit of one space,
a systematic unity. In this process of apprehension,
there would be no certain trace of an active mind at
all It is just possible to offer this as an account of
geometry, because we are accustomed to think of its
propositions as absolutely and timelessly true—per-
fectly true and perfectly correctly stated

No one, however, would venture to say this of
physics. Yet the statements of physics at any moment
of 1ts history form a systematic unity, physics always
represents the physical world as one world, and it has
an explanation of the way in which the parts fit to-
gether within 1t to make a systematic whole; the con-
clusions of physics are always systematic and a unity,
and it 1s essential to the progress of the science that
they should be so. Yet nobody thinks that this system
of statements represents the unity of nature as zf 1s.
It 1s therefore not possible to maintain that the
systematic unity of physics 1s due to intuition. It may
perhaps be maintained that space 1s intuited by the
geometer to have the particular systematic unity he
attributes to it: but nobody could say that nature 1s
intuited by the physicist to have the particular type
of unity which he attributes to the physical world.
The account which Kant gives of geometrical know-
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ledge cannot bc given of physics, once it 1s allowed
that its statements must always form a systematic
unity. If Kant can maintain this, he has shown that
the judgments of physics cannot be intuitive.

It 1s now possible to see what Kant means by say-
ing that the act of judgment ztroduces unity. He 1s
maintaining that the essential thing 1n physics 1s that
all statements must go to make up a systematic unity:
this is the lesson of modern physics It 1s the business
of the faculty of judgment to see to 1t that the state-
ments made are systematic in character, it 1s zof its
business to see that the statements are true. They may
be true or they may be false, but they must be
systematic It 1s just because the mind has a faculty
which 1s able to ensure that statements are systematic
that the advance of physics has become possible. The
physicist does not attempt to accept or reject each
single proposition taken 1n itself; he does not simply
examine 1t by itself alone and expect to intuit 1ts truth
or falsity He rather proceeds to work out its implica-
tions, and he finds that to accept any single statement
1s to accept a whole view of nature, the statement
carries with it by implication a complete unified
systematic account of the physical world; this he
works out and holds clearly in his mind before he
attempts to go to nature to observe; thus he goes not
as a pupil, but as a master, forcing nature to answer
his questions. He himself chooses at what point he
will test his systematic account; he then chooses a
favourable moment, constructs a suitable background,
etc., etc. But it is not this actual test with which we
are primarily and directly concerned; we are analysing
the #kinking which goes on as a necessary preliminary
to the test. Here, as we have seen, what is essential to
the physicist is that he should have a clearly worked-
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out systematic account. What 1s required of his pro-
positions 1s that they should fit into a system: it is not
required of them—it 1s no use to require 1it—that they
should be necessarily true. But 1t 1s required that they
should be such as to have implications. This, then,
according to Kant, 1s the work of the faculty of judg-
ment: that 1t makes propositions which have implica-
tions, each single judgment carrying with it by impli-
cation a whole system of judgments, giving an account
of the universe as a unity. Granted this faculty, 1t can
be explained how modern physics has advanced as 1t
has; without 1t, we should have either to maintain that
the propositions of physics are intuitive and certainly
true as they stand, or to accept Hume’s account of
science, which 1nvolves scepticism. Neither of these
courses 1s admissible to Kant.

The analysis of physics has thus made it clear that
there are judgments which carry with them whole
systems of judgments, and yet are nerther intuitive
nor certainly true. It is clear that the mind is capable
of making judgments of this kind—judgments which
may be true or may be false, but certainly have
systematic implications; and logic must take account
of the fact that the faculty of judgment works in this
way, at least 1n physics. How 1s this act of judgment
possible?

In giwving his answer to this question, Kant pro-
ceeds to examine the method of physics more in
detail; he investigates with some accuracy how 1t 1s
that physical science comes to give a systematic
account of the umiverse—that is, how it makes the
advance from a more or less methodically arranged
collection of particular observations and measure-
ments to a systematic conclusion. Yet though he
spends some care over this empirical analysis of the
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actual procedure of the physicist, Kant claims to be
giving a theory of judgment as such. This comes about
in this way He first seeks to gain a hint from his
special investigation as to how the scientific mind
does actually work: he then generalises from this about
how mind in general works;? then, finally, he tries
to prove that 1t is only by working n this way that
certain results—e.g. certan triumphs of physical
theory—could possibly have been achieved It 1s this
last argument which is important from the logical
point of view, because 1t 1s by this alone that he seeks
to prove that what he 1s putting forward 1s a genuinely
logical theory of judgment.

Be that as i1t may, and whatever be the order of
procedure by which Kant arrived at his view, that
view seems to be as follows. Of what kind, he asks,
must the mind be if 1t can ensure that its judgments
have a systematic character? It can only do this, he
answers, 1if the faculty of judgment 1s a faculty of
rules; if 1n judging the mind 1s bound by certain rules
which 1t cannot break—not merely general rules, con-
tingently forced upon the mind by its experience, like
the ‘gently persuading’ laws of association of Hume,
but absolutely inflexible universal laws which can
never 1n the nature of the case be broken—a condition
which can only be fulfilled if the laws in question are
laws of the essential constitution of the active nature
of mind. The faculty of judgment 7ust be a faculty of
rules, because only so could it produce the results
which it does produce, #zz. statements which neces-
sarily fit into a systematic whole. If the mind in 1ts
activity necessarily and universally obeys a rule, we

1As a matter of fact, he is often unnecessarily obscure because he
gives his conclusion straight away mn an extremely general form
without explaiming from what he 1s generahsing, though there are
often indications of this somewhere 1n the neighbouring context
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can then see, says Kant, that its judgments must be
bound inescapably by their form to a systematic
unity; then we should expect the mind to gain such
knowledge as 1t does gain by constantly systematising
its experience—and this was what we had to explain.

At this stage, as has been indicated before, Kant
seems to have gained some 1insight as to the real
meaning of this somewhat formal and general view
by considering the special case of physics. Reflecting
on the case of ‘the philosopher who was asked the
weight of smoke,” Kant emphasises that the essential
thing to notice about his thinking, 1s that he 1s
throughout universally bound by the principle that in
all change something remains quantitatively the same
before and after. Universal adherence to this prin-
ciple makes all the philosopher’s statements consistent,
and forces his account of the universe into a system-
atic umity. Kant draws attention to two other funda-
mental laws, beside the law of conservation, which
operate 1n the same way—the law of causality, and
the law of action and equal and opposite reaction.
Kant himself gives insufficient attention to the rela-
tion between these laws—e g as to whether they are all
reducible to one law, or whether, though irreducible,
they can all operate simultaneously and co-operatively
without disturbing the systematic unity of experience.
He shows considerable awareness of the presence of
a problem here, but gives insufficient attention to
determine the answer But this does not, for the
moment, concern us. What is to the point here is that
when Kant speaks of the mind as being universally
bound 1n its activity of thinking to keep an inflexible
rule of 1ts own, and as thus achieving systematic unity
in 1ts judgments, he illustrates this to himself by the
part played by the law of conservation in determining
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the unity of physical theory. If the physicist allowed
himself a single infringement of his fundamental law,
his science would be in chaos until he replaced that
law by a new one which was universally obeyed.
Only at the cost of universal obedience to a principle
can systematic unity be secured.

But 1t must be remembered that this reference to
physics provides no more than an illustration. It may
be true, and no doubt 1t 1s true, that physics works in
this way. It may be true that science generally can
only achieve a systematic theory by universal adher-
ence to a single principle; and if 1t 1s true it 1s an
important contribution towards the understanding of
the method of science. But, granted all this, 1t mught
yet be maintained that here 1s no more than a trick on
the part of the scientist, used by him because 1t has
been found to be useful, and that there 1s no ground
for maintaining that 1t is part of the essential nature
of the mind’s activity whenever 1t thinks. And 1t 1s this
which Kant seeks to prove it to be. Kant has to show
that he 1s giving no mere empirical account of the
working of the mind of the physicist, but a demon-
trated exposition of the essential nature of mind.

And yet even at this stage we must be careful not
to do less than justice to Kant’s achievement. If he
has shown no more than that the scientific mind must
work like this to produce scientific knowledge, he has
at least thereby shown that mind 1n itself 1s capable of
these things. He has thus made use of the results and
achievements of the sciences as evidence of the exist-
ence 1n the mind of faculties and capabilities which
his predecessors had not allowed the mind to have.
And this is an important step in logic: 1t has shown
that there 1s more in thinking than a mere series of
direct apprehensions, and that discipline, or continu-
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ous and untversal obedience to rules, 1s an essential
feature of some thinking; and further that the mind
1s capable of such discipline—even though 1t has not
yet been shown that the mind in all its thinking from
beginning to end necessarily works in just the same
way, 1n principle, as the physicist has been forced to
work in order to achieve his results. Furthermore, 1t
may be said that the ordinary man 1s not likely to
press this latter point aganst Kant. The ordinary
man 1s as a rule quite prepared to allow, with Des-
cartes and Locke, that the thinking of physics 1s
thinking at 1ts best, and that the mind must have
been put through all its paces in achieving the works
of ‘the incomparable Mr. Newton.” So that he will
think little harm done if the thinking of physics 1s
taken as representative of thinking in general, and
logic allows 1tself to be indebted to an analysis of
scientific proof.

But 1t 1s to the credit of Kant that he himself did
not uncritically accept this point of view. He carried
his investigations further It is here that the third kind
of unity to which we referred early in the chapter be-
comes important. Kant’s view 1s that a self 1s not a
self unless the whole of 1ts experience 1s rounded 1nto
a unity, I cannot recognise a particular experience as
my experience unless on scrutiny I can see that it 1s
mnextricably bound up with the rest of my expenience,
and that without it other particular experiences could
not have been mine, nor could my experience as a
whole be what 1t is. My recognition therefore of my-
self as a person continuously existing through time is
only possible through my recognition of my whole
experience as a systematic unity. Furthermore, 1if I
carefully scrutinise any particular momentary exper:-
ence, I shall see that 1t could only be just exactly the
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experience it 15 because I am I—because the whole
experience into which it has to fit in becoming an
actual experience 1s precisely this and no other. I can”/
thus only determine the nature of the object by also
determining the nature of myself* and when I say the
nature of myself in this connexion, I mean precisely
this systematic unity of experience of which this par-
ticular new experience has to become an integral part
in becoming my experience at all.

Any new awareness which did not fit into this unity
of experience, would be, according to Kant, ‘a mere
blind play of representations, less even than a dream’:
certainly no such awareness could, on his view, be
recogmsed by me to be #y awareness When I recog-
mise a particular experience to be mine, I do not do
so by any immediate intuition, or by pure memory, or
by demonstration arguing from the mtuited nature of
the universe, or of God, or of myself—there 1s no
intuition concerned 1n the matter at all. I simply
recognise it as an essential part of my experience as a
unified whole. If this was not part of my experience,
then none of it was my experience, and I have no
ground for believing in the existence of any such
person or thing as this ‘I.” Thus my very conscious-
ness of myself 1s only possible because my mind has
this faculty of necessarily, because of its own nature,
binding 1ts whole experience 1nto a systematic unity.
Without the activity of this faculty we should have
no consciousness of self, and no consciousness of
objects—and our whole experience would thus be a
mere blind play of representations less even than a
dream. And this it certainly is not.

Thus Kant seeks to prove that the Transcendental
Unity of Apperception 1s through and through the
most fundamental and essential thing about the know-
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ing mind. As w the ulumate value of his argument, I
have always found 1t impossible to make up my mind.
On the psychological level there 1s no doubt a great
deal to be said for the view. An essential demand on
the part of the mind for the systematisation at all
costs of its experience 1s empirically verifiable; and
questions 1n regard to personality and continuous
identity are no doubt commonly solved by us and by
the psychologist 1n this way. No doubt each one of us
has a view of the world as a whole which determines
his actions and reactions; and no doubt this world-
view both 1s modified by new experiences, and also
itself determines our understanding of new experi-
ences If ourview, as a unity, 1s constantly and unduly
upset by every fresh experience, so that we at once
re-systematise our past experience 1n the light of the
new, we show weakness and lack of balance in one
direction; 1if our previous world-view has so firm a
hold upon our minds that we misapprehend what 1s
before our very noses and plain for all to see, we show
weakness and lack of balance in the other direction;
if we fall half-way between these extremes we show
intellectual strength of mind, sane judgment and a
sound capacity to learn from experience But 1n all
these cases alike the determination of the mind to
systematise seems to be an essential feature of its very
life. This feature 1s there to be seen in everybody in
the philosopher certainly, in the other-world fantasies
of a Mary Rose, obviously; 1n the sceptic 1t 1s not far
to seek; 1n the madman, i1n whom all the facts of his
experience have to be squared with the fact that he 1s
Julius Caesar, or that sticks and stones are people, or
whatever 1t may be; and certainly not least in the
plain, blunt man who refuses to believe anything
which 1s not warranted by the facts which he himself
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observes In all alike the need of the mind for system
1s there to be seen, and 1t seems to be clear that this
activity of systematisation goes very near to the roots
of 1ts life.

Thus empirically speaking there is a good deal to
be said for the view that this characteristic, which
Kant found to be essential to the thinking of the
physicist, 1s a fundamental and necessary character-
istic of all thinking. But Kant, of course, 1s seeking to
maintain more than this. In the case of physics, as we
saw, though he gained a clear view by an empirical
analysis of the actual working of the mind of the
phystcist, he sought to prove his view that physics, as
a resultant triumph of the human mind, could not be
what 1t 1s unless the mind worked 1n this way. There-
fore, he concluded, the mind must work in this way.
So now, in mamtaining his view of all thinking as
such, he seeks to mamntain that our experience taken
as a whole could not be what 1t 1s unless the mind 1n
all 1ts experience worked like this It seems to me that
1n the case of physics, Kant’s transcendental argument
1s successful, but that in the case of our experience
taken as a whole 1t fails. At least, 1t does not prove all
that he wishes 1t to prove.

As we have seen, Kant wishes to prove that my
whole knowledge of myself as a self 1s only possible
through my consciousness of my systematising acti-
vity; that is, this actuvity must be the very essence of
the life of the self It 1s certain that this 1s to Kant no
mere by-product of his general view; 1t was not merely
a concluston which he uncomfortably embraced be-
cause of the exigencies of his general argument It
was certainly his own real and considered judgment,
because the effects of 1t on his views of the nature of
the moral life are so obviously fundamental. But as
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regards the proof of 1t, 1t is highly doubtful whether
in this connexion the transcendental argument can
carry conviction at all. When used to explain par-
ticular parts or features of experience, 1t 1s a method
of great value. Kant’s use of 1t 1n his analysis of the
method of physics shows it at 1ts best. Again, Kant
uses it extremely effectively in the section on the
‘Analogies of Experience,” when he argues from the
possibility of the distinction drawn by us between an
objective and a subjective time sequence within experi-
ence. But to attempt to apply 1t to the whole question
of our knowledge of self seems dangerously near to
applying the categories of the understanding to the
Unconditioned, and using the method of physics 1n
metaphysics In any case the argument carries no
conviction to me [ think the view itself 1s possibly
sound; but I do not think 1t possible to establish at
one blow 1n this way that 1t must be so.

But again 1t 1s important not to be unfair to Kant.
In these passages he 1s speaking of the empirical self,
as existing 1n time It 1s probably true that in recog-
nmising myself as an enduring self, I can only do so by
distinguishing myself from objects, and 1n this pro-
cess the systematisation of experience 1s essential But
I am not sure that my knowledge of the very existence
of myself can be proved to be absolutely dependent
upon this. Kant no doubt 1s relying on Hume’s
demonstration that there 1s no intuition of the self,
and 1s, as generally, taking Hume as read. But I am
not sure that he 1s right to do so. Granted that he
thought this, I think his explanation of the way in
which we apprehend the self is brilliant, and sup-
ported by many facts of experience. But I do not
think that his account can be thus at one blow proved
to be the one and wholly adequate explanation



vii TRANSCENDENTAL UNITY OF APPERCEPTION 141

In a word, my chief objection to Kant’s account 1s
his unwillingness to attach any importance 1 know-
ledge to any kind of direct apprehension. This was no
doubt partly due to a natural swing of the pendulum.
Descartes had tended to explain thinking as a series
of direct intellectual intuitions, Locke and Berkeley
in terms of a series of direct sense-perceptions; so that
it would not be altogether surprising if Kant 1n em-
phasising the discursive nature of thinking went to
the other extreme and over-emphasised 1t to the ex-
clusion of all direct apprehension whatever. In regard
to physics, and perhaps in regard to the sciences
generally, there 1s much to be said for his view. Cer-
tainly the separate propositions of physical science do
not represent separate intuitions. Further, when the
scientist fits his phenomena 1nto a system, 1t 1s doubt-
ful whether there 1s any intuition or direct appre-
hension of any kind to control his system-building: he
simply goes on worrying at them until they do all fit
into a system—any system. Here we may fairly say
that 1t is the essential nature of the mind at work
demanding system at all costs, and satisfied with any
all-inclusive system. It 1s, to say the least of 1t, very
doubtful whether it can be maintained that the phy-
sicist in a privileged moment intuits the physical
world as a umty, and then 1n his more laborious
workaday moments tries to build up a systematic
account which 1s true to this intuition. More probably
he works, as Kant says, blindly, with the sole aim of
simply achieving an inclusive umty.

But it is one thing to admit this of physics, or even
of science generally, and quite another to admut 1t of
the whole of human experience from top to bottom.
If 1t be true that we form a unified conception of our
universe by which we act and react, it would seem
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that in some minds at least this world-view 1s forced
to conform absolutely to inspired ituitions of the
nature of God and of His world, received 1n privileged
moments. It may perhaps be that moments of great
aesthetic experience neither help nor hinder the great
physicist in his thinking gua physicist; but 1t is surely
not obvious that 1t 1s so 1n the case of speculation about
God, about the self, and the moral life. Here 1t may
be that in building our systems, we are not merely
keeping the rules and seeing that they are really
systematic, but more than this are building towards
some more or less clearly apprehended unity revealed
to us 1n a moment of vision. It may be that this 1s not
so; it may be that the achieving of system 18 the begin-
ning and the end of all thinking. But I cannot think
that Kant has proved 1t must be so. Moreover, it
should be urged that Kant himself 1s neither a Plato
nor a Hegel, he 1s a careful and disciplined thinker,
achieving by hard toil every step he takes; he does not
show the inspiration and prophetic zeal of the great
seers Plato’s insight 1s always ahead of what he can
argue and prove, and he always represents 1t as being
so; witness, for instance, the account of the Idea of
the Good 1n the Repudlic and Diotima’s speech in the
Symposium. But Kant makes no such claims; and 1t 1s
perhaps partly for this reason that his account of
thinking allows no absolute influence or control to any
kind of direct apprehension.?

But 1n the anxiety to be fair to Kant, we have
wandered a little from our proper road. We sought to
show that Kant put forward a certain theory of think-
ing, which seems to be a fair account of the method
of physics, as a theory of all thinking: we have now

1We shall see later that he underestimates the importance even of
sense-perception
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been investigating his attempt to show at one blow
by a transcendental proof that this #s the essential
nature of all thinking. In this I think he fails. He may
be night 1n his general theory of thinking, but his
transcendental proof fails to prove him right: or so it
seems to me. It was necessary to go over this ground
in order to be fair to Kant—to show that he put for-
ward carefully thought out grounds for thinking that
his work was not merely a critique of physics or even
of scientific method, but a true Cratague of Pure Reason.

We may now return to our proper task, which is to
show that 1t 1s essentially Kant’s theory which 1s
developed 1n the Idealistic logic, to determine just
what form that development took, and then finally to
offer some criticism of 1its success. In the Idealistic
logic, 1n effect, Kant’s theory and its possibilities for
development are on trial. Can it, when its implications
are worked out in detail, give a more satisfactory
account of thinking than the traditional logic? In ask-
ing this question we are far from Kant’s own point of
view. We do not accept his theory of judgment, as
he did, as a certainly sound account, demonstrated
transcendentally, so that all that has to be done 1s the
working out of the details. We rather consider it as a
tentative hypothesis, and seek to determine whether
i the hands of the Idealistic logicians it has so far
developed as to be able to give a satisfactory account
of the essential nature of thinking.



CHAPTER VIII
THE JUDGMENT IN THE IDEALISTIC LOGIC

Tue fundamental mark of a judgment is that 1t is
essentially true or false. To judge, which 1s, as we
have seen, the fundamental cognitive activity of mind,
1s to assert something which 1s essentially true or false.
It 1s not the business of the faculty of judgment as
such to assert what 1s true, but what 1s true or false.
An analysis of judgment then will not directly throw
light on the nature of truth as distinct from falsehood;
it will not 1n 1tself help us to distinguish true judg-
ments from false judgments. It will, however, throw
Iight on the nature of truth to this extent, that since
only judgments can be true, it 1s necessary to under-
stand the nature of judgment in order to apprehend
the nature of truth.

Now in making the two assertions of judgment—
first, that 1t is true or false, and secondly, that it 1s
the fundamental cognitive act of the mind—the Ideal-
istic logic is at once differentiating itself from all pre-
Kantian philosophy. It was recogmsed before Kant
that opinions are true or false; and if to ‘judge’ means
to state an opinion, then to judge 1s to state something
which is true or false. But the propositions in which
the old logic was primarily interested were statements
not of opinion, but of knowledge. These propositions
were, of course, thought of as necessarily true: and
they were supposed to represent a state of mind dis-
tinct 1n kind from that of opining, 27z. knowing or

144



VIII THE JUDGMENT IN THE IDEALISTIC LOGIC 145

apprehending. In attempting to throw light on the
nature of human knowledge, logic gave its primary
attention to these, and these were essentially true,
representing a state of mind essentially distinct from
opinion—knowing and not opining. Thus 1n treating
al/ statements as representing one fundamental acti-
vity of mind, 2z judging, and 1n allowing judgments
to be in their own nature not true, but true-or-false,
the Idealistic logic 1s seen to be making a clean break
with the traditional logic. We have already tried to
explain how this revolt came about, and we shall
return to the question of the justification of it 1n a
later chapter.

At any rate the point 1s that in the Idealistic loguc,
judgment zs true-or-false It will at once be asked,
how can an activity which produces statements which
may be true and may be false be regarded as a vital
activity 1n the process of knowledge? What aim can
logic have 1n analysing the working of such a faculty?
Surely 1t 1s the business of logic to distinguish sound
thinking from false thinking, or, more strictly, think-
ing from that which 1s not thinking but masquerades
as such’ so that it might appear to be this very dis-
tinction between truth and falsehood which is the
business of logic.

Yet, on further reflection, it 1s possible to represent
the Idealistic position 1n a reasonable light. We may
allow that there are sequences of 1deas which are not
thinking but masquerade as such, and that 1t is the
business of logic to determine the nature of thinking,
strictly so-called. It may be consistent with this, even
so, to assert that the activity of thinking produces
assertions which may be true or may be false, and also
that this activity 1s essential to the possibility of know-
ledge. It may be that certain statements, ¢ g. scientific

K
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statcments, require for their making a certain dis-
ciplined acuvity of mind, and yet, though so dis-
ciplined, they may not be necessarily true. And if
scientific thinking 1s of this kind, there may still be,
distinct from these, impostor sequences of 1ideas,
which masquerade as scientific thinking, and need to
be shown up by logical investigation. Furthermore, it
may be urged, as we have seen, that such scientific
thinking 1s a vital and essential step 1n coming to
knowledge. The results of thinking would then be
recognised to be true-or-false, and yet the discipline
of thinking would require logical investigation. Judg-
ments would be, not essentially true, but essentially
true-or-false, and yet 1t would be the business of logic
to investigate the judgment.

This, as we have seen, seems to be the rationale of
the Idealistic position. Thinking, 1t says, may be as
sound as 1t can be made- 1t may obey 1ts own discip-
line so that logic can find no fault with 1t, and yet
the statements which represent its conclusions or any
step 1n 1ts argument may be false. This the plain man
would probably admit at once of scientific thinking;
if so the Idealist 1s ssmply going further and asserting
it of all thinking as such

Is the logic then not to be interested 1n the distinc-
tion between truth and falsehood? Can 1t not help us
at all to distinguish between true judgments and false
Judgments? This 1s a very difficult question to answer.
Does the logical analysis of the nature of thinking
throw any Light on the nature of truth as distinguished
from falsehood? It 1s obvious that all logical writers,
like all philosophers, are essentially and fundamen-
tally interested in the nature of truth; and no doubt
their views 1n this regard will emerge 1n the course of
their writing. But the answer to the question seems to
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be that the logic 1s not primarily interested in the dis-
tinction between truth and falsehood. It 1s primanly
concerned to vindicate the importance of thinking in
the growth of knowledge, and to determine exactly
the nature of the contribution made by thinking.
Since, as we have seen, 1t 1s a theory of thinking which
was grounded 1n an analysis of the thinking of the
physicist, and since that thinking, without being 1n
any way bad thinking, has produced conclusions
which have turned out to be false, and 1n no case has
produced a conclusion known to be true, the problem of
truth has come to be shelved for the time being while
the nature of thought 1s investigated first No doubt
the logic makes a tacit compact with itself that it will
take up this final and most fundamental point after 1t
has cleared up its immediate problem; and no doubt
1t presumes that 1t will be 1n a better position to do so.
How far 1t has kept this implied compact with 1tself,
and how far the method of shelving the ultimate ques-
tion for the time being has justified itself 1n practice,
we shall seek to determine later

It may perhaps, however, be worth while to observe
here that this point of view has been to some extent
shared by all logic. Presumably logicians have never
been able to deny that false statements are possible,
and have from time to time been made, even 1n regard
to subjects about which the truth has been appre-
hended and 1s therefore apprehensible. As we have
seen, the old logic had in the end to rely on some
kind of direct intuitive apprehension to explan the
knowledge of truth, and this intuition had to be taken
as infallible. The business of the processes of thinking
investigated by logic was not to apprehend truth
themselves, but to give the faculty of intuition a fair
chance. If we used only definable terms, we should at



148 IDEALISTIC LOGIC viiz

once recognise, z.¢. intuit, a false statement to be false
and a true statement to be true. The intuition itself,
being immediate, had no discipline, and there was
nothing about 1t for logic to investigate. Thus even
in the old logic the distinction between truth and
falsehood was the work of a faculty of intuition, to
which 1n 1tself logic had nothing to say. The differ-
ence 1s, as we have seen before, that the old logic
assumes that single statements can be intuited in
themselves to be true, and that the Idealistic logic
thinks that this 1s not so.

Be that as 1t may, the Idealistic logic does allow
that judgments may be true or false, that a false
judgment may be as truly a judgment as a true one.
It insists that the characteristic mark of judgment 1s
not that 1t 1s true, but that 1t 1s essentially bound to
other judgments—that when you make one judgment
you are asserting a whole system of judgments: and 1t
works out 1ts whole theory of judgment and inference
on this basis In the last resort, of course, being Ideal-
istic, 1t believes that knowledge 1s possible, and 1ts
view of judgment has to be reconciled with this. It
strives therefore to show what part the faculty of
judgment, granted that judgments are not necessarily
true, plays in the birth of knowledge 1n the soul.

The fundamental 1dea 1s that thinking is systematic,
and that in achieving system 1t 1s not reproducing or
copying an intuited umty, but producing a umty of
1its own. There seems to be a great deal to be said for
this view 1n the case of physics, and that 1s where Kant
got the 1dea. How can the mind produce system? Cer-
tainly 1t must do so, because 1t 1s only by so doing that
scientific knowledge 1s acquured.

Actually 1t seems to be done 1n science by universal
obedience to a rule: the obedience must be universal,
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otherwise thinking just fails to be systematic. The
mind 1n 1ts thinking binds itself to e.g. the law of
causality: particular scientists may interpret this law
in different ways, but so long as they remain rigidly
true to their own sense of 1t their thinking necessarily
achieves system. So, at least, the Kantian analysis
says. It 1s not maintained, of course, that the mind
can at will invent for itself new rules, by the keeping
of which 1t can make systematic judgments. On the
contrary, 1t 1s taken for granted that there are a
limited number of such rules, and that 1n determining
what they are we are throwing important light on the
essential and fundamental nature of mind. These
rules are deduced by a transcendental argument from
the nature of scientific knowledge considered as a
finished product.

The particular nature of these rules and their
number does not concern us here; but their existence,
and the fact that they play the part in thinking which
they do, are of vital importance. We are taking 1t that
the mind achieves unity simply by obeying some
fundamental rule, like, for instance, the law of con-
servation or the law of causality. What, then, must be
our theory of judgment?

In the first place it seems clear enough that, if the
mind 1s to produce a system 1n accordance with a rule
of 1its own, and 1if it 1s zecessarely to do so—z.e. 1f what-
ever the maternial, a system mus! be produced—then
the parts cannot be just gzvez as they are to appear 1n
the system. If the parts are just given and remain as
given, then either they are parts of a system or they
are not; that is to say from the point of view of the
mind, either they are intuited to be part of a system
or they are not—and that 1s the whole matter There
1s then no question of the pgroduction of a system, as
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the Idealistic logic maintains. The mind cannot be
guaranteed to produce system unless 1t is allowed
some freedom to modify the parts. If the system is
produced by the mind, the parts cannot be guaranteed
to appear 1n the system as given to the mind.

This means that the terms of the judgment cannot
be 1deas as given; they cannot be, nor can they corres-
pond to, realities directly apprehended. When I say
‘This tree 1s green,’ ] may appear to be asserting some-
thing of a real chunk of reality, or to be asserting a
relation between two chunks of reality; but on the
Idealistic theory of judgment this is not the case. On
the Idealistic theory of judgment I am essentially
asserting a whole system of judgments of reality, and
it is this character which makes the judgment a judg-
ment. In asserting greenness of this tree I am fitting
the whole of my experience mnto a unity—and 1if 1t
will not fit, 1t has to be made to fit, since that 1s the
nature of the mind./Now if the parts will not go into
a unity, and if the mind will not, because it cannot, give
up 1ts demand for unity, something has got to give
way. If the unity actually 1s achieved, as seems to be
the case, 1t 1s obvious that 1t 1s the nature of the parts
which have given way. They must, to say the least,
have been slightly modified to make them fit. On no
other terms can the possibility of system be explained.

The logic of this argument seems to be impeccable;
and as we have seen, there seems no reason to doubt
that the mind sometimes works like this in the sciences
—and also in madness.! But the point is, will such an
account do as an account of judgment, the essential
activity of mind? Is it true that in judging the mind

IThe adaptation of particular expeniences to fit in systematically
with one central idea 1s no doubt most odvzoxs 1n some cases of
lunacy But this does not mean that 1t 1s not in principle character-
1stic of all experience whatever
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is essentially achieving unity in this way, or must we
look elsewhere for the essential characteristic of judg-
ment? We are seeking to answer this question by
examining the theory of judgment which on this basis
the Idealistic logic 1s forced to put forward.

If judging is essentially system-building, 1t 1s 1m-
possible to maintain that the terms of the judgment
represent realities apprehended. It might be possible to
build pieces of reality as given into a heap or aggregate
of some kind; but it would be 1mpossible to build them
into a system—unless 1t so happened that by fortune
or divine control you were building them into a system
on the very self-same principles on which they are
actually systematised in reality; that 1s to say, the
mind would be determined 1n its thinking by the very
principles of the actual constitution of the universe.
If you insist that the activity of mind in thinking 1s a
spontaneous activity, this would mean an absolutely
thoroughgoing assumption of pre-established har-
mony. But if any such view 1s to be maintained,
the natural account to give would be that the
mind was appresending a system in thinking, not
building it. The Idealistic logic, of course, has re-
pudiated this view. According to the teaching of that
logic, the system achieved by thinking 1s not essenti-
ally true just because 1t 1s thought, but may be true
or may be false, like the carefully thought-out systems
of the sciences. There 1s therefore no warrant for
assuming either the existence of a pre-established
harmony, or that the mind in all thinking which 1s
really thinking is apprehending the systematic nature
of the universe.

Thus if judging 1s the essential activity of mind in
cognition, the terms must be subordinated to the
meaning of the judgment. When we say ‘the sum total
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of energy 1s conserved,’ it cannot be maintained that
the notion of conservation 1s a ready-made, com-
pleted, definable notion independent of and prior to
this judgment, and introduced 1nto this judgment thus
ready-made and without modification. When we
abandon the belief that weight 1s conserved, or that
motion 1s conserved, and assert that energy 1s con-
served, we modify our notion of conservation. The
point is more obvious still when we go on to say, as
we surely must i1f we believe in the principle of evolu-
tion, that 1n the passage from father to son something
1s conserved, though i1t may fairly be maintained that
the same formal principle of conservation i1s being
used here as well. Furthermore, 1n the first case taken,
it 1s even more obvious still that ‘energy’ 1s a notion
which 1s modified and developed 1n the judgment; and
the same clearly applies to our notion of a ‘sum total.’
Our whole notion of ‘quantity’ 1s modified by the
recognition that that which has quantity 1s energy.!
These scientific judgments do not simply take a num-
ber of fixed and stable atoms or parts, represented by
the terms, and just put them in new relations without
changing their internal structure, as it were. The
atoms are not stable; when put into new relations they
are not what they were before Whenever physics
makes a fresh judgment about energy, the physicist’s
notion of energy 1s never quite the same again; 1t is
developed and modified. Moreover, 1t 1s developed 4y
the judgment, he does not modify his notion of energy

1t 15 surely clear that if we wish to understand what the physicist
means by ‘quantity,’ we must bear 1n mind that he speaks not only
of quantity of weight or mass, but also, for mstance, of quantity of
heat or of entropy We may judge, of course, after investigation
that his use of the term1s confused, z ¢ that he 1s caling two or
more different things by the same name But we can only come to
this judgment 1f we can see clearly what the two or more things are,
and can see that they are different
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and then make the judgment 1n view of, and as neces-
sitated by, the change. The reverse 1s the case he
makes the judgment, and then seeks to determme the
change in the notion of energy which this has brought
about. He does this by working out the implications
of the judgment. Thus in the words of Kant, ‘a dis-
tinct concept 1s possible only by means of a judgment,
and a complete concept only by means of a ratio-
cination.™

Thus 1if we attach importance, as the Idealistic
logic does, to the judgments of science, we have to
abandon the axiom of the traditional logic that before
we can make a significant judgment we must know
the meaning of the terms, 1n the sense that we can
define them. As Berkeley pointed out, this is by no
means true of the judgments of science, and yet who
will say that scientific judgments are not sign:ficant,
or that human knowledge 1s not advanced by science?

Yet this position 1s obviously extremely dithicult to
maintamn and work out in detail But 1t will be best
perhaps, before insisting on the difficuluies, to examine
the general lines of the attempt by the Tdealistic logic
to work 1t out We shall be able to understand best
what the Idealistic account has developed into, and
how 1t has done so, by considering the matn hines of
Bradley’s view.

If the terms used in judgment do not represent ideas
as given in direct experience—that 1s, as gnen either
in 1mmediate sense-perception or immediate ntuition;
if they stand neither for independent realities or pieces
of an independent reality, nor foy 1deas which copy o
in some way correspond to pieces of reality, for what
do they stand? The first thing ta recognise is that the

Quoted by N K Smuth, o Commentary an Kants Critv o of
Pure Reason, p 18,
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unit with which we are concerned 1s the judgment
taken as a whole; the terms are not themselves unities
nor do they stand for unmities, they depend for their
essential nature on the judgment. They are not on the
other hand nothings; for 1t 1s obvious that, though the
construction of a unity demands a certain flexibility
in the nature of the parts, no unity can be made of
parts which are nothings, having no nature at all. For
judgment to be possible the meaning of the terms must
have a certain flexibility; for the judgment to be signi-
ficant and for reasoning to be possible that flexibility
must be limited and the limits must be determined by
rules. The old logic tried to explain the possibility of
thinking 1n terms of rigid, stable conceptions, defin-
able before reasoning began and remaining inflexible
throughout. In the face of modern science, the Ideal-
1stic logic has abandoned this attempt, and, because
of the flexibility and indefinability of fundamental
conceptions, has taken as 1ts unit not the concept but
the judgment.

Thus 1n a judgment we are asserting something of
reality. In effect we are not asserting a single charac-
teristic or quality, but a whole systematic account; and
not one only, but all the terms concerned have their
meanings fixed by the requirements of the system.
Thus even if reality 1s itself a system, if the system of
propositions which I am asserting of 1t 1s wrong at
any point, 1t 1s wrong at all points; and there can be
nothing in reality to correspond exactly to any of my
judgments, or to any of the terms of my judgments. If
one of these judgments of mine asserts that 4 is 5,
its falseness does not consist in this, that while there
1s a part in the real system exactly corresponding to
A and a part corresponding to B, 4 is not in the rela-
tion to B which I am asserting. Its falseness is, so to
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speak, more radical than that; the truth being that
there is nothing 1n the real system quite corresponding
to either 4 or B, and therefore the statement is false
all along the line If thinking 1s essentially systematic,
what determines the meaning of both 4 and 5 i1s the
requirements of the system: so that if reality itself
were a system, and there were nothing 1n it to cor-
respond to B, or to the relation between 4 and 5
asserted by me, then there could be nothing 1n 1t to
correspond to4 Thus in order to maintain that think-
ing is essentially systematic, 1t must be maintained
that a// the terms are flexible, and up to a point take
their meanings from the judgment. In this respect and
to this extent the judgment cannot take its meaning
from them. =
This 1s the point which Bradley seems to be seeking
to clear up 1in his famous account of the use of 1deas
as symbols 1n judgment. In this account he 1s trying
to separate and keep separate two questions which are
essentially separable for the Idealistuic logic. First,
why are the particular ideas used 1n judgment the par-
ticular i1deas that they are? Secondly, how comes 1t
that judgments using these 1deas can in any sense
claim truth or falsehood 1n regard to an independent
reality? For the old logic the answer to both these
questions was the same. We use the particular 1deas
that we do because those ideas are recewved 1n direct
apprehension of an independent reality; our judg-
ments are true or false for the same reason. But on the
view of the Idealistic logic the answer to the two ques-
tions is not the same: on this view thinking 1s system-
atic whether 1ts conclusions are true or false. There-
fore since we systematically think out false systems,
the possibility of thinking cannot depend on our
receiving 1deas in direct apprehension of reality, what
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is more, in the case of a false system zoze of the 1deas,
as we have just seen, can have been so received. Where
then do the ideas come from? Separable from this 1s
the question, How does 1t come to be significant to
speak of such judgments as true or false? If the ideas
are not forced on us in the apprehension of reality,
how can we think of judgments which use such ideas
as possibly true? This 1s clearly a separable question
from the question, Just why do we use such and such
1deas?

In speaking of 1deas as symbols, Bradley 1s clearly
seeking to keep these two problems separate, and at
the same time to keep both sufficiently before the
mind that neither can be forgotten. He 1s thinking of
our minds as 1n judgment using symbols of their own
to speak of a reality, which gets itself to some extent
apprehended by us, but 1n doing so does not unfor-
tunately provide us with the right symbols 1n which
to speak of it. Though we have some real apprehen-
sion of the true nature of reality, and i1n speaking are
appealing to a like apprehension in others, 1in our
actual statements or judgments we are limited to
terms which take their nature, not from the object
apprehended, but from the nature of our capacity to
apprehend It seems thus that the mind in some way
makes, not receives, 1ts own symbols, and yet that these
symbols still have a value as symbols Being made by
the mind, they can be manipulated and experimented
with by the mind, always 1n accordance with the rules
of their nature; and this fact, that in manipulating
them the mind keeps these rules, seems in some
mysterious way to give them value as symbols for
expressing the nature of an independent reality. Kant
seems to have thought it obvious how this might be
so, but the Idealistic logic has not found 1t so easy.
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The details of Bradley’s account need not here con-
cern us. We need not examme 1n detail how on his
view we come to make for ourselves the symbols we
use in judgment, nor how 1t 1s that the symbols are
suitable to symbolise the real. What concerns us here
1s what Bradley 1s trying to do, not his success or
failure 1n detail to do it. He 1s trying to show that what
determines the actual yudgments we make 1s the mind
Every judgment 1s 1n truth an answer to a question,
and 1n order to answer our question we must always
‘judge,’ 1n the ordinary sense of the word. The actual
question we answer, and therefore the actual judg-
ment we make, 1s determined by the general laws of
the mind and the particular mental context. No doubt
judgment would not be possible without apprehen-
sion, but to apprehend 1s not the same as to judge,
and the 1deas used 1n judgment are not forced on us
by the object apprehended, but by our own thinking.

I think the point will become clearer 1f we consider
for a moment the particular case of the negative yudg-
ment. Take first a very simple case. Suppose that for
some particular explainable reason I wish to know
whether a particular motor-car 1s red I go and look
at the car and see that 1t 1s a bright blue, and I say,
‘No, 1t 1s not red.” I say this simply because (1) I
wanted to know, not what colour 1t 1s, but simply
whether 1t 1s red, and (2) I have apprehended 1t to
be blue Without these two conditions the judg-
ment would not have taken the particular form which
it did take. Now consider a slightly different but 1m-
portant case. Suppose I caught only a glimpse of the
car, insufficient to enable me to say what its colour
was, but sufficient to satisfy me perfectly that it was
not red—a quite real and common case. I may know
enough about the conditions to know pretty exactly
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what it must have looked like if 1t had been red; in
that case, 1f 1t did not look like that, I say with com-
plete confidence, ‘No, it is not red.’ If all I wanted to
know was whether or not 1t was red, I am satisfied,
for I know what I wanted to know. If, anticipating
that 1t might be difficult under the circumstances to
see just what colour the car was, and yet compara-
tively easy to see that 1t was not red, I have carefully
arranged matters so that my whole point hangs
simply on whether or not the car 1s red, then my
observation 1s successful, even though I still do not
know what colour the car 1s And I deserve my suc-
cess, because I have carefully arranged so that I am
enabled by my experiment to make the very judgment
needed to establish what I want to know, when if
more had been expected my observation would have
failed.

Now surely Bradley 1s in effect maintaining that
this characteristic applies not to the negative judg-
ment only, but to all judgment not only to ‘This car
1s not red,’ but also to ‘“This car 1s red.” After all, why
did I say that the car was red and not that 1t was fast,
or pretty, or a saloon? I said 1t because that was what
I was instructed to observe: exactly what I was to say
was prepared for me beforehand—either 1t 1s red or
it 1s not. It was simply left for me to say whether 1t was
or was not I was not asked to choose the most interest-
ing thing to say about the car; nor to say as much as
possible about the car; stll less to give an accurate
and exhaustive account of a whole momentary experi-
ence of mine. I was simply asked to say whether it was
red or not; and it was explained to me clearly what
was 1ncluded under red and what not—this being
accurately determined, of course, for the purposes of
this judgment by the requirements of the theory under
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test. Thus my judgment was determined as to ‘yes’
or ‘no’ by the immediate apprehension' otherwise 1n
all other respects 1t was determined prior to the par-
ficular apprehension and independently of 1t It 1s
possible, of course, and only too easy, to ask questions
of the observer which his observation does not enable
him to answer. In that case he makes no judgment. It1s
the triumph of scientific method that 1t asks of the ob-
server the right question, and sees to 1t that he 1s 1n
the right position to make the necessary observation.
Furthermore, it does not demand of him an exhaus-
tive account of his experience: 1t does not say to him
‘What did you see?’ It asks, ‘Either 1t was red or 1t was
not red—which was 1t”’

Thus the observer 1s provided beforehand with the
terms of his judgment, and these are defined by the
theory which 1s being tested. Now one thing that
happens in the advance of science 1s that the ‘ either—
or’ 1s sooner or later found to be inapplicable: the
thing can neither be said to be red nor not red.
The symbols must be discarded: fresh terms must be
found. The old theory 1s seen to be false, not because
it did not use 1ts own terms impeccably 1n accordance
with 1ts rules, but because its ‘either—or ’ 1s no longer
of any use. Fresh terms must be found so that the old
procedure may continue. Thus the terms are seen in
their true light as symbols, constructed to serve a cer-
tain purpose: when they are outworn, new ones must
be made to take their place. Judgment 1s the act by
which we at once use and modify these symbols.

Perhaps it will now be wise to turn and consider the
matter from the angle of inference.



CHAPTER IX
INFERENCE IN THE IDEALISTIC LOGIC

IN its account of inference, the Idealistic Jogic will
necessarily lay stress on the active character of think-
ing. Inference 1tself will be regarded as an activity. It
will not suffice that inference be regarded as a form
of apprehension, which 1s made possible by certain
activity as a necessary preliminary. It 1s not merely
that inference 1s a form of apprehension in which, as
1t were, certain activity 1s necessary on the part of the
mind to put itself and maintain 1tself 1n a position
whence 1t can see or apprehend facts, which could not
be apprehended except by means of that activity. [t 1s
not sumply like climbing a hill to see a view, which
cannot be seen without climbing the hill and there-
fore remains forever unseen by those who do not
climb. In inference, according to the Idealstic logic,
the activity 1s not so separable from the apprehension,
even 1n the sense in which the climbing the hill 1s
separable from the seeing the view. In a very real sense
the activity determines what shall be apprehended, or
at least determines the judgments which go to make
the inference, and among them the judgment which
is the conclusion of the inference.

It is to be noticed that even the old logic could
allow the element of activity in inference, so long as
that activity was regarded only as a necessary pre-
liminary to the possibility of a direct apprehension.

So long as the activity of the mind did not affect 1ts
160
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character as a fabwula rasa, but simply presented 1t
ready to receive an impression from the object, now
brought into view by the activity, the traditional logic
had no objection to the representation of inference as
involving activity. The apprehension, 1t would main-
tain, 1s separable from the activity: what 1s appre-
hended is not made by the activity, nor 1s the mind’s
own capacity to apprehend it produced by the acti-
vity: the object was there to be apprehended all along,
and the mind was capable of apprehending it all
along, the object was simply opened to the view of the
mind by the activity. The object 1s just the same, and
the apprehension 1s just the same, as it would have
been if 1t had happened to be possible without any
effort or activity on the part of the mind at all. New
knowledge 1s in the end gained in inference by 1m-
mediate, direct apprehension, just as in the more
obvious cases of immediate apprehension. That 1s to
say, from the point of view of logic the activity, its
discipline and 1ts technique, are all, strictly speaking,
irrelevant.

The Idealistic logic maintains, of course, that the
facts of inference cannot be explained on this basis—
this having been made abundantly clear by the exami-
nation of scientific method. Inference can only be
explained if 1t 1s recognised that the activity essentially
affects the whole process, and all the judgments which
make the inference. The activity 1s actually conduct-
ing experiments with the 1deas or symbols which are
the terms used in judgment, altering the relations of
those symbols, putting them in new relations, and
ipso facto modifying the ideas themselves, and the
whole process is exposed to the risks obviously inci-
dent to such experimentation, #zz. that in experiment-

ing with the 1deas it may be destroying their value as
L
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symbols—they may lose their capacity to ‘symbolse’
or ‘refer to’ a world beyond. The only weapon that
the mind has against these risks, 1s that the experi-
mentation 1s disciplined—it 1s done according to rules.
It is the business of logic to determine these rules,
and to enquire 1nto their efficacy.

The general view underlying the Idealistic theory
seems to be this, that when the mind makes a change
in one of its i1deas, this involves a change in the whole
system of 1ts experience, this means that changes are
required 1n the other i1deas to keep the system a
system. Inference 1s the activity by which this 1s all
worked out—by which the implications of any change
of any idea are worked out and articulated This
working out 1s supposed to be governed by strictly
universal and necessary rules, which it 1s the business
of logic to discover. The theory 1s that in this opera-
tion the mind 1s not under control by contact with an
external reality, but 1s simply controlled by 1ts own
rules; the mind 1s 1n a tunnel, as 1t were, 1n regard to
reality. The question as to the likeness or otherwise of
the system achieved to the external reality 1s for the
moment left over to be dealt with later. And even when
the logic comes to deal with this fundamental matter,
it does not, gua logic, presume to ask /s 1t hke?’ It
simply enquires—‘'Cowuld 1t possibly be like? Could a
system made 1n this way possibly have any claims as
regards truth?’ But the time 1s not yet come for us to
raise this question.

As we have seen before, this account probably
seems to the plain man a fair enough account of
thinking in the hypothetical method used in the
sciences. If I maintain this, I must maintain that; and
the determination of what I must consequently man-
tain seems to be a matter for inference. In these cases
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the determination whether or not to claim truth for
what you maintain seems to be separable from and
subsequent to the determination of 1ts implications.
But 1n giving this account of inference the Idealistic
logic 1s not simply offering it as an explanation of cer-
tain kinds of thinking, but of all thinking as such. All
inference, 1t says, will be found on closer analysis to
be of this kind. Inference as such 1s not an apprehen-
ston of truth, 1t 1s the working out according to rules
of the implications of judgments which may be true
or may be false At least 1t 1s as such that at the outset
the Idealistic logic seeks to explain it.

There 1s a view that false judgments have no im-
plications—that on analysis they are found to 1mply
nothing On this view inference, being the apprehen-
sion of the implications of true judgments only, 1s held
to be automatically the apprehension of the truth
about reality. On this view, 1f inference results 1in a
system of judgments, all those judgmentsare true: that
1s to say, reality 1s a system, zzz. this system. This
view 1s for the Idealistic logic put out of court by the
analysis of modern science. We shall return to 1t later.

There are, then, two points which need discussion
In the first place, can 1t be maintained that in infer-
ence the mind universally obeys rules of 1ts own—
rigidly and universally, that is, without exception,
unaffected in regard to this part of its activity by any
direct experience, intuttive or sensuous? In the second
place, if inference can be shown to be of this kind,
can it possibly be maintained that an activity of this
kind could possibly play any part in the advance of
our knowledge of reality—that is, is this view of infer-
ence compatible with the possibility of knowledge 1n
any genuine sense of the word?

1Cf zmfra, chh xn and xi1
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To take the first point first, it need hardly be
emphasised again that this 1s crucial. Here, as we have
seen, is the central thesis of Kant’s answer to Hume: on
this point depends the new lease of life which was
given to logic by the Critigue of Pure Reason. Hume
had, though reluctantly, denied umiversality and
necessity 1n thinking. This according to Kant was a
mistake, due to a confusion of thought closely con-
nected with Hume’s preoccupation with the causal
principle and his insufficient attention to mathematics.
For Kant and for the Idealists generally, the in-
sufficiency of Hume’s theory of belief 1s seen in just
this, that it cannot give any satisfactory account of
the elements of umversality and necessity 1n thinking

But why 1s 1t so certain that there 1s a universal and
necessary element in thinking? As a matter of fact
both Kant and Hegel take it for granted; they speak
almost as if 1t showed a boorish lack of education
or of taste to entertain the very 1dea of the contrary.
Yet is it so obvious? Surely Hume was right to draw
attention to the contingency and variety of the prin-
ciples of thought, and to-day we have even more
right than Hume had to be impressed with the essen-
tial changeableness and relativity of the most funda-
mental categories of scientific thinking. Is 1t possible
to maintain the existence of universality and necessity
in thinking, and still to do justice to this contingency,
variety, and change, as emphasised by Hume and his
followers? Can it be proved that categories which
seem to us contingent and changing, are really con-
tingent on a basis of necessity and universality, and
that this basis of universality and necessity, which is
alleged to give to our thinking such validity as it has,
can be 1solated and examined? No doubt the whole
logic stands or falls on the maintaining of this
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doctrine. unless this can be vindicated, its whole
method 1s illegitimate, and 1its very subject matter—
the necessary, rational basis of all actual thinking—
disappears. Yet 1t must be admitted, I think, that this
fundamental principle 1s not odwious. No doubt 1t 1s
commonly taken for granted at the beginning; but a
closer investigation of the Idealistic logic will show
that the clouds of obscurity have rather gathered
round this basic principle before the end.

It has already been said that Kant and Hegel for
the most part talk as if the point were obvious or self-
evident. Obviously there are universal propositions
which are necessarily true, obviously there are uni-
versal and necessary rules or laws of thought. If asked
whether these propositions and laws were not, on
closer scrutiny, merely generally true and binding—
but binding 1n such an overwhelming number of cases
and with such exceptionless regularity in our actual
experience that they gppear universal, while 1n reality
they only differ in degree from admittedly contingent
and general laws—if pressed on this point, their reply
was that these laws are in some cases obviously uni-
versal, in other cases obviously contingent and
general. If Hume had reflected closely, says Kant, on
mathematics he could not have made such a mistake.
As a matter of fact Hume did reflect closely on mathe-
matics, and he thought the propositions of geometry
were contingent. And without doubt this general
view, which denies universality, has gamed ground
considerably owing to the revolutions in the cate-
gories even of the most apparently stable sciences 1n
the last few years. It is hardly reasonable to dismiss
the point as obvious.

To be fair to Kant, it 1s possible, by looking be-
neath the surface, to find a genuine awareness of the
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difficulty, and also some attempt to argue the point.
Kant’s mature view lays much stress on physics,
and would not seek to close the argument about the
presence of an element of universality 1n thinking by
a simple appeal to geometry or algebra as providing
instances of pure universal propositions. His mature
view 1s that there 1s a universal element 1n all think-
ing, not only 1n mathematics; and 1t ultumately 1m-
plies, as we have seen, that there is a non-universal
element in all actual thinking, even 1n mathematics.
And for so novel and controversial a view as this—
that there 1s a universal element in 2// judgment and
all inference—he naturally seeks to give some proof.
He first argues that systematic unity 1s essentially
characteristic of all thought—a point which had
hitherto been missed. In actual fact, he argues, we do
think of our experience as a systematic unity, and not
as a methodically arranged aggregate of particular
experiences. Whenever we think of anything, we al-
ways think of 1t as fitting 1n as a part of a systematic
whole; we do not 1n fact seem to be able to #unk of 1t
in any other way Furthermore, our awareness of our
selves 1s dependent upon this characteristic of thought;
unless we thought of our experience as a unity we
could not be aware of our selves as selves, nor dis-
tinguish ourselves from other selves This granted,
Kant proceeds to argue that such systematic unity
would not be possible unless our thinking obeyed
universal and necessary rules. if there were no rules,
or if the rules were contingent and general, systematic
unity would not be possible; exceptions to the rules
could lie about 1n the mind, so to speak, and render
experience a chaos rather than a system. Kant illus-
trates all this to himself, as we have seen, by reflecting
on the case of physics—on the systematic character
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of physical theory, and on the part played in the
formation of physical theory by certain principles,
e.g. the principle of conservation, the principle of
reciprocity, etc. Deriving his view 1n this way from a
consideration of physics, he sought to prove 1n
general and absolutely that systematic unity 1s an
essential characteristic of thinking as such, and that
systematic unity 1s not in the nature of the case pos-
sible without universality and necessity. He thus
sought to deduce his categories. But, as we have
already pointed out, 1t 1s, to say the least, extremely
doubtful whether Kant’s proof succeeds. It 1s doubt-
ful whether a proof of this sweeping and general
character can be convincing:such arguing seems rather
to have raised itself, as Kant elsewhere says of Plato’s,?
into so rare an atmosphere that 1t does not find enough
resistance to 1ts wings to enable 1t to maintain 1tself.
Kant seems to have established an important point
about the method of physics, and perhaps, with
reservations, about the method of science in general.
But 1t 1s doubtful whether he has done more than this,
though he has himself made it clear that more needs
to be done.

On this point, and 1n general, the Idealistic logic
follows, slowly and painfully, a more detailed and
pedestrian method. Does a close and detailed 1nvest:-
gation of inference bear out the view that there are 1n
it universal and necessary elements? Can 1t be shown
1n detail that underlying all this apparent contingency
and change there lie universal, necessary and un-
changing principles? Or at the least, can an adequate
account be given of thinking which 1s compatible
with such universality and necessity? And can 1t be
shown that 1t 1s upon these elements that such validity

1Critigue of Pure Reason (N K Smuth’s translation), p 47
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as our thinking has depends? This 1s at any rate what
the logic seeks to do. It does not proceed by first
establishing this principle at the outset, and then,
taking it as proved, build upon 1t as a sure foundation
a whole detailed theory of thinking. Rather 1t assumes
the principle, and seeks on that assumption to give an
account of thinking which will be accepted as true to
the facts. This 1s 1n 1tself a sound method, and 1t must
be remembered that for the Idealistic logic 1t 1s inevit-
able. If our argument has been sound, the standpoint
of the traditional logic was abandoned because its
rules were not the rules of any real thinking. Thus by
its very revolt the Idealistic logic automatically ac-
cepts for itself this test—that its rules will be found to
hold of real thinking.

How, then, shall we detect and recognise this uni-
versal and necessary element? And what does the
modern Idealistic logic in the end mean by umiversal
and necessary? For after all it 1s not unlikely that 1n
the development of its argument logic may have to
draw 1n its horns somewhat, even if it does not aban-
don the essential principle There 1s no smoke without
some fire: and 1t 1s likely that the universal and neces-
sary, as these were understood before the attack of
Hume and his followers, have gone never to return.
In what sense then can the Idealistic logic defend
them? The point 1s a difficult one: but at least we have
already noted one important concession Here there
1s no question of the defence of necessary #wtks or
universal #utks. What 1s being maintained is that there
are umversal and necessary principles of thought. The
position is well illustrated by Kant's ‘Analogies of
Experience’: the principle of substance and the prin-
ciple of causality are not alleged to be umversally
true, but to be universal laws of thought The Ideal-
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istic logic does not maintain (as Kant sometimes did)
that these are zo# truths, but that the investigation of
them as necessary principles of thinking 1s separable
from the determination of the question of their ulti-
mate truth, and must be undertaken first The ques-
tion of truth is more germane to the second problem
in regard to inference, which we are to examine later.
For the moment we ask, Does a detailed logical in-
vestigation of inference bear out the view—or at least
1s 1t compatible with the view—that there are uni-
versal and necessary laws of thinking? And what 1s
meant here by universality and necessity?

The question of necessity lies at the root of the
problem of inference. When we say that a certain
conclusion follows from given premuises, we mean that
it necessarily follows—that no other conclusion 1s
compatible with those premises A4 1s north of B, B 1s
north of C, therefore A 1s north of C. If the premises
are true, A must be north of C, as we say. We have not
directly and immedrately apprehended that A4 zs north
of C, as we perhaps directly apprehended that 4 1s
north of # What we did was to apprehend that A4 zs
north of C w2z the apprehension that for certain
reasons A must be north of C. What 1s meant by this
‘must be’? And can the assertion be defended?

Clearly the necessity referred to 1s not a necessary
relation between successive states of mind It 1s zo#
meant that the making of the judgment ‘4 1s north of
C’ must necessarily follow on the making of the other
two judgments, nor on the recalling of them. It 1s
doubtful whether there is any moment 1n the history
of a particular mind when the making of the judg-
ment ‘A4 1s north of C’, though not yet achieved, 1s
inevitable. Even if we did allow that there are laws
nigidly determining the sequence of states or acts of
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the mind, we have learned once and for all from
Hume and subsequent psychologists that these laws
would not be the laws of inference. To suppose that
inference ever is, or corresponds point for point with,
a sequence of real acts or real states 1n an individual
mind, 1s to hand over the business of logic to psycho-
logy and to become a sceptic. Certainly we can never
say that any individual who knows certain premises
1s bound to draw any conclusion. The necessity does
not lie in the historical sequence of states of any
individual mind.

Furthermore, the Idealistic logic, at least, does not
understand this necessity to lie 22z #ke facts, the state-
ment ‘Therefore 4 must be north of C’ does not mean
that the facz of A’s being north of 5 together with the
fact of B’s being north of C necessitates A’s being
north of C. The Idealistic logic considers this necessity
to be the same which lies at the root of admuttedly
hypothetical reasoning—e g 1f 4 1s Band B1s C, then
A 1s C; 1t considers, that 1s, that the necessity 1s there,
wherever 1t 1s, independently of whether the statement
‘4 is B’ states a fact, or even—as we have already
seen in considering the judgment—of whether there
are such things at all as 4 or B or C, outside and in-
dependent of my judgment. This point we have
already referred to, and we shall return to 1t again 1n
detail in the next chapter. What concerns us at the
moment 15 simply to notice that, according to the
Idealistic logic, the necessity 1n question does not lie
in an independent, ready-made reality.

Yet if this necessity cannot be placed either in the
mind or in the facts, why does the Idealistic logic not
follow Hume and deny it altogether? In the first place,
of course, because it believes that to do so 1s to involve
mmevitable scepticism—that 1s to say the Idealist
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senses in advance that any theory of knowledge that
can be erected by the wit of man under such condi-
tions must seem to him no better than scepticism.
And secondly because, in spite of all difficulties, he
still thinks he can descry universality and necessity 1n
thinking, although he admits that i1t cannot be quite
the universality and necessity that was thought to be
there before Hume wrote. He therefore approaches
the task of vindicating these elements by disentangling
them, knowing that 1f he even slightly overstates his
case he courts destruction at the hands of Hume.
Evidently 1t 1s a precarious business. but we may now
proceed with 1t.

In ordinary life we distinguish between cases where
a conclusion just follows from the given premises, and
cases where 1t just does not follow, or at least 1s not
seen by us to follow, and yet events seem to behave
as if it did follow. We distinguish between cases
where there 1s a necessary connexion between A’s
being B and A’s being C, and cases where, though
no necessary connexion is apprehended by us, yet
every A4 that 1s B 1s also as a matter of fact C This
difference we ordinarily regard as a difference of kind,
not merely of degree, 1n the one case we know there 1s
a necessary connexton, 1n the other we do not know
whether there 1s or not. The old logic regarded the
presence of this necessary connexton as a sign or
guarantee of the truth of the propositions connected;
where the conclusion followed, 1t was alleged to be
certainly true; where it did not necessarily follow it
might perhaps be true, but 1t was not certainly known
to be true. The Idealistic logic abandons the doctrine
as regards truth, but clings to the distinction 1n terms
of necessity; in some cases we apprehend necessary
connexion, 1n others we do not—though 1t must not
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be assumed that propositions which are recognised
to be necessarily connected are therefore true.

But can even this distinction be maintained? Is
there indeed a difference in kind between the two
cases? Is it the fact that 1n the one case necessary con-
nexion just 1s apprehended and 1n the other case just
1s not? Certainly there 1s a distinction prma facze be-
tween ‘If this 1s an isosceles triangle, the angles at
its base are equal,” and ‘If this creature walks side-
ways, it 15 a crab.” But 1s 1t a distinction of kind, as
alleged? Why 1n particular does the Idealistic logic
think so? Some philosophers have thought that the
fact 1s obvious—the one case 1s on the face of 1t differ-
ent in kind from the other But we know enough of the
Idealistic logic by now to know that 1t cannot on 1ts
own principles ultimately appeal to obviousness or self-
evidence 1n regard to the truth of a statement Yet 1t
1s difficult to see to what else 1t can appeal 1n this
matter. No doubt 1t 1s not satisfied with any theory of
knowledge which can be produced on the contrary
assumption. \While it may admit that some arguments
are 1n principle statistical, and that 1n such cases some
Iinks 1n the chain are stronger than others, having
more observations and experiments to support them,
it further asserts that there are other cases which
differ in kind from these, where the links are firm and
rigid and do not depend for their certainty upon the
number of observations which support them In a
chain of argument which 1s partly mathematical and
partly statistical, we do not consider evern for a mo-
ment, 1t maintains, the possibility of the mathematical
part being invalid. Here we are said to have a distinc-
tion of kind: I may doubt the #w/% of Euclhdean
geometry, but I cannot doubt its internal coherence,
the necessity which binds its parts together into a
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whole, so that if I maintain one proposition I must
maintain the rest. Yet since the Idealistic logic can-
not point to the obviousness of this, it cannot prove
its own account; 1t can only put it forward as a
hypothests.

Considered as a hypothesis it appears not un-
promusing. The view that under certain conditions
the mind can produce unitary theories, which are
internally coherent, 1n the sense that the parts are
bound together, not at all contingently, but neces-
sarilly—this view seems at first to be well borne out
by the facts of physics It will have to be admaitted, no
doubt, that there are theories, like the theory of Evolu-
tion, which are, both 1n common life and for the pur-
poses of science, taken to be internally coherent, al-
though the links are recognised to be not necessary
but contingent connexions But, 1t will be said, let us
leave these for the present, and consider the other
cases first. And for the sake of clearness let us take
the case of mathematics, considering that 1s to say
those physical theories in which all the argument and
proof about internal coherence 1s mathematical. Here
it 1s not maintained that the theories are #rue: 1t 1s
simply maintained that the argument 1s coherent—if
any single proposition 1s true they are all true, if any
is false they are all false. The existence of physics
shows, 1t 1s maintained, that thinking may have
formal valhdity in this sense, without having real
validity or truth. Thus the question of formal validity
may be distinguished from that of real validity, and
may be discussed separately.

Prima facie, then, on the evidence of physics, think-
ing may have adsolute formal vahdity. Can logical
enquiry support this view? If we may follow Bradley
it would seem that 1t cannot. It 1s clear from the pre-
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ceding argument that formal validity must be inter-
preted in the strictest and most absolute way, for only
so can necessity and umiversality in thinking be
vindicated as against contingency. Here the standard
of formal validity 1s set by the traditional logic with
its syllogism, obeying the law of identity. Bradley’s
conclusion 1s that no actual thinking, not even the
thinking of physics, 1s formally valid 1n this sense; 1ts
conclusions cannot be represented as determined
under the law of identity alone. Not even by repre-
senting thinking as hypothetical can 1t be represented
as having absolute formal validity.

Thus the attempt to represent thinking as formally
valid breaks down. Actual instances cannot be found
of thinking 1n which universality and necessity can be
traced unequivocally 1in this way, and the Idealistic
logic must reconcile 1tself to this fact. Bradley shows
himself to be seriously discouraged by this discovery,
but it 1s doubtful whether he should be so. What 1t
means is that the presence of universality and neces-
sity 1n thinking cannot be demonstrated by pointing
to instances where thought 1s pure/y universal and
necessary. As we have seen the mature Kantian
position would not have expected this to be possible.
It would maintain that while the & prz073, 7 e. the uni-
versal and necessary, 1s present 1n @// thinking, yet no
thinking 1s purely a priori. Bradley’s enquiry at least
confirms this latter point, it does not refute the former.
But to this we must return later.

In the meantime we must consider the second
problem. Supposing that thinking had formal validity,
supposing that it worked on universal and necessary
rules, so that the conclusions drawn were absolutely
the only possible conclusions on those premises, sup-
posing that it could produce theories which were rigid
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unities bound together on a basis of absolutely neces-
sary connexions between the parts—could such an
activity play a vital and essential part in the acquisi-
tion of knowledge, properly so-called? Supposing that
thinking had formal validity, could it have real
validity? If thinking 1s controlled by the laws of
thought alone—and it must be if the operations of
these laws are allowed to be umiversal and necessary—
can 1t possibly have any part to play in the birth of
knowledge of Reality?

This 1s a problem for logic which seems to be un-
avoirdable if any attempt 1s made to take the dis-
cursive nature of thinking seriously. It might be main-
tained, as we have already seen, that while the pro-
gress of thinking 1s controlled by necessary laws, those
laws are the very laws of Reality itself. On this view 1t
mught be argued ez#er that thinking 1s controlled by
its own laws, but that these laws are by pre-established
harmony the same as the laws of Reality; o7 that
thinking 1s controlled at every point not by laws of 1ts
own, but by the Reality thought about, and thus
thought comes to be controlled by the laws of Reality.
The former view we have already considered. The
latter view, which seems to explain away discursive
thinking by treating 1t as a series of direct immediate
apprehensions of Reality, we shall examine 1n some
detail in the next chapter. The Idealistic logic takes
neither of these views, at any rate at the outset of its
enquiry. Rather 1t asks, following Kant, the question:
Since the laws of thought are not known by us to be
anything more than the laws of thought, since they
are certainly not known to be the laws of independent
Reality, can it be maintained that by thinking we can
come to knowledge of an independent Reality?

This question, like the first, was dealt with by
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Kant, but in a somewhat sweeping and unconvincing
manner. It does not matter, he seems to have held,
that the objects of thought should have to conform to
the laws of thought, provided those laws are universal
laws, nigid, regular and without exception It does not
matter 1f 1n thinking of myself, for instance, I have to
treat myself as something which I am not, provided
that I misrepresent myself to myself, as 1t were, 1n
accordance with inviolable rules. If the misrepresenta-
tion 1s done 1n accordance with rules which everybody
knows, then nobody 1s decerved and no harm 1s done.
But 1s this process which involves misrepresentation
of any value? If i1t does no harm, does 1t achieve any
good? Kant seems to have illustrated the point to
himself by considering our knowledge of ourselves.
When I think about myself, I treat myself as an object
—that 1s an object 1n a world of objects governed by
necessary laws: that 1s to say I think of myself as
determined. Now being a moral being I do not believe
that I @7 a determined object. Yet can 1t be main-
tained that I come by no new knowledge of myself by
thinking about myself? We may easily add other
illustrations. I may for certain purposes treat a circle
or any curve as 1if 1t were composed of a number of
very small straight lines: I do not believe it to be
composed 1n this way, yet it would seem that I can
gain knowledge of the curve by this method. Similarly
I may for certain purposes treat a living organism as
a piece of mechanism, though I do not believe 1t to be
so, and thereby acquire fresh knowledge of the living
creature.

Thus at first sight at least the hypothesis that think-
ing, though 1t obeyed laws which were not the laws
of the independent Reality, might still, provided only
that 1t does obey its laws, contribute to knowledge of
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an independent Reality, does not appear a hopeless
one. Moreover, at first sight at least, 1t appears to be
the case that science does proceed by some such
method. Certainly this view seemed satisfactory to
Kant. he thought that what science appears to be
doing 1n these cases 1s what all thinking always and
necessarily does. He thought 1t possible for logic to
determine what are the laws which thought obeys 1n
this process, and thus to deliver us from ‘transcen-
dental 1illusion.” Even though objects do have to con-
form to the laws of thought, since logic can determine
these laws, this conformity can do no harm, since we
are so far not deceived about the true nature of the
independent Reality. It 1s true that Kant got no
further than this He does not succeed in convincing
us that the knowledge of Reality, to which our think-
ing contributes, 1s other than a very meagre and
empty affair, and he became cautious and even dis-
couraged himself in his ultimate pronouncements.
But he did show that his own theory 1s prima facze a
not impossible hypothesis

This at any rate 1s the ground which the Idealistic
logic has to cover again, with more care and 1n more
detail. The failure of Kant to which we have just
referred does not directly concern logic any more than
it strictly speaking concerns the Crifigue of Pure
Reason. It 15 not the business of logic to teach us First
and Last Things: to play the seer, and sum up for us
what we have ultimately learned Reality to be,
though, of course, it is quite true that if logic dis-
qualifies as knowledge all that we ordinarily believe
to be knowledge, and then fails to point over and be-
yond 1t to something which may be regarded as true
knowledge—if it has »o#hing to point to—then we
must suspect that something has gone wrong with the

M
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logic. But sull strictly speaking it 1s not the business
of logic to make good this particular deficiency in Kant.
It zs, however, the business of logic to go over the
earlier part of the argument and see whether on close
scrutiny 1t will hold water After all, Kant has really
provided little 1n the way of argument, except an
illustration or an ‘analogy,” as he would call it. His
most important point is that science does acquire
knowledge 1n this way, and therefore this 1s the part
which thinking plays 1n knowledge. Even his state-
ment of his 1llustration requires closer scrutiny

Let us consider more closely the question whether
the case of physics provides any argument for the
view that formal thinking contributes towards the
acquisition of fresh knowledge. In practice 1t appears
that advance 1n physical knowledge comes by a com-
bination of formal thinking and of observation by sense.
The coherent, unitary character of a physical theory
seems to be guaranteed by mathematics, which as we
have seen 1s the strongest case of real inference:
formal thinking alone can guarantee that the whole
theory stands or falls together. To this question of
coherence, 1t appears, in the case of physics at any
rate, observation and experiment have nothing to
say. Only when 1t comes to the question whether or
not the coherent theory i1s a #we account, the last
word rests with observation Is A to the left of B, or
1s 1t not? If 1t 1s to the left the theory is true, if not not.
The whole matter of truth turns on a direct, 1m-
mediate apprehension by observation. Suppose the
theory to be accepted as true; the new knowledge has
been arrived at by a combination of formal thinking
and immediate apprehension.

Now 1t 1s to be noticed that if the Idealistic logic
took a hint from physics here, 1t might be expected to
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maintain that 1n all thinking, as in physics, thinking
in itself can guarantee nothing but formal validity or
coherence, while the acceptance of a particular co-
herent theory as true depends, not on any disciplined
discursive actuvity like thinking, but upon an im-
mediate apprehension or intuition. It mught fairly
maintain that unless the theory has been fully thought
out beforehand the intuition would not come: that
intuition 1s essentially intuition of the truth of a pre-
viously thought-out, formally coherent theory. Thus
knowledge would not be possible without disciphined
thinking. but on the other hand discursive thinking
could not of itself give knowledge, but only coherence
or formal validity. If this were the case, the problem
with which we are here concerned would seem to be
solved. Thinking which obeyed its own rules might
contribute to knowledge, because a formally valid
theory, while 1t could not itself as a unitary theory be
arrived at by immediate apprehension, either inone in-
tuition or 1na series of intuitions, might yet be accepted
or rejected as a whole by an immediate apprehension.

Actually the Idealistic logic has not put forward
any such theory. This 1s partly because 1t will have
nothing to do with immediate apprehension As we
have seen 1n considering the judgment, 1t criticises
the whole doctrine of immediate apprehension root
and branch. Its whole account of thinking arose out of
this critictsm, and 1t would hardly be likely to fall back
on a theory of immediate apprehension to round off
its own doctrine of inference. To this point we shall
return later. But a more serious objection to this
theory is that it misses the essential problem of real
validity. The theory has missed an important link 1n
the cham. If a unitary theory, which 1s formally
coherent, 1s the work of a disciplined activity obeying
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its own rules, how do we know that 1t 1s true or false
as a whole? How do we know that 1t 1s not partly true
and partly false? How do we know that we are not
seeking to apply categories which are simply not
applicable? How are we to know whether to frame
another theory with the same categories, or to change
our categories? How do we know that our theories are
not zether true znor false, because they are framed 1n
terms which do not apply” It i1s not just a question of
mere acceptance or rejection by immediate apprehen-
ston And if the immediate apprehension 1s to give
more than acceptance or rejection, 1ts character as
immediate 1s surely lost 1t must then be a discursive,
disciplined, critical activity, that 1s to say it 1s or 1n-
volves thinking. Then the work of thinking does not
stop with the production of formal validity The ques-
tion of real validity 1s essentially part of the logical
problem of inference

Thus the Idealistic logic 1s forced to attempt to
answer the question, Can a formally valid argument
have real validity? Granted that inference obeys abso-
lutely universal and necessary rules, can 1t be really
valid? Here again 1t 1s forced to answer 1n the negative.
It cannot be maintained that inference is either form-
ally valid, or really valid. This double failure Bradley
seems to regard as doubly discouraging. It 1s difficult
to see why he should do so Having decided that infer-
ence 1s never quite formally valid, why should he mind
the discovery that if it were 1t could not be really
valid? If he had found that an operation which was
perfect formally could not even so contribute to know-
ledge, he might reasonably be expected to tremble at
the imminent danger of an easy descent into scepti-
cism. For the formal perfection of inference would
have encouraged him to believe that in the recogni-
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tion of that perfection he had understood the nature of
inference through and through; and if such under-
standing brought with 1t the apprehension that this
formally perfect operation could not contribute to
knowledge of Reality, he might well conclude that
there is little hope of knowledge. But as things are, he
has found that neither 1s inference formally perfect,
nor #f 2¢ were could 1t give a knowledge of Reality
which was really knowledge. Why should he see 1n this
cumulative grounds for dejection? Surely he might
rather have concluded that in the whole attempt to
demonstrate the capacity of inference to contribute
to knowledge by exhibiting the formal perfection of
particular actual inferences, he was barking up the
wrong tree. He mught then have asked himself
whether, on the fundamental principles of the Ideal-
istic logic, he would have expected particular actual
instances of scientific reasoning to show a pure formal
perfection. Had he done this, he must have answered,
I think, that he would not have expected it. But to this
point we shall return.



CHAPTER X
THE COHERENCE THEORY OF TRUTH

THE theory of Truth as Coherence in effect abandons
the distinction between formal and real validity. While
it is perhaps difficult to see what else the Idealistic
logic could do after Bradley, 1t must be admutted that
this looks perilously like going back on the whole
posttion, and abandoning the ground hardly won for
logic by Kant. It tends to bring thinking under the
operation of the general law of evolution; and 1n the
end 1t seems to stultfy logic, properly so-called,
altogether.

The Idealistic logic, as we have seen, tried to save
logical validity as a subject-matter for the investiga-
tions of logic, by divorcing 1t from truth, and leaving
over the question of truth to be considered separately.
In taking this step 1t took a hint, as we have seen, from
the method of physics, largely because it was due to
the success of physics that 1t had become clear that
there could be no formal or logical test of truth. In
physics 1t seemed evident that straight thinking could
not of itself give truth, since 1t often produced a theory
subsequently found to be false, even though there was
nothing the matter with the thinking. The case of
physics also showed, however, as Kant saw, that there
could be no apprehension of truth witkowt straight
thinking. Thus 1t still seemed as important as ever
that straight thinking should be made possible and
recognisable, and there was an essential task for logic

to perform 1n investigating this matter; though logic
182
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was now investigating not the apprehension of truth
itself, but an actvity, namely thinking, which 1s essen-
tial to the possibility of the apprehension of truth.!
Thus the Idealistic logic has the advantage of ap-
parently being able to delimit with some definiteness
the sphere of its own enquiry.

The Coherence theory seems ultimately to go back
on this distinction. It denies 1n the end that any theory
can be coherent without being true, i1t maintains that
any theory which 1s discovered to be untrue 1s 1n the
end seen to have been incoherent. This means that
any ‘thinking’ which does not give truth is only par-
tially coherent, that 1s, 1t 1s not coherent. It seems fair
to express this by saying that ‘thinking’ which does
not give truth 1s only partially thinking, that is to say
that strictly speaking 1t 1s just not thinking. Thus on
this view 1t 1s the business of thinking to give truth,
because truth 1s coherence and coherence 1s truth.
Thus the wheel has turned full circle, and the Coher-
ence theory has gone back on the very distinction by
means of which the Idealistic logic made a fresh start.
In doing so 1t has, I think, put logic out of business
again.

A short investigation of the Coherence theory will
show that this 1s the case. The Coherence theory
follows the Idealistic logic in stressing systematic
unity as the fundamental and essential feature of’
thinking. In thinking we construct a whole, and every
part has its nature determined by the whole There
are no propositions which represent immediate appre--
hension; there are no ‘facts’ which are immediately
known, no judgments which are immediately recog-

1As I have tned to show elsewhere, the difference in this respect
between the Ideahsts and Arnstotle’'s logic is found n the last
analysis to be more apparent than real
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nised to be true. We cannot know one truth until we
know the whole truth. Each judgment is essentially
one part of a system of judgments, and the whole
system stands or falls together. Either it is all true or
it 1s all false. Thus the first business of thinking 1s to
make judgments which do make a whole, and this 1s
what thinking 1s competent to do. the laws of think-
ing will be seen to have been arranged to that end.
By thinking we can produce judgments which are
coherent.

So far we follow the regular course of the Ideahstic
logic. But here we come to a difficulty. What exactly
1s meant by ‘coherence’ What are we to say of those
systems which appear by all rules to be perfectly
coherent, but which are as a matter of fact known or
believed by us to be false? Let us take an instance, as
usual from physics. \What are we to say of the New-
tonian system? This seems to be good mathematics;
quite as sound mathematics, 1f not as complicated, as
Einstein’s, but 1t 1s nevertheless not believed to be
true. The Coherence theory, teaching that truth is
coherence, must maintain that if Newton’s theory 1s
not true, then in spite of appearances it 1s not co-
herent; while if Einstein’s theory 1s true, 1t 1s coherent.
In this case there must be, 1n spite of appearances, a
difference 2% cokerence between the two systems. Not
only 1s the one true and the other false; the one is just
coherent, and the other just not; the one 1s the product
of sound thinking, the other not.

It 1s to be noticed that the Coherence theory takes
no account of the popular distinction between the
Newtoman and Einsteinian view in terms of compre-
hensiveness. The popular view is, no doubt, that both
theories are perfectly coherent in themselves, being
worked out in each case by mathematics, but that the
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one is more comprehensive than the other: the one
embraces all the known facts, while the other does
not. The Coherence view follows the Idealistic logic
in having no use for ‘facts’ in this connexion. It main-
tains, as we have seen, that our acceptance of facts as
facts depends upon our systematic theory, and not
vice versa. For this reason a capacity to comprehend
‘facts’ cannot ultimately be accepted as a test of the
truth of a systematic theory.

There 1s no reason, I think, why the Coherence view
should not attach importance to this capacity to ex-
plain facts on a certain level. Indeed 1t 1s evident that
in gwving some account of the actual order of dis-
covery of new truths i1n science, some importance must
be attached to this point. No doubt 1t may be the case
that the enquirer abandons a particular theory and
formulates a new one, because he defzeves certain facts
to be facts, certain propositions to be true, and sees
that this could not be so on the old theory. A par-
ticular genius may have a remarkable flair for ‘facts’
in this way. Logic may reasonably allow this, I think,
just as it might, 1if necessary, allow that a particular
theory might not have been formulated if at a certain
moment an apple had not fallen on Newton’s head.
These matters 1n regard to the history of theories, or,
if you like, the history of scientific discoveries, it may
leave with unconcern to the psychologist and to the
historian of science. But when 1t comes to the matter
of proof, to the reasons for ultimately accepting or
rejecting any theory as #wue, then the Coherence view
is bound to insist that it 1s the recognition of coherence
and incoherence, and that alone, which matters. Only
a true view can be truly coherent; only that view which
1s truly coherent 1s true; and 1t 1s known to be true
because it is recognised to be truly coherent
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Thus the Coherence view holds that the advance
of knowledge 1s ultimately secured by thinking alone,
and proceeds by a kind of natural dialectic from a less
coherent theory to a more coherent theory, then to a
still more coherent theory, and so on No doubt the
particular scientific theory which holds the field at
any given moment appears at the time to be perfectly
coherent; and no doubt 1t seems at the time to depend
on what from the logical point of view 1s an irrelevant
accident that the theory comes to be abandoned. At
the ume 1t 1s abandoned on suspicion, as it were, and
not because 1t 1s known, or can be proved, to be false.
But for all that the truth 1s, according to the Coher-
ence doctrine, that after the new theory 1s articulated,
the old one 1s eventually seen to be actually inco-
herent, and 1t 1s for this reason that it 1s finally
relegated to the limbo of outgrown errors. Thus from
the point of view of logic there 1s no test of thinking
but thinking; false thinking 1s recognised to be spuri-
ous, not ulumately because of any external test such
as the capacity to explain alleged facts, but simply
because 1n the end 1t 1s recognised to be intrinsically
not thinking. And this 1s how we proceed to know-
ledge. Gradually through a series of systematic
theories, each rejected because 1t 1s not coherent, we
approach, driven on by the internal necessity of the
mind’s demand for coherence, z.e. for pure thinking,
nearer and nearer to that pure coherent system which
1s truth. Looking backward, we can see that the
change from system to system is, to the eye of reason,
not a series of random substitutions, but a real de-
velopment moving always 1n one direction, a process
self-fulfilling and self-fulfilled, whose natural end is
pure coherence or absolute truth.

Part of this view seems to be plausible enough. The
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history of science, for instance, may appear, if a suffi-
ciently sweeping view be taken, to represent itself as a
series of changes of theory, which turn out to be steps
in a continuous development. One theory 1s not simply
substituted for another; the later 1n a real sense grows
out of and transcends the earlier. It will not be found,
however, that the course of scientific advance will
conform to such a scheme 1n detail as easily and
neatly as might be supposed. There are pages 1n 1ts
history which fit 1n better with some such scheme as
the Hegelian dialectic of opposites. Still probably no
one 1s disposed to doubt that in some fundamental
sense scientific knowledge advances not at random,
nor by aggregation, but by development or growth,
and that logic must reckon with this fact. This would
not, however, be so readily admitted in other spheres.
It is not obvious, for instance, that our knowledge of
moral values has developed since the days of Plato or of
St. Paul. And no one has successfully represented the
history of philosophy as a continuous development.
But it is hardly to our purpose to press this point here.

What concerns us here 1s rather this. Can 1t be
maintained on logical grounds that coherence walks
hand-in-hand with truth; that the theory which 1s
truer is more coherent, and only the whole truth 1s
coherent 1n the strict sense of the word? Can this be
shown to be even plausible as a logical theory? Cer-
tainly the view gives rise to difficulties when 1t 1s
applied to physics and to the part played by thinking
there. Is it supported then by logical arguments strong
enough to overbear these difficulties? Idealism has
always since the days of Plato shown the courage to
fly in the face of appearances, and again and again 1t
has proved justified in doing so. But 1t has never
rested satisfied with merely explaining 1ts reasons for
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abandoning the more ordinary views which seem to
conform to appearances. It has always sought in
addition to represent its own account as being on
closer analysis an intrinsically plausible, even if not
finally convincing, explanation of the apparent facts.
Can 1t do so here?

At first sight at least the Coherence doctrine is
strongly remimiscent of an old theory, which found
favour in the days before Kant. We all have a ten-
dency, derived perhaps from old Chinese puzzle days,
to beheve that if the parts have been fitted so as to
make a whole at all, they must have been fitted cor-
rectly We take 1t that they simply would not make a
whole unless they were rightly fitted. If after strug-
gling for hours with the numerous and varied parts
of a clock spread all over the table, we at last suc-
ceeded 1n getting them all back inside the clock-case,
and the clock would go, we should take 1t for granted
that we had fitted the parts in correctly, z ¢. as the
maker of the clock intended them to be fitted. We
should take 1t absolutely for granted that there were
not two or more ways of making a clock that would
go with those self-same parts. Therefore if the clock
goes, we must have fitted 1n the parts correctly. Now,
as we have already seen, Descartes and the pre-
Kantians generally thought in this way about the
universe. They took 1t for granted that if all the par-
ticular facts fitted nicely into a whole with no parts
left over, then those parts would be fitted as God fitted
them, and the universe would be understood. If 1t
could be seen that the facts now known would to-
gether with one more fact make up a complete and
perfect system, they would have taken this as proving
that that extra fact was certainly a fact. If everything
that we could observe went together to make a work-
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ing system, this would show that we had apprehended
Nature rightly. If everything that we have observed
can be fitted into a coherent account, then we have
got hold of the truth. What we must do meanwhile
1s to go on patiently collecting the parts until our
system 1s completel

Now this 1s a crude view, and was easily riddled
with criticism by Kant and the Idealistic logic. Kant
showed that the fact that observed facts fit into a
system does not prove any such thing. He showed
that thought can itself produce systems, simply by
working 1n accordance with rules, and that 1t 1s 1ts
essence to be governed by such rules. Since therefore
thought proceeds by system-making, and thinking 1s
essentially involved in the recognition of facts as facts,
it 1s essential to the very nature of a recognised fact
that 1t should fit into a system Thus the fact that facts
fit into a system 1s of no avail to prove that the system
represents the truth. The old view, as we said, was a
crude view But the Coherence view, which we are
now considering, 1s not a crude view. It comes after
the Idealistic logic, not before 1t It 1s indeed developed
out of this logic, and agrees with 1t 1n repudiating the
one piece of doctrine that made the old view plausible,
namely that particular facts could be apprehended
separately as facts. If this latter view could be main-
tained, if 1t were really the case that all the parts of
the system could be apprehended singly one by one
with certainty and exactitude, then, provided that all
the parts exactly fitted as #4ey were, and each part
could be seen to be exactly and in detaul fitted to play
the part allotted to it, 1t might reasonably be main-
tained that under these conditions i1t was at any rate
highly probable that in being arranged into a system
those parts had been arranged into the only possible
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system, the right system. But if you deny the possi-
bility of apprehending the nature of the parts singly
and separately, you have denied the very thing which
makes the theory reasonable Yet while denying this,
the Coherence theory still maintains that there 1s only
one really coherent system, namely the truth.

It 1s evident that there 1s one noticeable difference
between theold theory and the new, thoughitis doubtful
whether this difference marks an essential advance
from the point of view of logic Descartes, and the
pre-Kantians generally, would no doubt have ac-
cepted an account of the world as a meckanical
system, whereas to-day no one would accept such an
explanation. This certainly means that the notion of
a mechanical system has been rejected as an adequate
account of the universe, and there must have been
some reason for this rejection. But can 1t be said that
mechanism was abandoned because a mechanical
system was recognised as in any sense intrinsically
unsystematic or incoherent? Does anybody object to
mechanical systems gza systems? Is there any element
of indeterminacy to be found in them? Is there any
lack of perfection or completeness in the necessity
which binds the parts? Or are we 1n this connexion
driven back to something on the lines of the popular
explanation, which says that mechanism was rejected
simply because 1t failed to fit the ‘observed facts’?
This explanation, as we have seen, 1s not admissible
for the Coherence theory.

Actually, of course, mechanism has always been
regarded by the human mind as the acme of intel-
ligibility It has always been thought that in a me-
chanical system there could not be any place for the
slightest element of unintelligibility or indeterminacy
of any kind, and the most persistent and determined
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efforts on the part of philosophers to find a niche for
freedom 1n a mechanical universe have not availed to
prove the contrary. In a mechanical system every-
thing 1s determined to the last jot, everything is in
essence knowable, and the nature of everything 1s
necessarily connected with the nature of everything
else. Such a system seems to be the one type of unity
which 1s wholly knowable by the mind, 1ts whole
nature, however complicated, can be thought out by
pure thinking alone, 1t 1s such that from one datum
the whole can be completely inferred by the mind’s
capacity for @ priorz inference. If we cannot infer
within the limits of a mechanical system, under what
conditions can we mfer? This has always been taken
by all logic, including the Idealistic logic, as providing
the instances par excellence of inference properly so-
called.

It 1s true that if this 1s so, and yet mechanism 1s
rejected as an explanation of the universe, we seem
perilously near to having to reconcile ourselves to
admitting that the universe 1s ultimately unintelli-
gible, or at least 1s less intelligible than 1t would have
been had 1t been mechanical. This conclusion has as a
matter of fact quite commonly been drawn, and 1t
operated powerfully for a very long time to drive
scientific theorists to hold on to mechanism. In bio-
logy, for instance, to repudiate mechanism has been
in fact to admit that changes are unpredictable, and
to accept with ‘natural piety’ constant sequences and
constant conjunctions which are 1n no way seen by us
to be ‘necessary’ or ‘intrinsically inevitable.” In this
way biology has come 1n the course of time to deny
such determinate necessities 1n nature; not sumply to
assume that they are, temporarily or permanently,
hidden from us, but to allege positively that they are
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not there, Biology seeks to show, of course, that in
spite of the absence of these determinate necessities,
nature is still 1n some sense systematic and intelligible
to us. That 1s to say 1t tries to represent an organism,
which is just not a mechanical system, as an intel-
ligible unity, and a process of development, for all its
element of indeterminacy, as an intelligible process.
But it is doubtful whether 1t has got very far along
this road, if we judge, as we do judge, by the standard
of intelligibility set by mechanics.

In physics the situation seems to be more definite.
Here also the rejection of mechanism 1s closely
associated with the alleged discovery of a principle of
indeterminacy 1n nature Here again, if, as 1s the case,
this is taken as a ground for a fina/ rejection of mech-
anism, 1t means that this indeterminacy 1s thought to
be really there 1n nature, and not simply that actual
principles of determination have not yet been dis-
covered. This conclusion, that an element of indeter-
minacy 1S really there, has been drawn by many
physicists, and much has been heard of it in recent
years. But it would be wrong to draw the hasty con-
cluston that this admission 1s accepted by the physi-
cist as meaning that nature 1s unintelligible. Obviously
this could not be the case. It might appear to the plain
man that an element of indeterminacy must mean that
the sequence of events 1s undetermined, unpredictable
and unknowable, regularity of behaviour being thus
a pure contingency, which happens as a matter of fact
to be a great convenience for practical life. If there 1s
a moment when 1t is simply not determined in nature
whether 4 or B will happen, it might seem difficult
to see how nature can be thought of as reasonable or
understandable. But this 1s not the conclusion drawn
by the physicist; he does not regard the system con-



x THE COHERENCE THEORY OF TRUTH 193

taining this indeterminacy as therefore unsystematic
or unintelligible at all. If he had thought this he would
never have allowed himself to be driven to admt the
existence of indeterminacy, indeed, so long as he
thought this, he did not admut 1t. He can, or thinks
he can, grasp such a system with his mathematics,
though his formulae are more complicated than those
required for a mechanical system. For the mathe-
matician, the advance from a system, in which under
certain circumstances a certain event is necessarily
bound to happen, to a system, in which under the
same circumstances there 1s a determinate degree of
probability of that event’s happening, 1s only a change
of complexity.! Both the system where necessity rules
and the system where probability rules are intelli-
gible; that 1s, 1n both cases the laws of the system can
be expressed mathematically, prediction 1s possible
by mathematical calculation, and what the mathe-
matician predicts 1s just as correct. In the second
case, of course, the prediction is not of a determinate
event, but of a relative degree of probability; but this
probability 1s not thought of as a mere opinion about
an actually determined event, but as itself a fact 1n
nature. Thus 1t seems that it would be premature to
say that to abandon mechanism i1s necessarily to
abandon all hope of rendering the world intelligible.
The physicist himself does not so regard it; and, as
we have seen before, it is no part of the legitimate
claim of modern logic that it can of itself lay down the
law in the matter.

But even if we grant this without further argument;
even if we allow that a system containing a certain
element of indeterminacy may be, as the mathe-

1At least this seems to be implied by the possibility of a mathe-
matical theory of probability, and of its application to physics.

N
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matical physicist alleges, an intelligible system, there
seems to be no ground whatever for saying that it 1s
more intelligible than a mechanical system; and this
is what the Coherence theory would require us to say.
Even if we grant that the laws of a partially indeter-
minate world can be comprehended by mathematics,
there 1s no reason for saying that the calculations by
which simple mechanics were worked out depended
on bad mathematics, whose arguments simply did
not follow. There 1s no ground for saying that argu-
ments about mechanical systems were ncokerent.
Even in the case of Euclidean geometry, nobody has
said that it was #nsysfematic. No doubt more assump-
tions are involved 1n 1t than had been thought, prin-
ciples which were thought to be self-evidently true of
physical nature are now regarded as pure assumptions
—assumptions, moreover, which physics no longer
makes about nature. But nobody thinks that within
1ts assumptions 1t 1s not a perfectly coherent system,
nobody thinks that its assumptions contradict one
another or have implications that contradict one
another, nor that they are insufficicent wholly and
exactly to determine the system. It has often been
urged, of course, that there are other geometrical
systems which are egually consistent and systematic;
and thss, if 1t is true, 1s obviously very important. It
has sometimes been urged that some such systems 1n-
volve fewer assumptions than the Euclidean. But 1t 1s
not urged that the Euclhidean geometry 1s not a
system.! The fact 1s that those who have abandoned
mechanism, and those who have rejected the view
that the space in which physical events occur is

10f course, 1n all this part I suffer under the disability of only
being able to judge from popular books But 1t 1s difficult to see
what can be done about this disability, except not to forget it.
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Euclidean, have themselves thought that they were
doing so because those theories would not fit 1n with
what they regarded as ‘observed facts’, and it is diffi-
cult to see how this rejection can be explained 1n any
other way,

It seems, then, that an investigation of the actual
advances of science from one systematic theory to
another does not support the underlying principle of
the Coherence view. It rather confirms the popular
view that rejected theories may have been perfectly
consistent and perfectly clear-cut and intelhgible;
they may well have been neither self-contradictory,
nor so woolly and indeterminate 1n their use of terms
that it was impossible to say in the end whether they
were self-contradictory or not, they were often as in-
telligible and as consistent as the theories which were
accepted 1n their place. If, for instance, the world had
been constructed on the mechanical model, 1t would
have been quite intelligible. If physical objects had
been disposed in a Euclidean space, this would cer-
tainly have been no bar to our understanding the
physical world. Only observation has in some way
eventually convinced us that the world just does not
happen to have been made like that. So an intelligible
explanation of the actual world 1s still to seek. This is
undoubtedly the common view; and the investigation
of the aspect of scientific advance which we have just
been considering seems to confirm 1t.

How then does the Coherence view come to main-
tain that the difference between an accepted theory
and a rejected theory, if science is really advancing
towards knowledge, must ultimately be one of co-
herence? As we have seen, this doctrine proceeds out
of the development of the Idealistic logic, which lays
much stress on the examination of science at least 1n
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this sense, that it works out 1ts account of inference by
the analysis of actual instances of reasoning, and 1n
choosing its 1nstances always regards pieces of scien-
tific argument as par excellence examples. How, then,
does the Coherence theory come to propound a view
which our recent investigation of scientific method
does not confirm? The answer seems to be that its
thesis is the inevitable result of an intransigent
doctrine about immediacy, an entire refusal to accept
any kind of ultimacy 1n the apprehension of fact—an
attitude which was itself in turn due to a genuine and
careful analysis of the reasoning of science in an
aspect which had received no attention from logic
before. This 1s ground that we have already covered
at an earlier stage of our argument. But we must now
go over it agam, with a special eye to the question
whether this uncompromising rejection of immediacy
is strongly enough founded to bear the weight of the
superstructure which has been put upon it Naturally
we shall hope to find here some taint of exaggeration
or over-statement, 1n that an aspect of thinking, which
had hitherto been denied recognition, may have been
over-emphasised, and made to do more work than a
detached and dispassionate analysis need allot to 1t.
As always, we must hope in the end to find a zia
media. For the moment, however, we must content
ourselves with looking for indications as to where the
Coherence theory may have been led into going too
far.

Let us consider the point in general terms first. We
have already seen that there is a natural and inevitable
hostility between the view which emphasises the
systematic nature of thought and the view that ‘brute
facts’ are given. If it is an essential character of think-
ing that 1t produces system, then it must be allowed
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a certain amount of freedom with the given. There
seems no escaping this argument. If the given are
themselves, as given, parts of a system, then what
appears to be the making of a system by thought must
really be nothing more than the apprehension of
relations between the given parts; that 1s to say, the
relations between the parts are as much given as the
‘brute facts’ which are the parts; to put it in other
terms, inference 1s reduced to a series of immediate
apprehensions, and 1s thus explained by being ex-
plained away. If, on the other hand, thinking really
makes a system of the given, then the given must be sus-
ceptible of such modification as 1s necessary to make 1t
possible for their inter-relations to be systematic. The
first view, which has been rejected by the Idealists,
we shall restate and reconsider at some length 1n a
subsequent chapter. The second view has been adopted
by the Idealists, and we have already examned the
reasons for its adoption The arguments 1n favour of
maintaiming that scientific thought proceeds by build-
ing systematic theories seems to be overwhelming;
and the assumption that this 1s an indication that
thought as such, and of its own essential nature,
moves 1n the same way does not seem objectionable.
The difficulty lies 1n explaining the movement from
theory to theory, a vital point for the solution of the
problem how system-building can contribute to know-
ledge of reality. If in vindicating the systematic nature
of thinking 1t was necessary to deny that the given
was unmodifiable, that 1s, to maintain that ‘brute
facts’ cannot be given, it is not now possible to explain
the rejection of an apparently consistent scientific
theory by saying that it is found not to comprehend
all the facts; for this would be to allow to the facts
that brutal nature which was essentially denied at the
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beginning This argument seems ineluctable. The
Idealistic logic chose at the outset between system
and immediacy; and having committed itself to its
choice for good reasons at the beginning, 1t could not
go back at the end. If there can be ‘brute facts,’ then
thought cannot be a system-producing activity, if
thought 1s a system-producing activity, there cannot
be brute facts Therefore the Idealistic logic cannot
maintain that a systematic theory can properly be
rejected as unfrue because 1t does not embrace certain
facts. If the theory 1s untrue, it must 1n the end be
unsystematic Moreover, 1f 1t 1s recognised to be un-
true, 1t must be so because it has been recognised to
be unsystematic A4 przorz, by 1ts own 1nexorable logic,
the Idealist doctrine 1s driven to the Coherence theory.

Of course, the Coherence theory 1tself does not rest
satisfied with such a sweeping, @ prz072 argument The
Idealistic logic recognises that it must show at each
point that 1ts account of thinking will hold of actual
scientific argument as we know 1t. Indeed it was for
failure on this score that the traditional logic was
rejected. So now the Coherence theory must show by
detailed analysis that the sciences know nothing of
immediately apprehended ‘brute facts.” In seeking to
do this 1t proceeds by the proper method of logic; that
15 to say, 1t examines judgments and ratiocinations as
stated by science, and tries to show that the part
played 1n scientific reasoning by judgments of fact
shows that they are not taken to be statements of
sheer knowledge of fact. What this argument comes
to 1s this, that in the course of reasoning all statements
of fact come to be modified. That 1s to say, scientific
demonstration does not proceed by first stating certain
known facts finally and once for all at the outset, and
then drawing conclusions from the facts as stated. It
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1s part and parcel of the reasoning 1n scientific enquiry
that the so-called ‘facts’ concerned are stated, and re-
stated, and again restated—a process of modification
which never ceases until the whole of truth 1s attained.
In a word, this investigation of scientific reasoning 1s
to demonstrate that for science at least all judgments
are essentially corrigible.

It 1s not difficult, as we have seen in the course of
our previous argument, to show that this 1s the case
with judgments which state the fundamental prin-
ciples of the empirical sciences—the ‘total quantity of
energy in nature 1s neither increased nor diminished,’
‘perpetual motion is impossible,” ‘nature makes noth-
ing 1n vain,” ‘nature makes no leaps,” and so on. It
1s obvious enough that these are all 1n a condition of
being continually modified and reinterpreted, and
from time to time radically restated. They cannot
possibly be regarded, as stated, as fixed, inviolable,
immutable, true statements which serve as the first
premises of scientific inference. Analysis proves that
the empirical sciences do not, explicitly and con-
sciously at least, work on this method; and it 1s this
fact which gave to the revolt from the traditional logic
its vital strength. About these statements of first prin-
ciples no more need be said here. What we are here
concerned with 1s the so-called ‘judgment of fact.’
Proceeding from the analysis of universal judgments,
like the statements of first principles just men-
tioned, the Idealistic logic has put forward a theory
of judgment as such, zzz. that judgments are essen-
tially corrigible. We have now to determine whether a
detailed examination supports this thesis 1n regard to
judgments of fact in science. Can the judgment of fact
also be shown to be corrigible?



CHAPTER XI
COHERENCE AND STATEMENT OF FACT

WE may here take as crucial cases for the purposes of
our investigation judgments of perception of the type
‘This 1s red,” and judgments of immediate self-con-
sciousness of the type ‘I have a tooth-ache.” We need
not worry, | think, about the historical judgment,?
e g. ‘Caesar crossed the Rubicon 1n 49 B.c.’, ‘King
Charles I died on the scaffold.” The other two types
are more fundamental from our point of view. If a
man allows that the judgments of perception “This is
red,” ‘That looks like a haystack,” are provisional and
corrigible judgments, he will hardly object to the same
being said of the historical judgment, much of the
evidence for which 1s statements of eye-witnesses

It 1s worth remarking at the outset that in this argu-
ment we are throughout speaking of judgments, and of
judgments alone. If any one wishes to contend that
there are final, incorrigible, immediate apprehensions
which are not and cannot be s¢zfed, and that the scien-
tific thinker can be shown to take account of these, we
are not concerned with his contention here and now. It
may be that when I say ‘I have a tooth-ache’ I have
a nucleus of immediate knowledge about my own
state which determines my attitude in choosing be-
tween a number of statements offered to me as state-

10f course, if 1t 15 desired to exhibit a clear instance of the human
mund ratiocinating with statements which are all the time recog-
nised as cornigible, the historical judgment 1s an excellent example
to take, z ¢ 1t 15 a good favourable mstance for the theory
200
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ments of my condition. It may be that if a doctor says
to me, ‘It 1s not a tooth-ache, it 1s so-and-so,” I may be
prepared to accept this as the truth, whereas i1f even a
doctor says, ‘No, you have no pain whatever,” I might
unhesitatingly reject his statement as certarnly un-
true. Even so, however, a Socrates could perhaps
easily convince me that my 1dea of pain 1s not so well-
defined as to entitle me absolutely to reject even this
as false. It may be, in a word, that, though I cannot
find a statement which states my condition with
absolute truth, this does not mean that I have no final
immediate apprehension of my own condition. Actu-
ally, experience suggests that [ have such immediate
apprehensions enabling me to choose between more or
less misleading and untrue statements about myself.
But if there 1s any sense 1n all this, our argument here
has nothing to say against such a view,! being con-
cerned indeed with a previous question, zzz. the ques-
tion whether science will allow that a man’s statemernt
of his own state of the moment 1s ever true, and there-
fore final and incorrigible. Does science know any-
thing of incorrigible statements?

Here 1t seems desirable to disentangle the question
of reliability from the question of accuracy. It may
seem at first sight that both the scientist and the ordi-
nary man treat the initial, immediate statements of an
observer as corrigible 1n respect of accuracy, but not,
at any rate necessanly, 1n respect of truth. If I say of
a particular substance ‘It 1s blue,’ this statement may
no doubt be of no use to the scientist. It may be neces-
sary to his purpose to know of exactly what shade of
blue it is; and this I have not told him, and may per-
haps not be able to tell him. But, 1t may be argued,
though I have not told him what he wants to know,

I'This view 1s further considered, zzf7a, pp 302 scqqy
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v23. of what shade the substance 1s, 1 have certainly
told him something, »z2. that 1t 1s blue, also that what
I have told him 1s true. Similarly, to take another in-
stance, it may be necessary to him to know to the
nearest fifth part of a second how long a time a certain
moving body took to cover a given distance, but if 1
say that 1t took not less than a half a minute nor
more than a minute, it may seem that my statement
may be taken to be #we, though it 1s useless. If
this 1s really so, 1t must be possible to collect together
a number of common-sense statements which are
at least as certainly #ue as the statements of physics,
the difference being one of accuracy In that case
the aim of physics 1s not to give us knowledge of a
physical world of which we previously had nothing
but more or less erroneous beliefs, 1ts task would
be to give more accurate knowledge, to add micro-
scopic knowledge, so to speak, to the body of
macroscopic knowledge which was there before and
remains unaffected. Science would be allowing the
statements of the careful observer to be always true,
though often useless to itself, that 1s, to be corrigible
1n respect of accuracy but not of truth The corrected
statement would be no more true than the original.
Strictly speaking, it would really be a further state-
ment of a zew fact not stated 1n the oniginal. If I tell
a detective who already knows a particular car to be
blue that it 1s Cambridge blue, I am on this view, I
suppose, telling a man who already knows one fact
another fact which he does not know. The knowledge
1s equally knowledge in both cases, but the facts
known are different. The case 1s the same if a man
already knows that a certain distance was covered 1n
more than half a minute but less than a minute and
I tell him that the actual time taken was 55% seconds.
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Let us accept this view for the moment for the sake
of argument,! and press the point of reliability. Sup-
pose we leave 1n the background the question of accu-
racy; should we accept both statements as true? It
might be thought at first sight that the less accurate
statement would be more likely to be true, coming
from an observer. If I am asked to notice whether or
not a train passes along a particular piece of raillway
line of which I can see half a mile, I am perhaps less
likely to give a mistaken answer than 1f asked whether
a spark has appeared at a given terminal If asked to
look and see whether the motor-car 1s dark or light in
colour, I am less likely to be 1n error than i1f I have to
determine whether 1t 1s blue or green Thus the
‘rougher’ observations might be taken to be rehable,
that 1s, the statements might be taken to be true, while
the more accurate observations might be considered
unreliable, that 1s, the statements might be untrue In
that case, any intelligent man, whether a scientist or
not, would treat the latter statements as corrigible 1n
respect of truth, and the former as not corrigible.

This point must be more closely investigated. Let
us consider first the attitude of science to accurate
observation. The examination 1s made easier for us
by the fact that 1t is part of the technique of science

1Tt will be seen that I am not here concerned to discuss the ques-
tion whether all these statements may be true, whether if 1t 15 a
fact that the motor-car 1s Cambridge blue, 1t may equally and n
the same sense be said to be a fzez that 1t 1s blue I am discussing
whether these vanous statements are with equal reasonableness
accepted as true, that is whether, when made by an observer, they
are all equally statements of knowledge In other words, I am not
discussing whether that a thing 1s blue and that 1t is Cambridge
blue can be equally facss, the discussion 1s confined to the ques-
tion whether, 1n the case of a thing that 1s Cambridge blue, know-
ledge that 1t 1s blue 1s possible independently of the knowledge that
1t 1s Cambndge blue No doubt the point under discussion has a
bearing on the point which 1s not here under discusston



204 IDEALISTIC LOGIC X1

itself to clear up the question of accuracy. It is part
of the preparation of the background of an observa-
tion to determine within what limits the observation,
if reliable, may be taken to be accurate Science seeks
to rely as little as possible on accuracy 1n the observer;
1in him 1t demands, as far as possible, only relability.
The question of accuracy 1s thrown back on to the
previous preparation for the observation. In the 1deal
case, for instance, arrangements are made for a
minimal difference of length 1n the object to cause a
spark to occur, or not to occur, at a place under con-
venient observation, or something of the kind; the
observer simply looks for the spark He 1s not expected
to notice the colour of the spark, its brightness, or
anything else. If this were necessary to the purpose in
hand, science would not regard the matter as clinched
until 1t had gone one step further and so perfected the
experiment as to make the further question, which
then turned on difference of colour or brightness in
the spark, turn now on whether or not there was a
spark at all This 1s the very business of experimental
science; 1t will go on and on with the preparation of
the experiment until 1t can make the conditions of the
observation so favourable that the observer cannof
(humanly speaking) make a mustake. It seeks to elimi-
nate any need for accuracy z #ze observer, by making
a point involving great accuracy turn upon a plain
blunt unrmistakable observation of ‘yes’ or ‘no.” If the
solution of a problem in the end depends upon a piece
of closediscrimination in the observer, then considered
as an experimental science the enquiry concerned is
n its infancy. This at least seems to be the lesson of
physics. Broadly speaking it makes 1ts sparks so big,
if I may so put 1t, that nobody could miss them, and
1t records them permanently on a photographic plate
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so that one may verify whether or not they occurred
whenever one wishes. Thus for science 1n the end the
question of discriminative accuracy of observation
does not arise, 1t 1s the business of scientific method
not to let 1t do so. The only question therefore 1s that
of rehability But does science treat observation under
these refined scientific conditions as aésolutely rehable?

It 1s probably not necessary to argue this point at
length. The ordinary layman—and 1t is only as such
that the logician can speak—is easily satisfied that 1t
1s no part of the method of science to attach abdsolute
reliability to the record or statement of any one ob-
servation. Science evidently lays great stress all along
the line on repeatability, and, in these days at least,
1s extremely undogmatic where observations are non-
repeatable. Not only does 1t seek to make particular
experiments repeatable, but 1t tries wherever possible,
e.g. by photographic record, to make available re-
peated observations of the same experiment. This
must mean that science takes 1t that there is a certain
chance of a mistake somewhere, and that 1t does not
regard 1ts careful preparations as eliminating abso-
lutely all chance of error. Moreover, 1t would be sur-
prising indeed if the scientist had not learnt the lesson
that, for instance, his eyes might deceive him. He
knows well that statements which are made with
perfect confidence by the ordinary eye-witness have
frequently to be corrected, because his scientific know-
ledge tells him that as stated they cannot be true. If
after being told that this is so the eye-witness looks
at the object again, he will make a different statement.
This will no doubt have a recognisable kinship with
the first statement, but it will not be the same. Even
if the process of re-observation of the same fact in the
light of more and more knowledge is continued 1n-
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definitely, there is no reason to suppose that mis-
statement could be absolutely eliminated. Moreover,
experience shows that the dependence of the actual
statement given by the observer on his own general
knowledge produces not a constant and discountable
error, but an unreliable and varying one. This is no
doubt more evident in witnesses in a law-court than
in scientific observers, but there 1s no reason to believe
that the efforts of science i1n preparing for observa-
tions can do more than reduce the probability that
the observer may be in error There is nothing 1n the
method to enable it to guarantee absolute success
The mere fact that science 1s glad to duphcate its
observations 1s evidence that it recognises this There
is no ground for believing that science takes any state-
ment of any observation under any condition what-
ever as absolutely incornigible.

We may now turn to consider the less accurate
observations of ordmary Iife Can it be mamntained
that these, with all their ‘roughness’ and lack of accu-
racy, are as they stand to be taken as true, and there-
fore as absolutely final and incornigible, as far as they
go? Can it be maintained that while I may be mus-
taken about which of ten shades of blue 1s the colour
of this book, I can apprehend with absolute certainty
and reliability that 1t 1s blue, so that the ‘rough’ state-
ment, ‘This book 1s blue,” may be taken to be a true
and absolutely incorrigible statement? To take a dif-
ferent instance, mught it be the case that while the
perception that a stick was exactly ten inches long
might be at fault, I might be quite certain of the
observation that it was less than a foot? Can I be
certain by observation of the truth of a ‘rough’ state-

ment, when I am not certain of the truth of an accurate
one?
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It 1s difficult to see how 1t 1s possible to maintain
any such thing. In the first place there is the old diffi-
culty which logic has always put forward. How can a
man know what A4 1s zo#, or that 4 1s greater or less
than A, unless he first knows what 4 2s? If 4 1s a
period of time, how can he tell that it 1s less than a
minute, unless he observes just how long it 1s? To
know that 1t 1s less than a minute he must first know
that 1t 1s, say, 55% seconds If A is a shade of col-
our, he must first observe just what shade it 1s before
he can know that i1t falls within a certain range of
shades, e.g. the range of shades covered by the term
‘blue.’ It 1s difficult to see how a judgment of percep-
tion can be true without being accurate. If I appre-
hend immediately the quality of a thing, I must surely
apprehend immediately that quality just as 1t is. I
cannot apprehend wmmediately that 1t has a quality
which falls within a certain range of qualities Either
I immediately apprehend a quality exac#/y, or 1t 1s not
immediate apprehension. It seems 1mpossible that
there could be certainly true immediate judgments of
perception, which though true are rough and not
accurate,

Actually, no doubt, these rough statements of the
type ‘this 1s blue,” which appear to be simple state-
ments of perception, must be arrived at by some
more or less trustworthy process of inference or argu-
ment of some kind. If when looking at an object I am
sure that 1t 1s blue, I must surely be apprehending its
colour much more specifically than that, even though
for some reason I do not put the more specific appre-
hension into words, but content myself with saying
roundly that 1t 1s blue. Suppose a man to be looking
with his own eyes at an object which I cannot see,
and suppose that he tells me 1t is blue. If he cannot
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tell me much more specifically what kind of blue 1t 1s,
I shall surely feel extremely doubtful about his claim
to see that 1t 1s blue; and 1f I have reason to think on
general grounds that the object 1s not blue, I shall
probably disbelieve him if he claims to be able to see
that it is blue, but not able to see of what shade of
blue. If that 1s so, a real statement of apprehension
would not state ‘It 1s blue,” but ‘It 1s such and such
an exact shade’, the statement ‘It is blue’ would imply,
over and above the apprehension of the exact shade
of the object, the further apprehension that the shade
in question fell within a certain range of shades; that
15, the statement ‘It 1s blue’ would represent the con-
clusion of an argument. It could not be certainly true
unless the premise was certainly true; that 1s, 1ts truth
would depend on discriminative accuracy in the ob-
servation. Yet certainly no one would claim that his
discrimination of the exact shade of a piece of silk was
absolutely certain, nor even his perception that two
pieces of silk lying side by side were of exactly the
same shade. Such judgments would always be made
provisionally, and would be recognised to be corrn-
gible on other grounds. We have already seen that an
advanced empirical science would never allow 1tself
to attach weight to such judgments. Yet if the above
considerations are sound, the alleged statements of
perception of the kind ‘It 1s blue’ cannot be allowed
to have certainty, if these have not.!

It 1s evident that the point must be pressed further.
Clearly the above argument points towards a thor-
oughgoing rejection of the view that there are strictly

10f course, if it is allowed that none of these statements have
certanty, and it is asked whether a ‘rough’ statement, though
admuttedly not certain, 1s less Zkely as a matter of fact to be untrue,

a host of entirely new considerations anse But with these we are not
here concerned
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speaking ‘statements of apprehension,’ or final incor-
rigible statements of apprehended fact. If in order to
know from looking at it that an object 1s blue, I must
have apprehended 1ts own particular blueness—in
ordinary experience blue objects are in almost all
cases discermbly different iz respect of therr bliueness—
there seems to be necessarily an unbridgeable gap
between what I apprehend and what I state. To take
an extreme case, let us suppose that I am looking at
a hundred blue objects, the blueness of each one of
which 1s percepubly distinguishable from that of each
of the others Itis obvious that I cannot find. and shall
not attempt to find, a separate name for the particular
blueness of each, although with sufficient attention I
can distinguish them all. The number of names I shall
actually use in referring to their colour will depend on
circumstances. If I tried to give a different name to
every particular blueness which was distinguishable
from others, it might turn out that every object 1s ulu-
mately different from every other, so that each blue
object must have a different name 1n respect of 1ts blue-
ness. This would be to defeat the whole purpose of
naming and to make thought impossible Actually. as
we have said, 1t seems that whether or not I have a
different name for every perceptibly different shade
of blue, depends upon external considerations. In
practice, of course, I do not So the process of nfer-
ence or argument of some kind already referred to.
by which I decide whether the particular blueness of
the given object comes within the range of shades
of colour covered by a certain name, must always be
involved in any statement of a perception of colour,
however accurate, and not only in rough statements.
However accurately I name shades of colour. there
will always as a matter of fact be objects of discerniblyr
[ ]
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different hue which must be called by the same name.
Perhaps 1t would not be impossible—I do not know—
to have a different name wherever there is a discern-
1ible difference of blueness. Certainly we do not ever
seek to do this in stating our judgments of perception
We rest satisfied with statements in which we do not
state exact/y what we have apprehended, but some-
thing rougher. And though the rougher statement
must 1mply the existence of the more specific appre-
hension, the more specific apprehension 1s zever
stated. The quality which we state the object to have
1s something which it shares with the other objects to
which we give the same name, though those objects
differ discernibly from it and from one another, even
in respect of the very quality which we are naming
The objects which we call ‘blue’—and the same 1s
true of ‘navy blue’ or ‘royal blue’—differ perceptibly
in respect of their blueness: and we must have appre-
hended the own particular blueness of each in order
to be able to call 1t ‘blue.’

If that 1s so, then 1in the making of these statements
sometfung must decide what term we shall use,
whether, for instance, we shall say ‘ultramarine,” or
more vaguely ‘bright blue,’ or more vaguely still,
‘blue’, and the deciding factor 1s certainly not the hue
of the object apprehended nor, as a rule at least, the
discriminative capacity of the percipient. The appre-
hension of the shade of colour of the object, may be
the same whether I say ‘ultramarine,” ‘blue,” or ‘not
red.’ In that event these statements are never ‘state-
ments of apprehension’ 1n the sense of stating just
what 1s apprehended; rather they are statements made
‘on the strength of’ an apprehension. And though
each of these statements imples an exact and specific
apprehension, that apprehension itself is #ever stated.
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So that though the statcment actually made, e.g. ‘It is
ultramarine,” mvolves thinking and 1s 1n some sense
a conclusion, 1t 1s a conclusion from a premise which
1s not and cannot be stated. In other words, 1n all
statement some process of this kind has gone on over
and above the actual apprehending of something in
the object—even 1n cases where at first sight the state-
ment appears to be a pure ‘statement of apprehension,’
in the sense that the stating seems to be part and
parcel of the apprehending itself. It seems reasonable
enough to express this by saying that the statement
mvolves an act of yudgment’.

We have already seen that 1n a case where a man
seeks to put a name to the exact shade of colour of an
object at which he 1s looking, he certainly regards his
statement as corrigible in the ight of subsequent con-
siderations. That 1s to say, there 1s certainly no special
virtue of cerfainty 1n the first naming, given 1n the
moment of apprehension This 1s equally true whether
the name used is relatively accurate or relatively
rough. If he feels less confident 1n saying that a par-
ticular piece of silk 1s blue than 1n saying that 1t 1s of
exactly the same shade as another piece, this 1s not
because the latter statement has a greater certainty
of immediate perception to support 1t, or has a su-
perior claim to be called a pure ‘statement of appre-
hension,” but simply because he has views, on the
strength of his past experience, about the relative pro-
bability of his making a mistake in either case.! In
other words, an analysis of statements of perception

IFor instance, I myself should 1n all probability correctly deter-
mine, even 1 quite difficult cases, which two out of five given silks
of four different shades of colour were of exactly the same shade,
but expenience shows me that the odds would 1n many cases be
exactly even that I should be wrong 1f asked to say whether a par-
ticular shade was blue or green
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suggests that all these statements involve a process of
‘judging’ over and above the actual perceptive appre-
hension, and that the result of that judging, vzz. the
statement, 1s always corrigible.

After this, 1t 1s not necessary to say much about
statements of the type ‘I have a tooth-ache.’ It is diffi-
cult to see why the same arguments should not apply
here. It seems likely enough that we can immediately
apprehend our own states, whatever else we can or
cannot apprehend; and any sane man will take a lot
of convincing that this 1s not so. But when it comes to
making an absolutely true statement about my present
state, that 1s surely an entire different matter; and
1t 1s with that that we are concerned. Here again, if I
immediately apprehend my own state, I surely appre-
hend 1t as 1t 1s, 2 ¢ exactly as 1t 1s, and any statement
which 1s a rough description—e.g. ‘I have a pain
which 1s rather difficult to describe, but 1t 1s rather as
if innumerable pins were bemng stuck into my leg’—is
certainly not itself a statement of immediate appre-
hension, and therefore can lay no claim to finalty
and incorrigibility on that ground. Moreover, it
seems that close analysis would lead us to press the
same argument about any statement about my own
condition, however ‘accurate’ it was intended to be.
There seems to be a case for saying that I know
in some sense the exact nature of my own pamn at
this moment, there seems to be no case for saying
that I can now or ever make an absolutely incorr-
gible statement about it. My apprehension of my
own state clearly enables me to make judgments
about that state, but all those judgments are corri-
gible 1n the hight of other judgments made on the
strength of other apprehensions of other states of
myself and of other things. It is surely clear that any
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disciplined enquiry, whether by me or by anybody
else, which seeks to determine exactly what is going
on 1 my mind, will not allow that any one of my
statements about my own condition, however reflec-
tive or however unreflective 1t may be, 1s essentially
incorrigible. It would have to be considered together
with others, and all would be corrected in the Light of
one another. As regards the relative trustworthiness
of my own statements compared with, for instance,
quasi-mechanical, experimental tests of my condi-
tion, there would, of course, be different opimons;
but no scientific enquiry would allow an absolute 1n-
corngibility to my statements about myself as they
stand. With all 1ts difficulties and dangers this 1s the
only course which reason can pursue. There 1s no
other rational method.

The preceding argument shows, I think, that a case
can be made out for maintaiming that statements of
the types ‘This 1s red’ and ‘I have a tooth-ache’ in-
volve judgment, and that as statements they are corri-
gible. Our general argument throughout has been
that science does not and cannot regard any statement
as ulumately incorrigible, because if 1t did the think-
ing which goes to produce the systematic theories, the
making of which 1s vital to science, would be impos-
sible. In this chapter we have been verifying this
account in detail by showing, first, that science does
in fact regard statements of these types as corrigible,
and secondly, that an examination of the actual ex-
periences concerned seems to show that the making
of statements of these types involves thinking of the
very kind which our previous argument has shown
to be essentially systematic, 7.e. the making of these
statements involves what the Idealistic logic calls
‘judgment.’
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This analysis of actual experience—that 1s, the
observation of what seems to be going on 1n my mind
1n a case where I say ‘“This 1s bright blue’ as compared
with what goes on when I say “This 1s blue,” cannot
itself, of course, be conclusive. For one thing, the
process of ‘judging’ which seems to go on 1s entirely
mystertous and inexplicable 1n 1ts operation,! and 1t 1s
obvious that 1n accepting the mysterious we can never
be assured that 1t does not simply @ppear mysterious
because we are msapprehending it. But though 1t
cannot be conclusive, the argument makes 1t clear
that the view that statement involves judgment can
be shown 1n these cases to fit well with the apparent
facts of experience. More than this we cannot expect
from this kind of argument.

We may now roundly affirm our conclusion that it
1s 1mpossible by an analysis of statements of fact of
these kinds to refute the contention of the Coherence
theory that statement involves judgment, and that,
being therefore corrigible, a statement can never be
taken to be pure statement of brute fact The Ideal-
1stic logic was driven by 1ts general theory of thinking
to affirm that there cannot be statements of brute
fact; we have now found that an examination of these
particular statements of fact has produced a conclu-
sion compatible with this doctrine.

We are now bound to turn our attention once more
to mathematics. If statement 1n itself essentially 1n-
volves judgment, as the Coherence theory must affirm,
then mathematical statements, too, must involve judg-
ment. But can it be maintained that the statements of

I do not mean to suggest that the alleged experience of ‘stating
an apprehension’ would be any less mysterious and mexplicable 1n
operation Cf infra, pp 242 seqq
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particular mathematical truths are judgments? Are
there no ‘brute facts’ in geometry and arithmetic, no
true incorrigible statements which represent appre-
hensions of fact once for all?> Does any subsequent
knowledge ever cause the mathematician to modify
the statement that ‘two and two make four’? It cer-
tainly seems that 1t does not. It can no doubt be main-
tained that all the statements of arithmetic, or all the
statements of geometry, taken together form a sysfe-
matic body of knowledge, and not a mere aggregate
of single statements or single pieces of knowledge.
But this 1s not enough to show that arithmetical
thinking or geometrical thinking are systematic 1n the
sense of the Idealistic logic. Can 1t be argued that the
knowledge that two and two make four 1s not prior,
as knowledge, to the knowledge represented by other
statements in the system, which are set down later in
the order of proof? Can 1t be shown that 1n geometry,
as in physics, the statements of first principles are
mtial, provisional, corrigible statements, which need
to be modified as more knowledge of space 1s ac-
quired’ Do they not rather appear to be final, 1ncor-
rigible statements of apprehensions of single facts,
apprehended by themselves alone and independently
of any recognition of their place 1n the system’® Does
1t not seem that, though the facts may themselves be
included 1n a system, yet they are apprehended finally,
once for all, each singly, one at a time® Does the
progress of a proof 1n mathematics ever volve the
correction or modification of its premises or of any
statement within the proof? It certainly appears that
it does not.

At this point, it seems to me, the Coherence theory
in pressing its argument has taken an illegitimate step.
Seeing that it cannot maintain that the sfafemen’s of
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mathematics are corrigible as stated, it goes one step
further in its analysis and maintains that nevertheless
the meanings attached to the statements are continu-
ally modified and corrected.! It points out that the
statement ‘T hree times three equals nine’ means some-
thing quite different to the expert mathematician and
to the schoolboy, just as the statement that ‘Caesar
crossed the Rubicon 1n 49 B.c.” means something quite
different to the historian and to the layman. The
significance attached to the statement varies accord-
ing to a man’s knowledge of the context. The meaning
is extended, modified, corrected by increasing know-
ledge. Thus the statements 1n question represent en-
tirely different states of mind 1n the schoolboy and the
expert. Even for the same man perhaps the same state-
ment cannot bear quite the same meaning twice. A
statement can properly be said to be true, to represent
knowledge of reality, only when the man who makes
the statement knows the whole system of truth. Thus
while the statements of mathematics seem to be final
and incorrigible from the beginning considered as
statements, they are 1n a deeper sense corrigible in that
their meanings are changing and developing by con-
stant correction and modification.

Now 1t 1s certainly true that, in a common sense of
the term ‘meaning,’ statements mean different things
to different people, and to the same person at different
times. It 1s to this fact, for instance, that statements
owe their dramatic value In a trial for murder, an
apparently ordinary statement may because of the
context ‘take on’ the most dreadful of ‘meanings.’ In
the same context other statements, just as correct and
representing facts intrinsically similar in kind, may

1Cf Professor Joachim’s argument, The Nature of Truth,
PP 9o-6
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have no ‘meaning’ at all. It 1s also true, no doubt, that
the mind of every man is always changing and de-
veloping, so that no state of mind 1s repeatable; that
1s to say, my state of mind to-day when I say that
‘two and two make four’ or ‘King Charles I died on
the scaffold’ cannot be exactly the same as a whole
state of mind as when I made these statements some
time ago—and it may well be radically different.
These truths may readily be granted But what, we
must ask ourselves carefully, have they to do with logic?

The final objection to the exploitation of these
truths as an argument on the part of the Coherence
theory to show that apparently incorrigible statements
may 1n a deeper sense be corrigible seems to be this,
that 1t cuts away the whole ground from the feet of
logic by stultifying its whole method from beginning
to end. Since the Coherence theory 1s entirely built
upon a logical approach to the problem of knowledge,
this 1s a serious matter.

As we have already seen, logic has a method of 1ts
own. That method 1s to proceed by the analysis and
classification of statements and inferences, in the
general belief that an examination of statements will
throw light on the nature and limits of knowledge. As
soon as you allow that a statement has in itself no
meaning, since meaning may change without any
change 1n the statement, then the exammation of
statements by logic must lose 1ts value. In that event
logic would have to investigate the mind of the mathe-
matician and the mind of the schoolboy, by some other
means over and above the examination of their state-
ments, to discover whether their inferences are valid;
for 1t 1s clear that until we know what their statements
mean we cannot possibly know whether their proofs
are really proofs. Since statements may mean dif-
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ferent things at different times 1n different contexts,
it is of no use examining their statements alone in
order to discover what the professor and the school-
boy mean. Statements could in themselves at most
indicate roughly within broad limits what the speaker
might mean, and no amount of carefulness of state-
ment could remedy this defect. Thus a statement
could not 1n 1tself imply anything; what was implied
would depend on what was meant. Correct statement
1s then of no importance for inference, since validity
depends on relations between meanings, and there 1s
no fixed dependence of meanings on statements. Sup-
pose a man starts an enquiry with a certain premise,
and later changes his mind with regard to the truth
of that premise. So long as the change of mind 1s
reflected 1n a change of statement, the ground 1s still
firm beneath the feet of logic. Logic can tell with what
kind of enquiry 1t 1s dealing, 1t can see, for instance,
that 1t 1s not faced with one long demonstration from
fixed premises, but with some kind of discipline which
changes its premises from time to tume. Logic can
also notice 1if the scientist sometimes argues from the
original premise and sometimes from the later, and 1t
can 1nsist that he always states explcitly which pre-
mise he 1s arguing from, and can raise the question
whether the conclusion really does follow from that
premise. It can thus by its own method gain some
understanding of how the reasoning of science works,
and even perhaps retain some authority. All this 1s pos-
sible, so long as 1t is granted that a statement has a
meaning of its own, that every meaning has a correct
statement, that it is only possible to fix a meaning and
make 1t clear and unequivocal by stating it, and that
therefore the correct statement of what 1s meant has a
value 1n that it 1s necessary to valid reasoning.
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As soon as 1t 1s allowed that a man may reason with
statements, about which 1t 1s the last word that they
have each of them, even in their correct usage, dif-
ferent meanings, and are continually developing dif-
ferent meanings, then the game 1s up for logic. There
1s then no discipline for valid reasoning left, and noth-
ing remains for logic to investigate. Statement 15 of
no 1mportance to thinking, and an investigation of
the statements concerned will throw no Light on the
validity of inference. In allowing that a statement has
no fixed meaning of 1ts own, logic signs 1ts own death-
warrant. Unless 1t 1s vital to straight thinking that
differences of meaning should be reflected in differ-
ences of statement, then the examination of state-
ments can throw no light on the nature of thinking
and of knowledge, and logic must be abandoned. I
forbear to press here the general argument! that to
abandon logic 1s to embrace scepticism. I merely point
out that in taking this step the Coherence theory 1s
destroying the security of its own foundations.

The conclusion 1s that logic must take 1t that where
there 1s no difference of statement there 1s no differ-
ence of meaning. Arguments which do not conform
to this canon can have no claim to logical validity, and
analysis of them by logic would serve no purpose. If
such arguments arrive at sound conclusions, they do
so zn spute of the fact that they have no discipline, and
the logician need not trouble himself at all on their
score. Therefore 1n the case of mathematics the Co-
herence theory must rest its case on maintaining that
all the statements are essentially modifiable and cor-
rigible. As we have seen there seems to be no evidence
to support this contention. That is to say, the analysis
of the particular statements of mathematics does not

ICf supra, especially chapter v
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support the Coherence theory, as does, for instance,
a similar analysis in the case of physics; and the prin-
ciples underlying 1ts own revolt have left the Idealistic
logic no other argument.

Let us face this objection at its worst The truth is
that the analysis of mathematical reasoning does not
support at all, from beginning to end, the Idealistic
thess that thinking 1s essentially systematic 1n nature.
Indeed, up to a pomnt 1t does lend 1tself, as we shall
see presently, to the support of another view. Up to
a point 1t seems compatible with the older view that
facts may in some cases be apprehended one by one,
independently of any apprehenston of the connexions
between facts, and that even where the apprehension
of a fact depends upon the apprehension of 1ts con-
nexton with other facts, the earlier apprehensions are
complete and final apprehensions, utterly indepen-
dent of the later, and entirely unmodifiable and incor-
rigible as the result of the later apprehensions.

But must we therefore abandon the whole Ideal-
istic position in logic® This 1s a large question, and I
do not propose to attempt to dispose of 1t here. I
simply wish to define the position I have tried to
show that the arguments by which the Coherence
theory seeks to bring mathematical reasoning within
the four corners of 1ts logical theory are spurious. On
the other hand, I have also argued earlier on that the
attempt to give an account of mathematical proof
first, and then to make all other reasoning conform to
its type, broke down hopelessly. In the next two
chapters I shall argue that a modern attempt to
revise and re-write the old view in effect serves to
emphasise this failure. I have argued that logic was
bound to take Kant’s step of turning to a dispas-
sionate examination of the fundamental principles of
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the reasoning of physics, unhampered by the pre-
judgment that 1t would turn out to be mathematical
i essence. Logic also did well to assume that an
analysis of the reasoning of physics would show up
characteristics which are really essential to all think-
mg, though the emphasis on mathematics had al-
lowed them hitherto to remamn hid So far we may say
that 1t has done wisely. But we must admut that 1t has
farther to go; and that it has not reached 1ts self-
appointed goal until 1t has given an account of think-
ing, within the four corners of which mathematics, as
well as the empirical sciences, can be embraced. This
1t has not yet done

Thus we are faced with two main failures, as signs
of the mcompleteness of the work of the Idealistic
logic Driven by its analysis of the fundamental prin-
ciples of the argumentation of physics, 1t has put
forward a general view of thinking which renders it
incapable, as 1t stands, of giving a fair account ezer
of the advance from theory to theory in physics and
1in experimental science generally, o7 of the nature of
mathematical proof. Yet Idealism took the road that
logic was bound to take 1n the face of the challenge of
scientific method, and it must overcome its difficulties
without abandoning that road.



CHAPTER XII
REACTIONARY CRITICISM: COOK WILSON

IT will be of great value to us, in our attempt to gain
real insight into the essentials of the Idealistic logic,
to pause at this point and consider Cook Wilson’s
view,—for this reason. Substanually Cook Wilson
recognised, 1n my opinion, where the really essential
differences lay between himself and the Idealists, and
in clearly and unequivocally exposing these he forced
himself explicitly to defend fundamental principles
underlying the traditional position, which had as a
rule hardly been stated previously, still less vindicated
by argument In other words, Cook Wilson, 1n criti-
cising the Idealistic logic, does not essentially mus-
represent 1t; he simply disagrees with it. It 1s true that
he sometimes found 1t difficult to believe himself that
he had represented 1t correctly, he sometimes seems
to have thought that if the Idealists had stated their
view as he states it, they must have seen it to be
nonsense and have abandoned i1t. But in this, I be-
lieve, he was substantially wrong. In essentials they
did hold the view which he attributed to them, only
Cook Wilson could not see how anyone could hold
such a view, This means that we have here, as nearly
as we are ever likely to get it, a clear-cut and funda-
mental difference of opinion with a minimum of mis-
statement to exaggerate the difference or to confuse
the 1ssues The value to us, if we wish clearly to
understand the Idealistic logic, of a study of this

quarrel about fundamentals 1s obvious enough.
222
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It 1s true, no doubt, that the exarmnation of Cook
Wilson, because of the fundamental similarity of his
view to that of Descartes, can only make us cover
again the same ground which we travelled earlier 1n
the argument, and repeat again the arguments which
we advanced 1n examming the beginnings of Kant’s
logic. But the very fact that Cook Wilson, too, had
studied Kant and the post-Kantian logic, and had
rejected 1ts main principles, means that he states his
view with a difference from the logic of Descartes, a
difference indeed which makes 1t such, in his opinion
at least, that it can weather the storm of criticism
from Hume He thus provides us with an opportunity
for re-considering our argument that the philosophy
of Hume made 1t impossible once for all to hold any
logical theory of this kind. Cook Wilson’s logical view
1s far less revolutionary, that 1s, 1t 1s far nearer
essentials to the traditional position than 1s the
Kantian logic. The question 1s, can Cook Wilson
state his view 1n such a form as to evade the force of
the arguments which caused Kant and the Idealists
to revolt? Cook Wilson himself undoubtedly thinks
that he can

In the first place Cook Wilson lays supreme stress
on ‘apprehension,’ where the Idealistic logic lays sup-
reme stress on judgment Ultumately Cook Wilson
must explain all knowledge to himself 1n terms of
‘apprehensions,” and the Idealistic logic must do so
in terms of judgments The reading of a very few
pages will convince us once and for all that Cook
Wilson does not mean by ‘apprehension’ what the
Idealist means by ‘judgment’: nor are these two terms,
though this is perhaps not so obvious, different names
for the same thing. When the one speaks of judgment
and the other of apprehension, the two philosophies
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are not directly speaking of the same thing. The views
with which these terms are associated, as they are
usually stated, traverse one another rather than
exactly contradict. They get hold of different ends of
the stick, so to speak. Yet each can only understand
the other by expressing the other’s view 1n his own
terms—when 1t seems to him to be absurd and silly.
This 1s why the quarrel seems so often to be about
words; each side 1n defending its own terminology 1s
defending its whole view, 1t 1s trying to show that its
own end of the stick 1s the right end to hold. It seems
to me that Cook Wilson’s analysis of his differences
with the Idealist has perhaps done more than any
other writing to show up these facts, and to make 1t
possible to confront the two views squarely with one
another, and to reduce their oblique or traversing
differences to a clear-cut issue of straight contra-
diction. He was quite right 1n seeing that 1f once you
let the Idealist talk about judgment, the game 1s up.
Meanwhile the Idealist must, I think, return the com-
pliment If once you let Cook Wilson talk about
‘apprehension,’ there 1s nothing you can do with his
view, except perhaps improve it a Iittle 1n detail.

It is customary to explain the meaning of the term
‘apprehension’ 1n Cook Wilson’s logic by drawing
attention to the emphasis which he laid on the abso-
lute nature of the distinction between knowledge and
opmion He protested against the use of the term
‘judgment’ in logic, because he rightly saw that it
imperilled this distinction. In ordinary language the
same form of words may represent either knowledge
or opinion on the part of the speaker. “That church
tower 1s round,’ for instance, may, according to him,
express knowledge on my part, or the statement may
be made by me when I am looking at the church from
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such a distance or in such a Light that I cannot be
sure of its truth, but have simply formed the opinion
that the tower 1s round. One and the same form of state-
ment may thus represent either knowledge, or true
opinion,or false opinion. There s a tendency 1n modern
logic, Cook Wilson says, to speak as 1f in all these cases,
where the same form of statement 1s or may be used,
one and the same mental act 1s always involved, zzz.
the act of judging He regards this as a grave mistake,
since knowing and opining are absolutely different
mental states with no single mental activity common
to both. This mistake he considers to be the funda-
mental cause of most of the errors in the Idealistic
logic. He further maintains that the Idealists were
madvertently misled into this mistaken view by
simply taking 1t for granted without specific con-
sideration that the use of the same form of statement
necessarily indicated the presence in all cases con-
cerned of a single common mental activity.

This last argument of Cook Wilson’s need not
seriously detain us. He only maintained it, I think,
because he thought the Idealistic view to be an obvi-
ously wrong view, and he had to cast about for some
explanation of how intelligent people could have come
to hold such an obviously wrong view. Not seeing
himself how they could think this if they had fairly
examined the matter, he suggests that they took it for
granted without explicit consideration; and he adds
that the common use of language may well have led
them to do so. The important thing for us is to try
to grasp Cook Wilson’s own point of view in order to
understand how he came to regard the Idealstic
position as obviously unsound—so obviously unsound
that had these philosophers clearly recognised what it

really was they must at once have abandoned 1t. The
P
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reference to ordinary language should not be over-
stressed. In the end Cook Wilson probably attaches
about as much and about as little importance to argu-
ments from the use of language as do the Idealists.
As has been said, he takes his stand on the thesis
that there 1s no single activity common to cases of
knowledge and opinion. His view will become clearer,
if we first consider the case of fa/se opinion. In dis-
tinguishing this from knowledge we should say that
in the case of knowledge we had apprehended the
facts, whereas 1n the case of false opinion we had
fabricated or invented something—drawing a dis-
tinction between knowing as being apprehending and
false opining as being or involving fabricating or in-
venting Of course, the forming of a false opinion 1s
not regarded as pure inventing, for the opmnion 1s
based on some knowledge, known facts, as we com-
monly say, carry some weight with us in forming our
opinion, even 1n cases where the opmion 1s after-
wards found to have been false. But there 1s an ele-
ment of invention 1n 1t; otherwise how could the false
opinion come 1nto being at all? On consideration, the
same 1s seen to be true of all opinion, whether true or
false. Unless there were present some invention or
fabrication, the opinion simply would not have come
into being; there would have been either apprehension,
z e. knowledge, or nothing. Certainly we may take 1t
that the forming of an opinion, whether true or false,
1s not sumply pure apprehending, as Cook Wilson
understands that word. His point 1s that apprehension
1s apprehension and opinion is opinion: they are abso-
lutely distinct, and every statement stands for either
one or the other. He objects to the view that they differ
in degree only; they differ absolutely and in kind,
though opinion is dependent upon apprehension, 1n
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the sense that it 1s not possible to form an opinion
without some previous apprehension

As regards opinion, there 1s little difficulty in dis-
covering to what the word refers. Opining, or forming
an opinion, 1s a mental process which takes time. It 1s
no doubt difficult to give any satisfactory account of 1t,
but at least we can easily catch ourselves performing
the act and so attempt to determine what goes on
when we do so. Also we can find any number of state-
ments which certainly express opinions, and can ex-
amine them, classify them, and so on But what are
we to say of this ‘apprehension,” which 1s absolutely
different from opinion? What does Cook Wilson mean
when he speaks of apprehension? Can we find mental
acts or states which are apprehendings, as he under-
stands that word? Can we find statements which are
certainly statements of apprehension, 1n his sense of
the term?

Evidently 1t 1s Cook Wilson’s view that when we are
apprehending we know that we are apprehending, we
know that we are not mzs-apprehending, that we are
not forming an opinion, that we are not taking for
granted, assuming, or anything else whatever. We are
just apprehending, and that apprehending carries
with 1t or includes the knowledge that we are appre-
hending. Furthermore, apprehension 1s thought of as
apprehension of reality, what we apprehend 1s there
to be apprehended independently of our apprehending
it, and we apprehend 1t as 1t 1s There 1s no question
of there being a correspondence between what we ap-
prehend and the reality; what we apprehend zs the
reality. It may be that there will turn out to be some
problem of correspondence in regard to belief Ifitis
proper to distinguish, as it seems we must, between
my believing and what I believe, I must certainly dis-
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tinguish (obviously in the case of false belief, and con-
sequentially in the case of true belief) between what I
believe and the nature of the reality; and the question
will then arise of the correspondence or lack of cor-
respondence between these two things. But this prob-
lem does not arise in the case of apprehension. In
this apprehension 1s distinguished from belief. What
I apprehend is not something distinguishable from
the nature of reality and comparable with 1t, for 1t zs
the reality.

It must be admitted that i1n all this Cook Wilson
gives us neither a defimition nor even a description of
apprehension But 1t 1s not, I think, impossible to see
what he means. In the first place his view so far in-
volves no distortion or straining of ordinary language.
It may fairly be said that he uses the word much as we
should ordinarily do if we tried to be strict 1n our use
of it; and his distinction between apprehension and
opinion mnvolves nothing mmcompatible with our ordi-
nary everyday views of the nature of that distinction.
While then, as we shall see, the clearing-up of his
view gives rise to grave difficulues, 1t would be dis-
ingenuous, I think, to say that we have no i1dea what
he means at the outset. He can legitimately point out
that though we may not be able to define apprehen-
sion, we presumably know what we mean when we
use the term; and if he puts forward an account
of 1t which 1s consistent with the implications of
our ordinary speech, our proper reply 1s not that
we cannot understand his account because it does not
amount to a definition, but that the view—whether
or not 1t underlies ordinary language—is on further
examination found to be untenable. And this is what
we shall 1n fact maintain Cook Wilson is perfectly
entitled, 1n my opinion, to talk about apprehension
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without defining 1t or describing 1t, and to take 1t that
everybody understands what he means. Whether or
not he may take 1t without argument that there 1s
such a mental state as pure apprehending, and
whether or not there ever has been or ever will be
such a thing as a pure apprehension—these are dif-
ferent questions.

Let us take 1t, then, that we have a sufficiently clear
idea what Cook Wilson means by apprehension, and
let us examine more closely his doctrine that certain
states of mind are states of pure apprehending, and
that certain statements are statements of pure appre-
hension We shall see the significance of this doctrine
more clearly, 1f we consider 1t over against the view
which he 1s explicitly rejecting All statements do not,
he says, mvolve the act of judgment Judgment, he
maintains,! 1mplies a period of doubt followed by a
decision, and many statements are made without any
such mental process 2 Cook Wilson’s statement of his
point here 1s seriously faulty, but it 1s not impossible,
I think, to see what he means Suppose I look at a
church tower 1n the distance and say, ‘That church
tower is square.” Suppose my companion says, ‘No, it
1s not square; 1t 1s round.’ I then look at 1t again, and,
reflecting on the various conditions and using all my
experience of past illusions and difficulties in deter-
mining the nature of distant objects, I finally pro-
nounce, ‘The tower 1s square’ Cook Wilson would

LStatement and Inference, vol 1 p g2

*Tt is surely clear that judgment neither 1s nor implies a decision
A decision, being essentially a decision to do something, 1s not true
or false, 1t may, of course, imply a judgment about the facts of the
case, and such judgment is true or false. But 1 drawmg attention
to a certain obvious kinship between judgmg and deciding Cook
Wilson 1s certainly throwing into a clearer hight an essential charac-
tenstic of judgment, which makes the use of the term 1 logic
objectionable on his view
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allow that 1n this case the statement, “The tower 1s
square,’ represents a judgment. Probably no one will
object to this use of the term. Anyone who has had
any experience of training himself to observe at a
distance will readily admit that success at 1t requires
experience, that it can to some extent be taught, that
some people are much better at it than others, and
that everyone 1s liable to make mistakes. In fact 1t
clearly depends on that faculty which Locke, and as
far as I know everyone else, calls judgment;! and 1n all
the respects mentioned a judgment 1s very similar to
a decision.

Now we come to the point Cook Wilson no doubt
allows that 1f I look at a church tower 1n the distance
and pronounce that it 1s square, this 1s a judgment.
But he holds that 1f I look at this paper on which I am
writing and pronounce that 1t 1s white or that 1t has
black marks upon 1t, this 1s not judgment, but pure
apprehension—a difference of kind. Locke, of course,
thought that both were equally the work of the faculty
of judgment, he thought that all statements about
sensible objects were judgments? This view Cook
Wilson deliberately and explicitly rejects. His con-
sidered doctrine 1s that the essential characteristics of
judgment, which are obviously present in the case
rather elaborately explained above, are completely and
entirely absent from my discovery that this paper on
which I am writing 1s white. It may perhaps seem that
we are here attacking Cook Wilson over-crudely, in
making his view stand or fall by what he maintains
about two actual simple statements like these. But it
1s not so. His absolute distinction between knowledge
and opinion, which 1s central to his whole position,

L Essay concerntng Human Understanding, bk IV ch xw.
27hed Cf alsobk IV ch wvi § 13
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must stand by his ability to point to certain instances
as clear cases of apprehension and to certain others as
clear cases of judgment or optnion, and to show that
these two kinds of instances differ not 1n degree, but
absolutely. The merit of Cook Wilson 1s that he sees
this He knows that the maintaining of his distinction
depends upon the examination of instances; that 1s, 1n
effect it depends on his ability to produce instances of
kinds of statement which do not involve judgment.
One of the instances he gives 1s the statement that
‘this paper 1s white and has black marks upon 1t’,!
another 1s the statement that ‘two and two make four.’
It 1s by the consideration of these instances that he 1s
properly attacked.

I do not wish at the moment, however, to attack
or defend Cook Wilson by examining these stances.
I propose first to develop further some of the implica-
tions of his teaching that there are some cognitive
acts of the mind absolutely distinct from and indepen-
dent of acts of judgment, v7z. acts of apprehension.
We shall then be in a better position to see his
view as a whole.

As we have seen, the Idealistic theory of judgment lays
stress on the essential unity of all judgments, considered
as forming one whole; that 1s, 1n the end 1t empha-
sises the unity and continuity of experience, and the de-
terminant influence exercised by that unity and con-
tinuity on particular yudgments. The word judgment
1s well chosen for this purpose. There 1s no doubt that,
in the ordinary use of the word, judgments, like prac-
tical decisions to act, depend upon a faculty 1n a man
which is affected by the accumulation of his experi-
ence, and which 1s, as a matter of fact, thought of as
personal to the man. However rational he may have

LStatement and Inference, vol 1 p 93
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been, the judgments of Pericles about political facts,
like his decisions about policy, were essentially the
judgments of Pericles, and they derived their value in
the eyes of the ordinary man from the fact that
Pericles was a man of judgment, and not merely from
the fact that he conscientiously considered all the
facts at his disposal. To the ordinary mind the state-
ments of Eucld, giving answers to geometrical pro-
blems, were not judgments 1n this sense, and would
not call upon the same faculty of judgment as would
Pericles’ answer to a question about the condition of
Attica at a given moment. Euclid may or may not
have been a ‘man of judgment,” but on the ordinary
view his judgment’ in this sense was not involved in
his statement that ‘two straight lines cannot enclose
a space.” There 1s no doubt in my mind, and I hope
the preceding arguments have made this clear, that
in exalting the faculty of judgment 1n logic, Kant and
the Idealists are 1n essentials reversing the common
opmion on this point. Their notion of judgment 1n-
cludes the essential features which are included 1n the
common meaning of the word, and in calling the
statements of Euclid judgments they are approximat-
ing them to the judgments of Pericles. The 1nsistence
that judgment 1s influenced by the cumulative effect
on the mind of experience as a unity 1s essential, and
in Bradley at least this makes 1t impossible ultimately
to divorce acts of judgment from the time series. Even
Professor Joachim says that the judgment that two
and two make four 1s a different judgment 1n the
hands of the advanced mathematician and in the
hands of the schoolboy; 1t has a different mental back-
ground or context, which 1s inseparable from the
judgment 1tself, and so on. The Idealistic logic means
by judgment in essentials what the ordinary man
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means by judgment, only it maintains that @// state-
ments are judgments, while Cook Wilson and the
ordinary man think that many statements are not.

Cook Wilson’s view 1s that when we say ‘Two and
two make four’ or ‘This paper 1s white,” those state-
ments are not judgments; they are not determined by
the whole force of our experience as a unity, as would
be the judgment ‘Civil war 1s at this moment 1m-
minent 1 Germany’; they represent independent,
single apprehensions of single facts. If the facts are
immediately apprehended, the apprehensions depend
on, and are influenced 1n their intrinsic nature by, no
previous apprehensions and no other experience what-
ever; if they are mediately apprehended, they depend
on a limited number of previous apprehensions, and
on those only. When we have an apprehension, the fact
1s what 1t is, and 1s apprehended as 1t 1s. When we
mas-apprehend a fact, the whole unity of our experi-
ence 1s no doubt operative 1n determining the exact
form which the misapprehension takes. But when we
apprehend a fact, the nature of the apprehension 1s
affected by nothing but itself, 1t 1s simply the appre-
hension of reality as 1t 1s. In this way apprehension
differs in kind from misapprehension, and owes noth-
1ng to the alleged unity of experience.

Enough has been said to show that 1t 1s a vital point
for Cook Wilson to determine the relation which any
given act of apprehension bears to the previous acts of
the same mind or events in that mind’s experience.
The theory of judgment, as we have seen, must ulti-
mately lay stress on the continuity of experience and
its effect on particular statements, and 1t 1s this and
1its implications to which Cook Wilson fundamentally
objects. What, then, is his own view about the place
of particular apprehensions in the time order of the
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mind’s experience? Is their nature affected by their
place in the ume-order? Do they themselves influence
the time order? Or are they in their nature as appre-
hensions quite independent of, and unaffected by, all
previous events in the mind, and such as not to affect
or influence subsequent acts of the mind? This was
the problem which Hume forced logic to face.

As we have already said, Descartes spoke as if 1n
apprehending, z.e. 1n clear and distinct perceiving,
the mind was totally uninfluenced by previous events
in experience. He spoke, of course, as if it was ex-
tremely difficuelt to banish all effect of past experience
from the mind and to promote 1n 1t that state of per-
fect receptivity which was necessary to the possibility
of apprehension. But he spoke of 1t as possible It
could be achieved through unremitting attention to
the application of his celebrated method In a word,
he thought 1t a possible though difficult task to pro-
mote 1n the mind apprehensions complete 1n them-
selves, totally unaffected by previous apprehensions
or opinions; and he thought that the possibility of
knowledge depended on the successful achievement
of this task. But it must be admitted that he had
rather taken all this for granted than thought about
it He did not closely ask himself whether the possi-
bility of geometric proof depended on the apprehen-
sions, however complete they might be 1n themselves,
occurring 1n a certain order—the mind not being able
to apprehend one thing unless it had immedately
previously apprehended a certain other. That is, he
did not press the question whether 1n the case of cer-
tain apprehensions, the apprehending was only ren-
dered possible by the immediately past history of the
mind. He rather takes 1t as obvious that this 1s so But
he speaks as if, while within these given sequences
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the mind 1n apprehending 1s affected by its previous
apprehendings, yet 1t 1s possible at other times for the
mind to make a complete break and start afresh with
a new apprehension, where in apprehending 1t 1s
wholly unaffected by any past. That i1s to say he
speaks as 1f the mind in some cases 1s affected by 1ts
immediate past, and yet 1n other cases 1s Zofa//y un-
affected by its past; and he seems to have seen no diffi-
culty in this. Hume by imnitiating the view that the
order of ideas in the mind 1s always affected by the
past experience of that mind, and that this affecting
always occurs 1n accordance with the same rules,
forced philosophers to attend to this difficulty. Cook
Wilson seeks to preserve as against the difficulties
raised by Hume a view very like that of Descartes.

In every act of thought, he says, we must recognise
a two-fold aspect; one aspect 1s studied by psychology
and one by logic.! In the first place an act of thought
is an event 1n the life of an individual thinker- as such
1t 1s within a time-order, and 1s connected with all
those occurrences, physical or mental, which con-
tribute to the particular act occurring at the particular
time—as, for 1nstance, certain thoughts are suggested
by looking at a memorandum The rules which govern
the occurrence of thoughts in this time-order are 1n-
vestigated by psychology. The second aspect of any
given act of thought, says Cook Wilson, 1s ssmply the
thinking as thinking about something, an apprehen-
sion of something, whether accompanied by a ques-
tion or a conjecture about it. This aspect, z.e. the
thought considered as apprehension, is the same when-
ever the thought occurs, and 1s wholly unaffected by
that other aspect of the thought as an event. It 1s
something complete in 1itself, wholly independent of

LStatement and Inference,vol i p 51
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the time-order as such. This aspect is studied by logic,
and neglected by psychology—reasonably so, on Cook
Wilson’s view, if he really means, as he seems here to
say, that the two aspects are entirely irrelevant to one
another.

I want here to try and neglect entirely details of
statement. The passage 1s obviously a very vexed one
textually, having evidently been constantly rewritten
and added to by Cook Wilson: and 1t has always been
obvious to everyone, I think, that judged by Cook
Wilson’s own standard of precise statement, these
pages are seriously imperfect as they stand. This is
no reason for omitting them from consideration, 1n-
deed 1t 15, as far as 1t goes, confirmatory evidence that
here 1s one of the places where the shoe especially
pinches Cook Wilson. But 1t 1s a conclusive reason for
not pressing as vital confusions or obscurities of de-
tailed statement I therefore wish, in spite of the ob-
vious dangers of such a procedure, to try and make
clear what in essentials Cook Wilson 1s wishing to say,
and to argue that on this essential point he is taking
back with one hand what he 1s giving with the other.

In the first place he quite sees that one thought
commonly gives rise to another: that it 1s a matter for
investigation whether or not this 1s always so, ze.
whether or not what occurs 1n the mind at one moment
1s determined to occur at that moment by what oc-
curred 1n previous moments, and that 1t 1s the legiti-
mate business of a science of psychology to attempt
to discover what are the rules governing this deter-
mination of the time-order, whether the determination
seems to be absolute or partial, and whether 1t oper-
ates all the time or some of the time. He also quite sees
that, this being the case, logic must define its own
relation to and difference from, 1ts dependence on or
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independence of, such psychological enquiry. But to
this problem, which he sees to be a pressing one for
logic, he does not give an unambiguous answer.

It is clear from the way in which he presents what
he has to say that, at first at least, he thinks he can
separate off two spheres of enquiry, one for logic and
one for psychology, such that they are totally exclu-
sive of one another, and that neither enquiry need
strictly have anything to say to the other. Psychology
deals with apprehensions considered as thoughts oc-
curring 1n a certain time-order in somebody’s mind:
logic simply considers apprehensions as apprehen-
stons of something, not being interested, nor needing
to be interested, 1n what events preceded or succeeded
a particular apprehension 1n a particular mind. This
view Cook Wilson seems to maintain unequivocally
so long as he 1s thinking to himself of what we may
for the moment call ‘immediate’ apprehensions, as
opposed to inferences. Certainly 1t seems to be an in-
telligible view. If you think, as Cook Wilson certainly
thought, that I can ‘apprehend’ in a flash by looking
at 1t that ‘the fire 1s now burning brightly,’ or that
‘the shortest distance between two points on the sur-
face of a sphere 1s an arc of the greatest circle,’ then
1t 1s surely all of a piece with this view to hold that
the ckaracter of such apprehensions, as apprehensions
of fact, owe nothing to the previous history of the
mind, though whether or not they occur at particular
moments 1n the particular mind may depend on the
previous occurrences in that mind. Considered as ap-
prehensions they are what they are: they may or may
not occur 1n your mind or my mind, depending on
certain circumstances: but #f they occur, they just
occur as they are, in their own full and inviolable
nature as apprehensions. The conditions which deter-
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mune their occurrence or non-occurrence just deter-
mine their occurrence or non-occurrence, and that
only: they are powerless to change their character as
apprehensions 1n causing them to occur. The appre-
hensions can be taken or left, so to speak, by the par-
ticular mind- they cannot be distorted or changed 1n
the acceptance. Thus we may distinguish between two
separate enquiries in regard to apprehensions: first,
the enquiry into what determines that a particular
apprehension shall occur 1n a particular mind at a
particular moment rather than at another moment or
never at all: secondly, the enquiry into what deter-
mines that particular apprehensions, which may or
may not occur in particular minds, have exactly the
particular characters that they have, and what 1s their
relation, considered simply as apprehensions, to other
apprehensions. The first enquiry 1s the business of
psychology, the second 1s that of logtc. and studying,
as they do, two different and mutually independent
aspects of thought, the two enquiries should not over-
lap, nor contradict or dictate to one another in any
way.

This view, as has been said before, Cook Wilson
seems to put forward unequivocally when he is con-
stdering to himself instances of immediate apprehen-
ston. Within these Iimits there seems to be a great
deal to be said for 1t, and 1t would provide an answer
to Hume as far as it went. Hume does not prove that
our ‘distinct perceptions’ are not apprehensions as far
as they go: and his own special view of the nature of
these ‘distinct perceptions’ is, no doubt, not worth
very much The sting in Hume, as we have seen, lies
elsewhere. And 1n point of fact Cook Wilson, when he
comes to consider inferences, which, of course, he
thinks to be as much apprehensions as immediate
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apprehensions are, has to modify his standpoint out
of all recogmtion. For he 1s not prepared to admt
that 1n those apprehensions which are inferences the
time-order aspect has zo bearing on the apprehen-
tion-aspect, 1f I may so put it. He 1s prepared to go
a great way 1n this direction, but not far enough to
arrive at a really clear-cut view, like that which he
seemed to hold at first. So instead of saying that logic
1s not interested 1n the time-order, because the time-
order has no bearing on the character of the appre-
hension considered as apprehension, he now says that
logic and psychology investigate the time-order 2z dzf-
Jerent ways, a totally different view After all, in the
last resort, logic and psychology both now have to
give an account, at any rate in certain cases, of Ze
same thing, viz. the time-order of certain successions
of thoughts 1n a particular mind; and obviously they
may give conflicting accounts. Thus we still do not
know where we are.

Let us investigate this matter a little more closely.
The point 1s that, according to Cook Wilson, 1if infer-
ence 1s to be posstble, certain apprehensions must be
preceded by certain others. The apprehensions of the
facts stated in the premises of an argument must pre-
cede the apprehension of the fact stated in the con-
clusion: only so can we get that deriving of new know-
ledge from old knowledge which is inference. It 1s
true that he appears to be going back on this when he
insists that inferring 1s a timeless process.! He says
that the apprehension of the fact stated in the con-
clusion of an inference is inseparable ‘as apprehension’
from the apprehension of the necessitation of that fact
by the facts stated in the premises; which apprehen-
sion of necessitation 1s 1tself in turn inseparable from

Ye g Statement and Inference, vol. 1. p 53
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the apprehensions of the facts stated 1n the premuses.
All these various apprehensions, which have here been
spoken of as if they were separate apprehensions
following one another in time, in fact go to make up
one indissoluble timeless apprehension, which is the
inference Thus inference 1s not really a series of ap-
prehensions following one another in time. In dis-
ungwshing 1n logic between the various statements
which represent the steps of an inference, we are 1n-
vestigating the order of parts within a whole, but not
a time-order. In analysing inference, logic is not
analysing the time-order. This seems to be Cook
Wilson’s considered view Yet 1n spite of this he will
not, when he 1s thinking of inference, go so far as to
say that logic 1s not concerned with the time-order.
He still thinks that it can be shown on logical grounds
that certain apprehensions must precede others 1n the
tume-order of a particular mind: and therefore he will
not relinquish the claim of logic to have the last word
about the time-order of experiences in the mind, at
any rate 1n certain cases.

If we ask why he holds firmly to this position, 1t is
not easy to find a satisfactory reply. If it had been his
view, as it certainly 1s not, that inference ultimately
consists of a series of separate single apprehensions
following one another in time, such that the later ap-
prehensions are only possible if the earlier apprehen-
sions have gone before, 1t would have been easy to see
how some knowledge of the time-order of apprehen-
sions 1n a particular mind might have been gained from
logical considerations. But thinking as he does that
inference 1s one indivisible timeless apprehension of
the-facts-stated-in- the- premises- together- with- the-
necessitation-by- the- facts- stated-in -the-premises-of -
the-fact-stated-in-the- conclusion- together- with- the-
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fact-stated-in-the-conclusion, why should he think
that 1t can be proved on logical grounds tfl&t:lthiﬁ‘
elaborate and complicated apprehension, which 15 1
ference, 7ust have been preceded in a given individual
mind by certain other apprehensions, each of which is
the apprehension of one simplefact® No doubt it seems
likely enough that this 1s in fact always the case. But
surely 1t 1s a point to be determined by an emipirical
investigation of actual experience, and [ do not see why
logic should be interested in the matter If 1t 1s ad-
mutted that 1n analysing inference, logic 1s agalysing
an order of parts which is not a time-order—and this 1s
Cook Wilson’s view—I cannot see that logic can have
any ground left for saying that the possibility of valid
inference requires that in the mind which was infer-
ring thoughts must have followed one another in a
certain time order. In other words, Cook \Vilson had
no good ground for going back.on his imit1al view that
the time order 1s irrelevant to the logical order, and
that logic and psychology are talking abour different
things, and, rightly regarded, should not overlap or
contradict one another.

The fact remains, however, that Cgok Wilsan would
not go so far as to say this: and this 1s an important
consideration for the understanding of his view of the
nature of apprehension If he had, he would have seen,
as he says unequivocally cnough in some places,
though he does not, I think, really mean 1t, that in
speaking of ‘apprehensions’ logic 1s not speaking of
acts of the mind at all, but of a certain character af
actual thoughts or events in the mind. and this char-
acter of these thoughts, whatever 1t 1s, does not deter-
mine the time -order of the occurrence of the thoughts
As things are, Cook Wilson still speaks throughout as
if apprehension was, so to speak, a real act of the nund

]
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—a completely rounded, moment-filling activity, ex-
cluding from the nund for that moment all other
activities whatever, and he maintains that these acts
of apprehension, unlike the other thoughts or events
in the mind, owe their character and nature as appre-
hensions not at all to the events which preceded them
1in the mind, though the fact of their occurrence they
may 1n part owe to them. He 1s thus left with the
psychological monstrosity of an event whose occur-
rence depends on its being preceded by certain other
events, but whose nature 1s not 1n the least dependent
upon the events whose occurrence made 1ts occurrence
possible and necessary Cook Wilson still speaks as
though ‘apprehending’ 1n his sense was a real experi-
ence, 1n which the nature of the experience was fofally
unaffected by the previous experiences of the mind
which 1s apprehending—the apprehension ‘1s some-
thing complete 1n itself, wholly independent of the
time-order as such and of anything which conditions
that time-order as a mere time-order.”t Thus appre-
hending seems to be the merest accident to the mind
in which 1t occurs, and an accident whose nature 1s
bound to be the same wherever and whenever 1t hap-
pens. In spite of his apparent preparedness, in view
of the insuperable difficulties of any other course, to
separate psychology from logic, Cook Wilson ends by
authoritatively 1mposing on psychology, on pro-
fessedly logical grounds, a view of the nature of cer-
tain experiences, which psychology can only regard
as monstrous.

One further point we must press in this connexion.
Cook Wilson’s logic seems to require him to hold that
this experience, whose nature owes nothing to pre-
vious experiences or to any effect of previous exper:-

1Statement and Inference, vol 1 pp s1-2
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ences on the mind concerned, should, strictly speaking,
be described, not simply as ‘apprehension,’” but as
‘statement of apprehension.’ Statement of apprehen-
ston according to him 1s not judgment: considered as
an experience 1t has all the characteristics which be-
long to the experience which we have hitherto been
loosely calling ‘apprehension,’ as distinct from judg-
ment. We must now examine the relation, on Cook
Wilson’s view, between apprehension and statement
of apprehension

This 1s a vital point. Admuttedly logic 1s trying to
throw light on the nature of thought and of knowledge
by considering and examining statements or pro-
positions. What we are doing 1n logic 1s not directly
to analyse our ‘apprehendings’ or our ‘judgings,’ by
observing ourselves closely when we apprehend or
judge This 1s especially clear in the case of Cook
Wilson’s ‘apprehension ’ If apprehending were a pro-
cess, ike wondering or reflecting, and we could recog-
nise 1nstances of 1t in our experience, we could no
doubt find a technique for examining and analysing
a few such instances with a view to throwing light on
the nature of apprehending 1n general. But this 1s not
what we are seeking to do 1n logic. Actually 1t 1s Cook
Wilson’s view, I think, that apprehending 1s not a
process—this 1s true even of that apprehending which
1s called inferring—and therefore the method by
which we examine mental processes 1s not open to us
here. What logic does 1s to examine the nature of
statements of apprehension.! No doubt its idea 1s to

IThis is, of course, substantially true of the Idealistic logic also in
its analysis of judgment Perhaps the Ideahst would not go so far as
to say that judgment 1s not a process and therefore nat open”to
psychological analysis But certainly he would maintan that such
analysis cannot 1n 1tself show up the specific characteristics which
make 1t judgment, and make 1t capable of playing a part in the
growth of knowledge
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seek to understand the nature of apprehension through
and through. But what 1t directly and immediately
examines is statements.

Now prima facie there appears to be a distinction
between apprehending and stating what 1s appre-
hended. Moreover, in common experience, as we have
noticed before, there often seems to be a real practical
difficulty in stating just what has been apprehended,
no more and no less—a difficulty which 1s perhaps
especially urgent in philosophy. There certainly seem
to be genuine cases where a man 1s quite clear about
what he wants to say, but simply does not say 1t In
interpreting philosophers, for instance, we distin-
guish between 1nessential cases of mis-statement and
essential mistakes of thinking. No doubt confused or
faulty statement commonly betrays a confused state
of mind. But 1s 1t quite obvious that a man who has
really apprehended something simply canzof fail to
state, and may not unwittingly mis-state, what he has
apprehended’

As we have noticed before, 1t 15 difficult to keep
straight about this question because of the complica-
tion introduced by the closeness of the relation be-
tween statement and communication. But 1t 1s vital
that as far as possible we should deal with one diffi-
culty at a ume, and should therefore in logic steer
clear of difficulties connected with communication.
Any teacher knows that in trying to get a pupil to
understand something he 1s from time to time trapped
into over-statements and mis-statements, and few
people think, I should imagine, that such things can
be altogether avoided in teaching. Moreover, there
are, of course, many occasions and many contexts
where such mis-statements will not actually mislead,
however much they ought to do so and would do so if
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close attention were paid to what 1s actually said;
occasions where the listener gets an accurate grasp of
what was meant, perhaps without really noticing the
strict significance of what was explicitly stated Every-
body knows that these things occur. We should often
justify to ourselves over-statements and mis-state-
ments, and certainly they often seem to be justified
by success. But the important point 1s that, however
justifiable they may be and however common 1n ordi-
nary intercourse, they aze over-statements and mus-
staternents. What they state 1s false, and what 1s true
has not been stated, though 1t may have been com-
municated We may allow that a man may sometimes
only convey to another a fact which he has appre-
hended by a conversational process involving pal-
pable over-statements. We may also allow that in the
particular case a pure strict statement of the fact
apprehended might have conveyed nothing to the
hearer at all. But in that case the plain truth 1s that
knowledge of the fact was not communicated by a
plain statement of the fact, but by an elaborate device.
This does not necessarily mean that the fact cannot
be stated, nor that the hearer, when he has grasped
the fact, would not recognise the plain statement of 1t
to be a plamn and correct statement. But 1t does mean
that there are further difficulties involved in com-
munication over and above the difficulties involved 1n
making plain and correct statements of fact. These
special difficulties of communication are not, I think,
the concern of logic, and may be ignored by us. We
are concerned with the difficulties, if any, involved 1n
stating what is apprehended, not those concerned
with making someone else really understand the fact
that has been stated and recognise that the statement
of 1t 1s exact and correct.
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Cook Wilson mght, I suppose, take one of two
lines about the statement of apprehension. He might
allow that there 1s a distinction between apprehend-
ing and stating what 1s apprehended; that it 1s possible
to apprehend a fact without necessarily being able to
hit upon the correct statement of the fact appre-
hended. He would then have to maintain, I think, that
when the correct statement zs hit upon, 1t 1s at once
recognised as such without any doubt. Or, alterna-
tively, he might disallow the distinction and maintain
that to apprehend s to state, that what is appre-
hended 1s a fact stated 1n a proposition, and the appre-
hension of the fact carries with 1t, or includes, or is,
the awareness of the proposition. On this view 1t 1s
simply not possible, whatever the appearances, to
apprehend without stating, 1f we cannot state what
we have apprehended, then we have not apprehended.
This does not mean, of course, that we must state
things aloud; whether or not we make audible noises
and attempt to communicate something to others has
nothing to do with whether or not we have appre-
hended But certainly apprehension involves making
statements to oneself 1n some sense, or awareness of a
proposition or statement.

Actually, I think, Cook Wilson on the whole takes
the second alternative,’ and in so doing he 1s agreemng
with what we have seen to be implied in the Aristo-
tehan doctrine of defimition. He maintains that the

IThe most important objection to the first alternative 1s, I sup-
pose, that to divorce apprehension from statement in this way would
be to represcnt statement as from the point of view of knowledge an
unnecessary luxury If our apprehension 1s complete without state-
ment, why should we worry about the difficulties of statement,
except, of course, for purposes of communication? It may seem to
some that experience lends support to such a view, and that i all

human enquiries much labour 1s lost in unnecessarly seeking for a
correct formuld to express what everyone has known all along, with-
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stating of an apprehension 1s inseparable, and even
perhaps indistinguishable, from the apprehension;
that apprehending includes and involves the making
of a statement to oneself and the recognition of the
statement as a strict statement of the apprehension,
and that this whole act is not a process which can be
analysed into successive parts, but a unitary in-
divisible timeless act. On this view there is strictly
speaking no such thing as trying to state what we
have apprehended, nor as mis-stating what we have
apprehended. If we have really apprehended we can-
not mis-state. If we mis-state a fact or even ‘cannot
put 1t mto words,” then we have not apprehended.
When we say that we cannot express what we know,
we should, strictly speaking, recognise that what we
are trying to express cannot be knowledge, 1f we had
apprehended something, the stating would be in-
cluded 1n the apprehending. On this view, 1t would not
be necessary to a thorough study of the nature and
lIimuts of knowledge and apprehension to give a correct
account of what we are doing on those occasions when
we should normally describe ourselves as ‘trying to
put into words what we know.’ It would be interesting
of course, to have the explanation of this, and 1t might
well be the subject of a further and separate study.
But such an enquiry 1s not necessary to logic, because
without 1t we can see that these cases are not really
cases of apprehension at all; here the distinctive act of
out anyone being a whit the wiser for the formula when found But
this view has for us the final objection that 1t 1s fatal to the claims of
logic, 2 ¢ the study of statements could then throw no light on the
nature and hmits of apprehension or knowledge 1tself, as logic seeks
to make 1t do, but only on the nature and himuts of the communica-
tion of knowledge—a very different matter It seems essential to
logic to maintamn that knowing and stating or judging are msepar-

able and indistinguishable to allow anything else 1s for logic to
stultify 1ts own enquury.
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apprehension, with which 1n logic we are concerned,
has just not occurred. Apprehension considered as a
state of mind or experience 1s entirely different in kind
from all other states of mind or experiences, and the
study of other states of mind or experiences 1s totally
irrelevant to the study of apprehension. Furthermore,
instances of apprehension can be distinguished at
sight from other experiences at the outset of our en-
quiry, so that logic can proceed upon its way with
sure step, never turning to irrelevancies. Knowledge
1s knowledge, and opinion 1s opinion; and logic will
deal faithfully with knowledge before 1t passes on, 1f
ever 1t does pass on, to consider opinion or anything
other than knowledge. This 1s the true order. The
greatest of all heresies 1s to suppose that the study of
the formation of opinion can throw any light on the
growth of knowledge. In truth 1t can throw nothing
but the half-light of confusion, as it has done in the
Idealistic logic. This at least seems to be Cook
Wilson's view.



CHAPTER XIII

REACTIONARY CRITICISM: COOK WILSON
(Continued)

IT is now fully clear, I think, that the crux of the
matter lies 1n this question—Is there such an experi-
ence as ‘apprehension,’ in Cook Wilson’s sense of the
word? I have tried to show what he means by appre-
hension, mainly by distinguishing 1t from judgment
and opinion; and also to show that he regards these
‘apprehensions’ as real experiences, and not characters
or aspects of experiences, nor elements 1n experiences.
I now wish to ask—Are there ever moments when 1t
1s a fair description of the present experience of a par-
ticular mind to say that 1t 1s ‘apprehending’? Are there
any experiences which are as totally independent of
other experiences 1n their essential nature as Cook
Wilson thinks these experiences are. It 1s clear, I hope,
from the whole course of the argument 1n this essay,
why the Idealistic logic cannot accept such a view.
But we may now attempt to state briefly the reasons
which make Cook Wilson convinced of the existence
of such apprehensions as real experiences, bearing 1n
mind that he thought those reasons absolutely con-
clusive and of obvious validity as soon as stated.

If we press Cook Wilson as to what it is that con-
vinces him that there is such a thing as knowledge
absolutely different in kind from judgment or opinion,
or in other words that there is such a real experience
as ‘apprehension’ in his sense of the word, there seem

249
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to be ulumately two lines of argument which he can
and does take in seeking to give an answer. In the
first place he can maintain that indubitable instances
of such apprehension can be found in experience, and
can pomnt to such alleged instances In the second
place he can argue that unless there 1s such apprehen-
sion there can be no knowledge at all; that 1s, that we
should be driven to utter scepticism. In regard to the
first point Cook Wilson has a definite teaching, where
Arnistotle, as we have seen, had no clear doctrine at all.
On the second point he 1s following the main under-
lying argument of Arnstotle and of the traditional
logic. The Idealistic logic contests both points.

I think we may take it that Cook Wilson regarded
each doctrine as perfectly water-ight when main-
tamned independently The two support one another,
but do not need one another’s support. It 1s obvious
on the face of 1t, he maintains, that certain statements
express knowledge and not opinion; one has only to
understand their meaning to see that they are cer-
tainly true, and are known at once to be true by every-
one who understands them Independently of this 1t
can be shown, he thought, that unless there were
some immmediate apprehensions of this kind, there
could be no knowledge at all. In other words, what 1s
not knowledge, ¢.¢. opinion, cannot develop into know-
ledge, knowledge must be knowledge all along from
first to last, and that which 1s not immediately known
must, 1f it 1s to be known at all, be derived from what
1s immediately known. The very possibility of know-
ledge shows that there must be such things as im-
mediate ‘apprehensions,’ even if we could not lay our
hands on any instances.

Let us take the first argument first. The great merit
of Cook Wilson here is that he 1s prepared to give
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actual instances, and to discuss the instances. He
maintains that there are two kinds of statements
which can be and are immediately known to be true;
first, statements of the kind, ‘A straight line is the
shortest distance between two points,” “Two and two
make four’; secondly, statements of the kind, ‘This
paper 1s white and has black marks on 1t.” One has
only to attend closely to the statement that two and
two make four, he argues, to see that 1t 1s certainly
true; no one who understood 1t could possibly doubt
its truth. Not, of course, that 1t 1s the fact that I can-
not doubt 1t which convinces me of 1its truth; rather 1t
1s because I know 1t to be true that I cannot doubt 1t.
Similarly I have only to look at this piece of paper to
/now at once without any hesitation or possible doubt
that 1t 1s white, and that 1t has black marks upon 1t.
In this case, as in the case of the statement that two
and two make four, my knowledge does not depend
upon other knowledge. Whatever else may be true or
false, these statements are true. My knowledge of them
owes nothing to, and 1s independent of, my know-
ledge of or beliefs about other things. When I attend
closely to the things I am talking about, I apprehend
their nature, and state what [ have apprehended. This
knowledge 1s ultimate and immediate.

Now what 1s 1t that convinces Cook Wilson of all
this? To answer this question we must take the two
kinds of statement separately. Let us first consider the
first kind, the universal propositions. Actually, I think,
all the instances which Cook Wilson would give of this
kind of knowledge would be mathematical; certainly
he would be prepared to accept mathematical in-
stances as typical. So we may put the question in the
form—What is 1t that convinces Cook Wilson that the
propositions of mathematics represent knowledge, 1n
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his sense of the word? And 1n particular, what 1s 1t
that convinces him that certain of the simple proposi-
tions of mathematics represent immediate ‘apprehen-
sions’? It will be remembered that the argument that
these propositions 7us¢ be immediately apprehended,
because otherwise inference would have nothing to
start from and the whole body of geometrical know-
ledge would be impossible, 1s for the moment
disallowed as being the second form of argument,
consideration of which 1s to come later. We are here
considering whatitis that makes Cook Wilson sure that,
for instance, the statement that two and two make
four 1s evidently on the face of it a statement of
‘apprehension.’

First there 1s a consideration which I should like to
call psychological. It has always seemed to me, I must
confess, to be a very weak argument, but Cook Wilson,
I believe, attached importance to it, and 1t must be
mentioned. The argument 1s—and 1t can claim the
support of Descartes, who like Cook Wilson was a
mathematician—that w/i/e I am attending closely to
the meaning of the statement I am Arowing that 1t 15
true, and thatif I try to make myself doubt 1t, so long
as I attend closely I knowthat no real doubt raisesitself
in my mind, under those conditions I know that I
know, I know that this statement at least 1s a state-
ment of real knowledge The difficulty which this
position has to meet 1s, of course, the objection that
people frequently think they know things which are
demonstrably untrue. This objection can be met in
two ways. Its fundamental thesis can be squarely
denied, z ¢. 1t can be maintained that people never 1n
fact thunk they know. They either know, or else they
know that they do not know. In thatcase ‘I thought I
knew,’ as applied tosomething which 1snot true, must
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really mean—‘I behaved asifI had knowledge, though,

of course, I cannot have known, and, moreover, I must
really have known at the time that I did not know.’ I
must have been, as we say, ‘taking 1t for granted,’ and
I must really have known at the time that my state
was one of taking 1t for granted and not one of know-
ing. Cook Wilson seems, at times, to be adopting this
position. Or, alternatively, one can admit with Des-
cartes that 1t 1s easily possible to confuse opinion with
knowledge and that in actual fact people almost al-
ways do so, and go on to maintain that 1t 1s possible
to avoid this confusion by the unremitting application
of a proper method I have already made 1t clear that,
for myself, I think that the first argument 1s unsound,
1n that Descartes was right 1n allowing that people in
fact constantly confuse opinion and knowledge The
second argument gives the whole case away 1n allow-
ing that my knowledge that this particular statement
1s a statement of knowledge 1s not immediate and self-
sufficient, but depends upon something else, 22z my
recognition that my undoubting conviction that two
and two make four persists umimpaired after the
proper method has been applied In other words, I
feel convinced that if my ‘knowledge’ had been spuri-
ous, 1t would have shown itself to be such by my feel-
ing a doubt of the truth of the statement when I
applied my ‘method’, therefore, since nosuch doubt has
appeared 1n my mind, I conclude that my ‘knowledge’
was not spurious, but 1s really knowledge

The conclusion to be drawn from these considera-
tions 1s that the thesis that when I make a statement
like ‘“Two and two make four,” understanding what it
means, | immediately know, without consideration of
anything else whatever, that this statement 1s know-
ledge and not opinion, cannot maintain itself against
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the objection that people 1n fact often think they know
what is demonstrably untrue.

We may now turn to the second argument in sup-
port of the view that statements like ‘Two and two
make four’ are expressions of immediate ‘apprehen-
sion.” This argument seems to me to be a properly
logical, as opposed to a psychological, argument It 1s
this—that these statements, while they are never
proved, are always asserted as true, and nothing in-
compatible with them 1s ever asserted as true; they
are never rejected in the hight of subsequent know-
ledge, and never modified, they stand from first to last
eternally immutable and unmodifiable This argu-
ment may be called the argument from tncorrigibilsty.
It has been taken to prove that the knowledge of these
statements does not depend on other knowledge; and
since no subsequent knowledge ever causes them to
be modified or corrected, there 1s nothing to lend
colour to the view that the original ‘knowledge’ of
them was not, strictly speaking, knowledge Investi-
gation of all the subsequent statements which express
knowledge shows that all those statements are quite
compatible with the simple, original propositions, ex-
actly as they were stated at the outset. At the end
and always these statements are reasserted as true n
the same terms and 1n the same sense as at the begin-
ning. Subsequent knowledge has added nothing to
and detracted nothing from, nor caused me to doubt
or modify, my original knowledge of the facts stated
in these simple statements. It may therefore be taken
that my orginal knowledge of them was, in the
strictest sense of the word, knowledge.

Of this argument it may be said at once, I think,
that 1t can be shown not to apply to any general pro-
positions except those of mathematics, since all other
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general propositionsarein theend recognisedto be cor-
rigible. In the case of mathematics the argument 1s
undoubtedly a very strong one I argue elsewhere! that
it 1s difficult to maintain in particular—in spite of
good general reasons for thinking 1t to be the case—
that the statements of Euclid are 1n any relevant sense
corrigible, and within the Euclidean system 1tself there
seems to be strong evidence to support the view that
the axioms are apprehended once and for all at the
beginning, and are not corrected or modified 1n any
way 1n the hight of the discovery of subsequent pro-
positions. In other words, the simple propositions of
mathematics have all the appearance of final, incor-
rigible statements The argument that if they really
are so, this proves that these propositions are state-
ments of ‘apprehension’ in Cook Wilson'’s sense, 1s, as
far as I can see, unobjectionable In short, the argu-
ment from incorngibility as applied to mathematical
axioms, considered as instances of ‘apprehensions,’
seems to me to be irrefutable;® but 1t 1s mnapplicable
to other propositions

We have now considered arguments 1n support of
Cook Wilson’s claim that certain general propositions
are statements of ‘apprehension ’ We now turn to con-
sider the same claim in regard to propositions of the
kind ‘“This piece of paper 1s white, and has black marks
upon it.” Again we must remember that the argument

ICf supra, pp 214-21

%] say that this argument seems to me to be irrefutable, rather
than admt that 1t 15 convincing and proves 1ts point, because 1t
seems to me that on general grounds the conclusion 1s unlikely to
be true It seems to me to be unlikely, to the point of being incred-
1ble, that the mind should acquire 1ts knowledge of mathematics 1n
a manner absolutely different from that in which 1t gamns other
knowledge And the irrefutability of this argument does not in 1tself
amount to a proof of the thesis that mathematical axioms are
‘statements of apprehension ’
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that these statements of perceived facts mus¢ be state-
ments of apprehension, because if they were not per-
ception could never contribute anything to knowledge,
is inadmissible here as being the second argument,
which 1s to be considered later. Here we are concerned,
not with the argument that this particular statement
must be knowledge because statements of this kind
are necessarily statements of knowledge, but with the
reverse argument that statements of this kind may be
statements of knowledge because certain stated in-
stances—e g ‘This piece of paper 1s white’—are
obviously particular statements of knowledge.

Here again there 1s first the ‘psychological’ argu-
ment, vzz. that when I percerve that this paper 1s
white I apprehend a fact, and that knowledge that the
apprehension really 1s apprehension—z ¢ among other
things final and infallible—is consciously part of the
apprehending of the fact. I suppose that assent to this
1s a matter of experience, as with all psychological
arguments For myself I can only say that in my ex-
perience statements of perception are always asserted
with more or less doubt and hesitation, never with an
absolute absence of doubt.! Secondly, there 1s the
logical argument from incorrigibility, viz. that an
exarmnation of all statements of knowledge shows that
there 1s no other such statement which requires this one
to be modified or rejected, that this statement stands
and holds its own among all statements of knowledge as
an origmnal and final statement of truth. This argu-
ment 1s held to show that the statement ‘This piece of
paper 1s white’ is an immediate and final ‘apprehen-

1Cook Wilson would allow that the presence or absence of con-
scious doubt 1s relevant here he even speaks as if the shightest
hesitation 1n the making of the statement shows that the statement

does not express knowledge Cf Sratement and Inference, vol 1
P 92
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sion’ achieved by looking at the paper, and thus
achieved once and for all independently of other
apprehensions. Whatever else I may here and here-
after discover about the universe, 1t 1s a certain fact
that when I look at this piece of paper I Zzow 1t to be
true that this piece of paper 1s white As in the case of
this argument I wish positively to maintain the op-
posite, zzz. that an examination of science shows that
all statements of perception, and indeed all singular
statements, are essentially corrigible, I have included
the discussion elsewhere.!

We have now considered what we represented as
the first main argument 1n support of Cook Wilson’s
position, vzz. the argument which seeks to show that
there are such things as statements of ‘apprehension’
by pointing to indubitable instances 1n experience of
such apprehensions; and we have concluded that,
while 1t 1s not possible, as far as we can see, to prove
that the simple statements of mathematics are not
statements of apprehension 1n this sense, there can-
not be allowed to be any other instances. We now
turn to consider the second main argument, 2zz. that
there must be such statements of ‘apprehension’ 1n real
experience, because 1if there were not no human know-
ledge would be possible at all. This argument obv:-
ously turns on the analysis of the nature of inference,
and maintains that unless there were ultimately some
statements of ‘apprehension’ to serve as the premises
for inference, inference would be impossible. It is
necessary, of course, to the maintenance of the Ideal-
istic position to show that this is not the case; that
scientific knowledge does not include or depend on
statements of ‘apprehension,’ and that 1t 1s not fatally

1Cf. supra, pp. 200-14.
R
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the worse for this. But in this chapter we are not con-
cerned to expound or attack this view of the Idealists.
We are here considering the general argument, under-
lying Cook Wilson and the traditional logic, that it is
evident that inference must be impossible, 7.e. it can-
not lead to knowledge, unless it starts from and 1s
dependent upon original self-dependent apprehen-
sions. This argument does not include, nor aim at
including, an understanding attack on particular
Idealistic doctrine. It 1s a quite general unconditional
argument that @ny such view as that of the Idealists
1s bound to fail, because knowledge 1s certainly 1m-
possible unless there are some general principles, self-
dependently and finally known at the outset, to serve
as a starting point for inference.

In the Aristotehan logic, as we have seen, this prin-
ciple 1s perhaps taken for granted, or taken as obvious
as soon as enunciated, rather than defended by any
argument. Cook Wilson, too, as a rule, I think, takes
it to be self-evident, and cannot really understand how
anybody can fail to see that 1t 1s so, or have any doubt
of 1t. But he 1s for all that rather more critical and
self-conscious 1n his acceptance of it than was the
Aristotehan logic, because he knows that the Ideal-
ists do not accept 1t, and he knows, too, that there is
some difficulty in representing much actual scientific
argument as conforming to it. But it is not easy to see
how Cook Wilson was able so thoroughly to guard
himself against doubt, and to range himself whole-
heartedly behind the traditional doctrine on this point.

So long as the syllogism held sway in logic there
seemed to be, as we have seen, an @ prior7 quasi-
mechanical demonstrability about the principle that
knowledge which 1s not immediate can only be arrived
at by deduction from very general, simple premises
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which are immediately known. In the sphere of me-
chanics, according to the ordinary view, we know prior
to and independently of experience how a mechanism
of a certain kind 1s bound to work, whether or not we
have ever seen 1t working. Further, we think we can
in the same & prz07: manner declare what 1s mechani-
cally impossible, and also within limits determine by
what mechanical means a given result must have been
produced, if we simply examine the result.! In the
same way there seemed to the syllogistic logic—and
for the matter of that to Kant also*—to be an entirely
satisfying @ przorz intelligibility about the working of
inference, so that it seemed possible to see indepen-
dently of any experience of 1ts working 1n actual 1n-
stances that 1t zus? work like that and muws# produce
that result. It seemed to be evident that a process
which worked in this way would be bound to produce
knowledge and nothing but knowledge. And on the
strength of this intelligibility 1t seemed permissible to
go a step further and to pronounce that it was logi-
cally impossible for knowledge to be produced in any
other way. All the processes of thinking, being sup-
posed to be syllogistic, seemed to be so utterly intel-
ligible @ prio72, that there seemed to be really no limit
to the extent to which logic might lay down the law.
But as soon as the syllogism 1s rejected, and a view

IThis common view, though Kant was taken in by 1t, as 1s shown
by his claims for his Transcendental Method, 1s clearly unsound
even 1n the sphere of mechanics Though 1t 15 no doubt possible to
show a priors that a given machine will not work or will not produce
the results claimed for it, 1t seems to be impossible to prove z priors
that a given result caznot be produced by mechanical means. We
can only say that attempts to produce it have hitherto failed. But,
as will be seen, 1t 1s not necessary to my argument to press this
point

2It was Kant, of course, who in passing exposed the similarity of
the Aristotehan logic to mathematics 1n this sense.
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like that of Descartes or Cook Wilson is accepted, the
whole position 1s changed. Whether these thinkers
would like us to say so or not, logic in their hands has
dropped a great deal of its apriorism and has be-
come largely descriptive—descriptive of the prin-
ciples apparently underlying actual instances 1n geo-
metry, physics, and so on. It no longer represents
these inferences as intell1gible on the mechanical
model, but offers by means of critical observation
what 1t claims to be a fair account of what goes on in
such instances. With this change of attitude and
method, there clearly ought to be a change in the
claim of logic It 1s true that the logic of Descartes
and Cook Wilson, descriptive as 1t has become, still
sits 1n judgment on the inferences whose principles 1t
exposes in this sense, that it looks upon those infer-
ences and sees that they are good. But a closer in-
vestigation will show that it no longer seeks first to
show & pri072 of what kind an argument must be if it
1s to produce knowledge, and then to judge the actual
arguments of geometry and physics by this standard.
Rather 1t seeks primarily to understand the reasoning
of geometry and physics, and then 1ts judgment on the
validity of this reasoning 1s made to depend on the
question, not whether 1t can be seen that such reason-
ing obviously must produce knowledge, but whether
there 1s any final reason why 1t should #zo# be capable
of doing so. The claim that logic can lay down the law
a preore has thus almost entirely disappeared. This 1s
quite clear in the Idealistic logic; it ought to be ad-
mitted in Cook Wilson, as we shall see if we examine
his account of inference.

In giving his account of inference Cook Wilson fol-
lows Descartes in allowing to mathematics, and in
particular to geometry, the centre of the stage; that is



XIII REACTIONARY CRITICISM COOK WILSON 261

to say, he determines his view of inference by an
analysis of the nature of mathematical reasoning. Like
Descartes he recognises that 1t 1s not even plausible to
represent geometrical argument as syllogistic. Like
Descartes, too, he maintains that when a geometrical
proof 1s correctly set out, every statement represents a
fresh intuition or simple apprehension; what 1s stated
1n any step 1n the proof or 1n the conclusion 1s 1n no
sense a re-statement or re-formulation of what has
already been stated in earlier steps. Each conclusion
1s the statement of a new fact newly apprehended, not
the statement 1n another form of an old apprehension.

Now while each statement, whether of a step 1n the
proof or of the conclusion, requires a fresh act of ap-
prehension—a unique apprehension all to itself just
like an axiom—these acts of apprehension, unlike the
apprehension of an axiom, are only possible if pre-
ceded by the separate unique apprehensions in which
the preceding steps were apprehended Analysis of
geometrical argument shows, according to Cook
Wilson, that for the conclusion to be apprehended the
steps 1n the proof must follow one another 1n a certain
order. The truth of the conclusion can only be recog-
nised 1f the previous steps have been carefully run
through; at least it 1s only so that knowledge of the
conclusion can really be knowledge. If we ever have
any doubts—and 1t 1s allowed, I think, that we may
in practice have doubts—of the truth of the conclu-
sion, we must go through the proof again, and our
doubts will be removed because we shall then re-
apprehend the conclusion.

This dependence of the apprehension of the con-
clusion on its precedence by certain other apprehen-
sions 1n a particular order does not mean, according
to Cook Wilson, that the apprehension of the conclu-
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sion 1s any the less a direct apprehension of reality.
Every apprehension, on his view, is a direct and 1m-
mediate apprehension of reality, if it were not, it
would not be an apprehension. Strictly speaking, if
Cook Wilson 1s right, there 1s no such thing as indirect
or mediate apprehension. There 1s no question of
there being any kind of floating apprehension, as 1t
were, forced upon the mind, 1n the absence of the thing
apprehended, by its having had certain previous ap-
prehensions When there 1s an apprehension, the ob-
ject 1s always there to be apprehended, so to speak,
and the apprehension 1s the direct and immediate
apprehending of i1t. A so-called ‘mediate’ apprehen-
sion depends for 1ts possibility on previous apprehen-
sions, not 1n the sense that those previous apprehen-
sions of themselves force 1t upon the mind without the
presence of the object, but rather in the sense that I
cannot apprehend that a particular rose 1s red unless
I have previously apprehended what it means to be
red. No amount of apprehension of what it means to
be red will tell me that this rose 1s red unless I look at
the rose; and no amount of looking at the rose will
enable me to apprehend that 1t 1s red unless I know
what 1t means to be red. The apprehension that this
rose 1s red 1s quite distinct from the apprehension of
what 1t means to be red, though the one apprehension
depends for its possibility on the other Simuilarly in
inference the statement of the conclusion represents an
apprehension of reality distinct from the apprehen-
sions expressed in the premises, though it depends for
1ts possibility on those apprehensions having immedi-
ately preceded it: dependent upon the past as it 1s, it is
for all that a direct apprehension of reality. Its occur-
rence 1s made possible by the immediate past; its
character as apprehension 1s affected not in the least
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by the past, but is wholly dependent upon the 1m-
mediately present reality of which 1t 1s the appre-
hension.

Now for the moment we are not concerned with the
question whether this is a true account of geometrical
inference. What concerns us 1s that 1t 1s a descriptive
account, and 1s not, and cannot possibly be claimed
to be, a manifestation of @ prz07z insight into the way
in which knowledge must grow. It certainly does not
present us with an obviously intelligible working-
model of reasoning, so to speak, so that prior to
determining the question whether human nference
does in actual experience work like this, we can see
that a process of this kind, if it ever existed, obviously
would produce knowledge, and not error or fantasy.
The truth 1s that this account offers no explanation of,
and throws no hight whatever on, the valzdzty of mnfer-
ence at all. It leaves the question of validity precisely
where 1t found 1t. According to this view, the truth of
each statement in an inference, whether of the con-
clusion or of one of the necessary steps, depends
simply on the fact that the statement represents an
immediate apprehension of reality. The 1nvestigations
conducted by Cook Wilson’s logic throw light on the
conditions necessary for the possibility of the occur-
zence of these apprehensions; they throw no light on
their validity, or, as he would say, on thetr nature as
apprehensions. The fact that a certain experience,
which 1s alleged to be an apprehension, can only
occur when certain other experiences, also alleged to
be apprehensions, have immediately preceded 1t has
no bearing, on Cook Wilson’s own showing, on the
question whether any one or all of those experiences
really are apprehensions. It certainly does not go to
prove, for instance, that if one of them 1s an appre-
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hension, then the rest are apprehensions also. It has
literally and absolutely no bearing at all When we
come to consider what Cook Wilson has to say about
validity, as distinct from what he has to say about the
conditions necessary for the occurrence of those trains
of thought which are believed to be valid inferences,
we find that inference 1s represented as a series of
direct immediate apprehensions, each of which appre-
hensions 1s 1n 1tself self-guaranteeing and includes
within 1tself the apprehension that it really 1s an ap-
prehension—just as 1s the case with the apprehension
of an axiom, or of the percerved fact that ‘this paper
is white and has black marks upon 1t ’ As far as our
conviction of validity 1s concerned, the order of the
statements 1n an inference has, on Cook Wilson’s ac-
count, nothing to do with the case, when we make
each statement we know that 1t 1s true because 1n mak-
ing 1t we are directly and immediately apprehending
reality It s true that we could not now be having this
particular apprehension unless the other apprehen-
sions had gone immediately before. But, for all that,
what convinces us of the #w#t of this statement,
according to him, 1s the fact that in making 1t we are
directly apprehending reality, not the fact that the
other apprehensions went immediately before.

Thus Cook Wilson’s real view 1s that to question
the validity of inference 1s not a proper question at all;
there 1s no real thought to correspond to such ques-
tioning. Knowledge 1s acquired by direct immediate
apprehensions of reality, and by these alone. If a man
doubts with regard to any one or all of these appre-
hensions, whether they really are apprehensions, all
he can do 1s to put himself in the way of apprehending
something again; he will then find, if Cook Wilson 1s
right, that in the apprehending he has no doubts at
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all. If anyone thinks that conviction in the moment of
apprehending 1s not certain evidence that his appre-
hension 1s apprehension, then he 1s just a scepti¢, and
there 1s nothing else to be said. Certainly logic can do
nothing to help him. It 1s of no use for him to appeal
to other apprehensions to support his conviction of
this one, for they are all in the same case. Knowing or
apprehending 1s an ultimate, unique, unanalysable
act. Sometimes, as a matter of fact, these acts occur
singly, sandwiched 1n among other experiences of dif-
ferent kinds, sometimes they occur in series, several
single acts of apprehending following one another
immediately, the whole series being sandwiched in
between other experiences of a different nature. Logic
may study empirically the conditions under which
apprehensions occur now singly now in sertes, but
such study can throw no light on the question whether
these apprehensions are really apprehensions, be-
cause they owe nothing 1n their character as apprehen-
sions to their place in the succession of experiences.
Logic never rises above observation and description,
and 1s helpless 1n the face of such doubt. Unless
apprehensions can be recognised as such and dis-
tinguished from other experiences before we start,
the whole enquiry 1s impossible. Cook Wilson’s study
of the order of apprehensions 1n inference has not
helped him 1n the least to recognise and distinguish
apprehension from that which 1s not apprehension.
The conclusion of this argument 1s that Cook Wil-
son’s analysis of inference cannot go to prove that
there must be such real experiences as apprehensions
in his sense of the word. It 1s true that he maintains
that inference is nothing else than a series of appre-
hensions 1n this sense. But his analysis 1s powerless to
prove 1t. Investigation of his view shows that he 1s
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doing no more than offer a descriptive account of
geometrical argument, which can only be accepted by
those who agree with him that each apprehension in
the series ultimately guarantees itself as an apprehen-
sion without reference to any other apprehension or
to 1ts place 1n the series; and further that he 1s throw-
ing no hight on the question of the validity of inference,
in that he 1s explamning inference away by reducing 1t
to a series of self-guaranteeing direct immediate ap-
prehensions of reality.! In other words, to assure our-
selves of the existence of apprehension as a real ex-
perience, we have to fall back always on the one funda-
mental argument that in certain instances we are
obviously apprehending, and that there can be no real
doubt on the matter. Cook Wilson’s account of infer-
ence 1s only plausible 1f we accept this, 1t can provide
no evidence 1n favour of its acceptance. By 1ts divorce
of the question of the order of statements from the
question of the validity of those statements—a divorce
which 1s vital to the doctrine of the integrity from in-
fluence by past experiences of apprehensions con-
sidered as apprehensions—this account of inference
has denuded 1tself of any internal or essential struc-
ture whatever, and can claim no @ przo7: blessing. It
does not seek to justify inference as a mechanism, as
an organism, or as anything whatever. It 1s no more
and no less than a purely descriptive, and to logic
utterly unilluminating, account of a certain experi-
ence, 2z. geometrical argument, representing 1t as a
series of states of a certain kind. Each one of those
states 15 alleged to be a state of knowledge, not be-
cause 1t necessarily occurs in a certain place in the
series—though if 1t occurs at all it can only occur n

1For this contention that the view in question explains inference
by explamning it away, cf supra, p o7
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that place—nor for any other reason whatever, except
that 1t just is a state of knowledge.

So far we have not raised the question whether
Cook Wilson’s account of inference 1s admissible con-
sidered simply as an account of geometrical reasoning.
This question 1s relevant to our enquiry for this
reason. No doubt 1t 1s true that if Cook Wilson’s ac-
count 1s a mere description, and can claim no other
support for itself than as a fair description of the ex-
perience 1n question, then it cannot possibly show that
this is how all knowledge must grow, there being no
other possible way; and 1t cannot be taken to be a
proper account of inference as such. Yet, on the other
hand, 1f 1t is a fair description, as far as we can see, of
geometrical inference itself, 1t does at least make 1t
impossible, I think, to prove that there are no ‘appre-
hensions,’ at least 1n geometry, even 1f 1t cannot con-
tribute to prove that there are. If 1t 1s a fair descrip-
tion, then the examination of geometrical argument is
compatible with the view that at any rate the state-
ments 1n geometry represent ‘apprehensions.’

Perhaps even this 1s an under-statement of the
strength of the position. I have already said that 1t
does not seem to me possible to argue that these state-
ments are 1n any relevant sense corrigible. If it were
now allowed that Cook Wilson has given an irrefut-
able description of geometrical reasoning, the case in
favour of admitting ‘apprehensions’ 1n mathematics
would be a strong one. The very fact that the state-
ments of Euclid seem to be final and incornigible
makes Cook Wilson’s view plausible. The natural
explanation of the apparent fact that these proposi-
tions can be and are stated once for all at the first
time of enquiry, and are never subsequently rejected
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or modified by us, is that in their first form they are
correctly stated; and the natural explanation of such
correct original statement 1s that at the time we im-
mediately apprehended the truth. This has always
been the common view of geometry.

But can Cook Wilson’s account be ultumately ac-
cepted as a fair description? Is inference plausibly
represented as nothing but a series of immediate
apprehensions of fact? Every statement 1s no doubt a
statement of a single fact, but these statements are
sometimes introduced by the word ‘therefore’, indicat-
ing that a recognition of necessary connexion between
statements of facts 1s characteristic of inference Thus
at first sight we seem to have 1n inference, not simply
a series of apprehensions of facts, but also a recogni-
tion of necessary connexions between apprehensions,
upon which recognition the later apprehensions of
fact depend. In view of this, can inference be regarded
as simply a succession of immediate apprehensions of
reality®> Cook Wilson maintains that 1t can According
to him the necessary connexions in question are not
primarily necessary connexions between statements, but
necessary connexions between the facts stated. There
are not necessities of apprehension, but only apprehen-
sions of necessities The facts stated are necessarily
connected, we apprehend their necessary connexions,
and these apprehensions of necessary connexions are as
much immediate apprehensions of reality as are the
apprehensions of the facts themselves, since the neces-
sary connexions are as much real necessary connexions
as the facts are real facts. Thus inference can be repre-
sented as a series of immediate apprehensions of reality.

So long as we consider a straightforward proof of a
geometrical theorem, starting from an axiom and
ending with a conclusion demonstrated to follow from
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the axiom, this seems to be an unobjectionable de-
scription of the reasoning mnvolved. Here it seems
plausible enough to argue that what at first sight
appears to be a necessary connexion between appre-
hensions is really an apprehension of a necessary con-
nexion between facts. But what, on this view, are we
to say of the use of hypothetical reasoning 1n geo-
metry? What in particular are we to say of the reductio
ad absurdum proof?

This proof, the validity of which as an argument
no one seeks to deny, seems to depend on our ability
to recognise necessary connexions between statements
which, so far from stating facts, state what 1s palpably
absurd, z.e. they cannot possibly be statements of
apprehension of reality. Here the ordinary view 1s that
while the statements which are asserted to be con-
nected cannot themselves be statements of knowledge,
the statement that they are necessarily connected does
express knowledge. The necessary connexions seem
to be just as much necessary connexions as those 1n
the straightforward proof, and just as certamnly appre-
hended: yet they cannot be necessary connexions be-
tween facts, because the statements apprehended to
be connected are not statements of facts. Thus it
seems impossible to maintain that the reductfio ad
absurdum proof 1s a series of simple immediate appre-
hensions of reality, in the sense in which the straight-
forward proof was alleged to be so. If this 1s so, and
the 7eductio 1s still allowed to be valid, then 1ts validity
cannot possibly depend upon 1ts being a series of 1m-
mediate apprehensions. In that case the vahdity of
the straightforward proof is no argument whatever in
favour of 7fs being a series of immediate apprehen-
sions. Indeed these two kinds of proof have so much
in common, that it is difficult not to believe that the
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necessary connexions involved are of the same kind in
both; and that since in the one case the inference
does not depend for 1ts character as inference on the
connexion being a necessary connexion between facts
apprehended, neither does 1t do so in the other. In that
event we should argue that while it may be the truth
that in some cases there are necessary connexions
between facts, 1t cannot be the truth that inference
as inference consists 1n, or essenfzally includes, the
immediate apprehension of necessary connexions
between facts

It is not necessary, of course, for us to press this
pomt here since, as we have seen all along, this 1s the
angle of approach of the Idealistic logic. Mainly be-
cause of his conviction that all the reasoning of phy-
sics 1s conditional, Kant 1n effect led the Idealistic
logic to pay attention primarily to hypothetical think-
ing, and to approach its whole account of the nature
of reasoning with that primarily in view. Cook Wilson,
on the other hand, first and primarily examines geo-
metrical inference, which he sees no reason to believe
to be hypothetical, and commits himself to the main
principles of his doctrine about the nature of reason-
ing, before ever he considers hypothetical thinking at
all* Thus for him 1t is the crucial point to give a satis-
factory account of hypothetical argument, just as no
doubt 1t is the crucial point for the Idealistic logic to
give a sauisfactory account of the straightforward
geometrical proof.2

Actually, it seems, Cook Wilson is bound by his
own principles either to deny the validity of hypo-
thetical thinking altogether or else to represent it as

I have tried to explain elsewhere how the traditional logic came
to neglect hypothetical thinking, and I think the same kind of con-
siderations influenced Cook Wilson Cf supra, pp 46-8.

tCf enfra, pp 292-302.
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being somehow, 1n spite of appearances, a series of
immediate apprehensions of fact. The first course—
which would, I suppose, involve treating hypothetical
thinking as being, unlike inference, a convenient prac-
tical device which, while theoretically unsound, hap-
pens not to giwve unsound results in practice—Cook
Wilson rightly declines to take. The second position,
as 1s admitted on all hands, has not yet been made
good. Indeed Cook Wilson’s own attempted solution
of the problem only serves to show to what lengths he
was prepared to be driven by his general view of infer-
ence as immediate apprehension. I do not think any-
body has ever maintained that his thesis that the
hypothetical statement ‘If 4 1s B, C1s D,’ really states
my apprehension that ‘the problem whether C is D
1s a case of the problem whether 4 1s B’ will serve his
turn. Waiving the important question whether a
necessary connexion between A4-5 and C-2 neces-
sarily involves that C-D 1s a case of 4-5, 1t 1s surely
evident that it 1s very odd doctrine for Cook Wilson to
teach that the apprehension of a relation between
problems 1s as much an apprehension of a real relation
between realities as the apprehension of a relation
between facts; that is, that problems about universals
are real in the same sense as universals themselves
are real, and that any problem that may present itself
to me about this piece of paper and these black marks
upon 1t is real in the same sense as the paper and the
black marks. This 1s surely the thin end of a wedge
indeed; and Cook Wilson would find himself faced
by a remarkably full world of reality—a world in
which a man who would not allow the reality of
negative entities such as ‘not-tigers’ or ‘not-beautifuls’
could hardly feel at home. To press one argument
only, if awareness of a problem is an apprehension of
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the real in Cook Wilson’s strict sense of the word, it is
difficult to see how 1t can be maintained that opining
or believing or postulating or assuming are not also
instances of apprehending the real. Yet, as we have
seen, the distinction between apprehension and
opinion is vital to Cook Wilson, and fundamental to
the whole argument of his logic.

In short, if 1t 1s possible to give a satisfactory ac-
count on Cook Wilson’s principles of hypothetical
thinking, and especially of reductio ad absurdum, 1t is
a task which has vet to be achieved. While this de-
ficiency in his logic 1s not to be pressed for more than
it is worth—it 1s not difficult to find similar deficiencies
in the Idealistic logic, e.g. 1ts mnabulity to account satis-
factorily for the difference between mathematical and
non-mathematical scientific reasoning—it yet con-
stitutes, as things stand, a vital weakness in the
defence of Cook \Wilson’s view of inference.

I wish to conclude from the preceding discussion
that there are reasons against accepting Cook Wilson’s
view as a descriptive account even of geometrical 1n-
ference. Even if 1t could be accepted as such, there 1s
nothing about 1t, or about the method by which it 1s
arrived at, to entitle Cook Wilson to say that all
reasoning which produces knowledge »us# proceed in
this way. If such an @ przo7: contention 1s disallowed,
since there is no empirical argument, which is even
plausible, 1n favour of the thesis that scientific argu-
ments other than the mathematical conform to this
pattern, it is entirely inadmissible to argue that for
inference to be possible there mus# be ‘apprehensions’
in Cook Wilson’s sense of the word.

Thus we cannot accept either of the two main
arguments we have considered in support of the
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doctrine that there are such real experiences as Cook
Wilson’s ‘apprehensions.” An examination of par-
ticular instances 1s not 1n 1itself convincing, nor is the
argument from the possibility of valid inference; nor
can 1t be maintained that the two arguments support
one another, since, as we have seen, the second 1s
really dependent on the first. If this 1s so, the proper
course open to Cook Wilson—and he often at least
recogmsed this—is not to argue the matter at all, but
to maintain that no defence can be found because the
position is too obviously sound to need defence; 1n
other words, that when a man says he doubts the
existence of ‘apprehensions’ and ‘statements of appre-
hension’ there 1s no real thought in his mind to corre-
spond. It has already been made clear, I think, 1n the
course of our discussion of the significance for logic
of the teaching of Hume why this contention cannot
be accepted.



CHAPTER XIV
CONCLUDING REMARKS

1. INTRODUCTORY

In the preceding chapters we have traced the develop-
ment of logic in the hands of the Idealists. In doing
so we have laid stress both on a break or revolution
in the tradition of logic and on an essential continuity
The logic which Kant revived after the débdcle
brought about by Hume was still a logic, and not very
different 1n principle from the old logic as understood
by the greatest thinkers Indeed, while the revolution
did change logic, 1t did this primarily by making 1t, as
1t were, more self-conscious as logic, more conscious,
that is to say, of the essential nature of its own en-
quiry as distinct from those of metaphysics or psycho-
logy. Logic was forced to look to itself more closely,
and to make up 1ts mind more accurately just what 1t
was doing, and just how 1t was seeking to do 1t. Any
illusions or misapprehensions that may have been
abroad about it previously were rather due to the fact
that philosophers had not directly thought about the
nature of logic, than because there had been actual false
reasoning If too sweeping claims were made for the
authority of the logician, they were granted without
opposition rather than falsely vindicated. We must,
however, allow due weight to the fact that they were
thus taken for granted, and that a considerable battle
had to be fought before logicians could be brought to
abandon this high ground.
274
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Undoubtedly men were very ready to believe that
logic might be, or even must be, a thoroughgoing e
preori science. Some of 1ts stmple principles seemed to
be self-evident. ‘In every statement there 1s some-
thing of which we speak, and something which we say
about 1t’; so that in 1its simplest and most accurate
form every statement must be thus stated—S 1s 2.
“T'o understand a statement we must understand the
meaning of the terms’; thus the understanding of
terms must be p7z07 to the making of statements, con-
ception must be prior to judgment ‘If my knowledge
that 4 1s C depends upon my knowing that 4 1s A and
B 1s C, then I must have £Azowzn that A 1s B and that
B 1s C before I could know that 4 1s C’: thus there
must be Anowledge of some simple truths, which do
not themselves need proof defore there can be any
proof Again, ‘All 4 1s B, all 4 1s C, therefore some
B is C, 1s obwously sound argument: all 4 1s B, all 4
1s C, therefore all B is C 1s obviously zo# sound argu-
ment’; thus the mind has a capacity to tell what argu-
ments are sound and what are not, when symbols are
used, by scrutinising the mere form alone, without
reference to the subject matter. Working on such
principles as a basis, 1t seemed that a whole 2 prior:
logic could be built.

Yet as soon as we look at these principles closely,
we see that 1t 1s difficult to state any one of them in
such a form that 1t 1s indubitable. A consideration of
a number of actual statements, as made, was bound to
throw discredit on the doctrine that all statements can
properly be reduced to the form S is 2. Similarly
experience does not confirm the view that the mean-
ing of terms can in practice be understood as fixed
before ever they can be used 1n judgment and infer
ence: experience suggests that the meanings of terms
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come to be fixed through a series of judgments and
ratiocinations As we have seen, too, it seems to be a
purely empirical matter to determine whether the
knowledge that A4 1s B and that A 1s C must, as know-
ledge, precede 1n the mind of a particular knower the
knowledge that 4 1s C. Finally, the development of
the sciences has inevitably discredited the view that
those ratiocinations by which the knowledge of science
1s advanced can be tested, and approved as regards
their vahidity, without any knowledge whatever of the
subject matter of the particular science, and has en-
couraged the view that if analysis by symbols can
throw any hght on the question of validity, 1t can do
so only if 1t 1s first known or assumed that certain
types of actual scientific argument which are being
reduced to symbols are certainly valid, independently
of any reduction to symbolic form.

All along the line, as we have seen, the revolt from
the claim of the old logic to apriorism has 1n the Ideal-
istic logic been closely associated with an examination
of instances of actual reasoning which are accepted as
valid and as producing knowledge. In particular, 1n
order to keep itself on undebatable ground, the Ideal-
1stic logic has confined 1tself to the examination of in-
stances from established sciences. So long as in
modern philosophy instances were primarily taken
from pure mathematics—as a matter of fact, from
geometry—the revolution remained incomplete and
essentially unrecognised. As soon as 1t was recogmsed
that physics was not itself pure mathematics and at-
tention was paid to physics, the revolution soon be-
came complete and self-conscious. Berkeley himself
saw that 1t was characteristic of physics to argue with
concepts, ¢ ¢ force, which could not be defined and
were not through and through clearly understood,
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and he himself accepted the conclusion that this might
be true of all human reasoning. From this moment an
attempt, along the lines of Kant’s, to re-write logic
was quite inevitable.

The position was, then, that an examination of
actual reasoning had in some way thrown discredit on
the fundamental principles 1n logic which had hitherto
been accepted as & prz07: and self-evident In general,
such a step was, of course, bound to accompany the
discrediting of self-evident principles generally. There
was no real reason, as Hume and Kant showed, why
the principles of the working of the mind should be
any more self-evident than the principles of the work-
ing of physical nature. In particular, the self-evidence
of the principles, and the intelligibility of the processes
of reasoning, displayed by the old logic could not stand
up to critical examination. The first stage historically
was that philosophers became convinced that though
the reasoning expounded by logic might be sound,
the reasoning actually to be found 1n the sciences was
certainly not of that kind, so that i1t seemed that while
logic was concerning itself with a perfect reasoning
which might be found laid up in heaven, all the
reasoning on which our human knowledge actually
rests fell outside its purview. But this was not the final
standpoint of the Idealistic logic: this position would
still imply that the human mind had & p77o7: insight
into what kind of reasoning would be sound if it
existed, and what not: only 1t could and did frank as
sound nothing but certain types of reasoning of which
actual instances are never found. Thus the position
would be—syllogistic reasoning is perfectly valid
reasoning, only nobody as a matter of fact ever rea-
sons syllogistically. Rightly understood, the Idealistic
logic goes further than thisalong the road of revolution.
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At first, philosophers were apt to take up a rather
ill-defined attitude, such as is to be found clearly
present :n Kant and Hume. This reasoning of the type
catered for by the old logic may be perfectly sound,
they said to themselves, but no reasoning which 1s 1in
any way wmportant 1s of this kind. Some relations can
no doubt be intuited, allows Hume, but never relations
between 7eal existences: arithmetic and algebra have
demonstrations which are exact and not merely pro-
bable, but they do not give knowledge of real exist-
ences, and so cannot stem the tide of scepticism. This
curious capacity of the human mind to argue @ prion:
within a certain field may be allowed, but we need
not concern ourselves with 1t, because it does not give
any knowledge which can properly be called know-
ledge. The capacity 1s there, but 1t 1s of no importance,
and logic need not worry about 1t very much. What
logic is really concerned with 1s the arguments of the
empirical sciences, by which knowledge of actual ob-
jects 1n nature and of the actual experience of actual
minds 1s acquired

The same kind of attitude 1s to be found n Kant.
Analytic reasoning 1s obviously sound reasoning, he
argues, but the reasoning of mathematics and physics
and psychology is not analytic. It may therefore be
allowed that the general logic 1s perfectly good as far
as 1t goes; 1t holds good of all analytic reasoning But
it needs to be supplemenied by a logical account of the
synthetic reasoning of the sciences, for which 1ts tra-
ditional system does not cater. Being interested in the
argumentation of science to the exclusion of every-
thing else, Kant was apt to leave it at that. It was
tacitly understood that there was other reasoning, of
which the traditional logic had given a complete &
prior account. In fact, it was only because Kant did
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not bother his head any further with the alleged
reasoning of this analytic kind that he never explicitly
exploded the general logic in a thoroughgoing man-
ner. Analytic reasontng, though obviously sound, was
of no importance; and there the matter was left. The
same rather indeterminate attitude shows itself in
Kant in a more important matter As we have seen,
Kant recogmised a distinction between the reasoning
of pure mathematics and that of physics. In his logic
Kant lays stress in his own mind exclusively on that of
physics. He never gives much attention to the special
problems raised by mathematical proof in consequence
of his general view of thinking, but leaves his account
of geometrical reasoning in a very indefinite condition.
This was because Kant did not effectively feel the
wmportance of the problem Mathematics did not give
us knowledge of what Kant called odsecss, or of
Nature It therefore dropped into the background of
his thoughts, and he never cleared up the position
But 1t must not be taken that the Idealistic logic
essentially occupies so woolly and indeterminate a
position as this It must be granted that the Idealistic
logic has not developed a satisfactory doctrine about
mathematical reasoning. But 1t need not content 1tself
with maintaining that there are kinds of reasoning
which the old logic can explain, but which are un-
important; nor even with maintaining that certain
kinds of reasoning are obviously sound, though as a
matter of fact no instances can be found of them As
we have seen, 1t can press 1ts contentions further than
that. Logic, in becoming more self-conscious about
its own procedure, has come to see that the claim to
frank certain kinds of reasoning as vahd, indepen-
dently of any examnation of actual instances, must
be disallowed. The principles of the old logic and
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the mechanism of reasoning 1t displays are not only
shown not to hold of actual scientific reasoning: the
principles are shown to be not self-evident, and
the mechanism to be not demonstrably satisfactory as
a self-operating, knowledge-producing mechamsm.
This became clear to us when we examined Cook
Wilson’s attempt, 1 the light of the development of
modern philosophy, to do the best that could be done
for the essential principles of the old logic.

It 1s not necessary to spend further time on this
point here. When we come to examine the alleged
reasoning which proceeds from prior and independent
knowledge of premises to knowledge of a conclusion—
as we saw the insistence on syllogism 1s an 1nessential
point—we are faced by one of two difficulties Either
the reasoning really 1s analytic, in Kant's sense, and
the process of demonstration 1s represented as obvi-
ously doing nothing whatever to add 1n any way by
any means to what 1s contained 1n the premuses, the
mechanism of the inference being such as obviously
to guarantee that there 1s no such addition: in which
event inference obviously does not contribute to know-
ledge, but all new knowledge comes by immediate
apprehensions of the type of the apprehensions of the
premises. Or, as Cook Wilson would maintain, infer-
ence 1tself depends upon and includes fresh immediate
apprehensions over and above those stated in the
premuses, the claim to validity ultimately depending
on the self-guaranteeing character of each immediate
apprehension as it comes, and the mechanism being
simply a technique for encouraging the occurrence of
these apprehensions without in any way affecting their
intrinsic zafure, since there is no ntellygible, but only
a de facto dependence even of the occurrence—and
a fortior: of the nature—of the apprehensions on the
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mechanism. In that event, of course, all claim to
a priore inteligibility 1in the meckanism of inference,
considered as a knowledge-producing mechanism,
has been given up. The logical study of inference has
become nothing but an empirical examination of
the technique which has been found to be successful
in producing these self-dependent ‘apprehensions.’
Moreover, 1t 1s maintained that there 1s no way of
acquiring new knowledge except by a fresh act of
immediate apprehension—of which act logic claims to
give no account, nor to provide any test for distin-
guishing genuine from spurious apprehension, on the
ground that there 1s no need for logic to perform any
such task. This seems to amount to saying that there
is no need for logic to perform any task at all, since
there 1s no task for 1t to perform.

Thus logic has 1n effect given up all along the line
and for good reason all claim to apriorism in the old
thoroughgoing sense. It has no claim to @ p7z072 1n-
sight into the principles of thinking or the validity of
inference. It cannot lay down, once and for all, rules
for all possible valid thinking. It must approach the
thinking of science 1n a much humbler spirit, eager
to see how 1t works and prepared to find that the
manner of its working 1s different from what might
have been expected. Approaching its task in this
spirit, the Idealistic logic has been forced to recognise
that there 1s much more spontaneous activity, much
more ‘making’ or ‘constructing’, 1n scientific reasoning
than one would have thought compatible with its
playing a part in contributing to the growth of know-
ledge. It has therefore sought to show that, contrary
to appearances at first sight, the two things are not
incompatible; that the fact that the element of con-
struction is through and through inseparable from
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the whole acuvity of thinking does not render think-
ing incapable of contributing to knowledge.

Now 1t 1s quite clear that to attempt to prove any
such thing sull imples a claim to some kind of a
prior: imsight 1nto what kind of process can contri-
bute to knowledge and what can not. Logic 1s still
claiming an apriorism of some kind, to distinguish
it from a mere naturalistic study of actual processes
of thinking, and to give 1t still some authority. It has
not, in intention at least, rehnquished all claim to
authority, but has only drawn 1n 1ts horns a httle. But
the question 1nevitably arises—Can 1t occupy such a
position as 1t has chosen? Must 1t not in the end claim
all or nothing® Can 1t fairly seek to learn about the
rules of thinking from a study of scientific argument
and still claim a position from which to pass judgment
on that argument—that 1s, to defend 1t against the
sceptic on the one hand, and on the other to set limits
to its vahdity, as the Idealistic logic has always
claimed to do? Does not the empirical element in 1ts
method deprive 1t finally of all standing as a separate
enquiry and all claim to authority?

This, as our argument has shown, 1s an unavoid-
able 1ssue for logic. But it 1s a question which 1s better
left to the end There are one or two subsidiary points
which have arisen 1n the course of our enquiry, and to
which some reference must first be made

2. Tre IpEaLisTiIc Locic anp PHysics /

In the first place, we have noticed that in turning
to an exammation of actual instances of scientific
reasoning the Idealistic logic has from the beginning
tended to concentrate its attention on physics, and 1t
1s only to be expected that this would be not without
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its effect on the conclusions of the logic about the
nature of thought in general. It 1s quite true, of course,
that logic has to a large extent been on its guard n
this matter, and 1ts method 1s calculated to ensure to
it some degree of success 1n 1ts proper enquury. It has
sought, not simply to notice how the reasoning of
physics does 1n fact proceed, but to gain from its
analysis of physics, treated as a particular instance,
some 1nsight into the laws which must govern all
thought, both in physics and elsewhere. But we must
here pause to ask whether 1t has entirely prevented
itself from being inadvertently biassed in any way by
the fact that it was chiefly pre-occupied by instances
taken from physics, and whetherit did not perhapstake
it for granted that physical thinking 1s essentially typical
of all thinking in a more direct and thoroughgoing
way than seems actually to be the case.

This question needs to be considered 1n two aspects,
according to whether physics 1s distinguished from
mathematics on the one hand, or on the other from
such other disciplined enquiries as biology, anthro-
pology, or history. Psychology must be considered
later as a special case, because it obviously raises
special difficulties of its own 1n regard to logic. As
regards mathematics, we have already seen that 1t
1s an important question whether the Idealistic logic,
with 1ts eye on physics, has not put forward a general
account of inference which will not readily square
with the apparent facts of mathematical inference:
and something more will be said of this 1n the next
section. Here we shall briefly consider whether the
Idealistic doctrine might not well have been modified
to some extent if more attention had been paid to the
disciplines of other enquiries.

In the first place it 1s clear that historically the fact
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that attention was directed primarily to physics made
it easter for logic to consolidate 1ts position against
Hume. There 1s no doubt that an examination of, for
instance, the sciences connected with medicine (which
seem to have been primarily in Locke’s mind) or of
history, 1s at first sight quite compatible with the
doctrines of Hume or Mill Itis not immediately obvi-
ous that there are wmzversal or necessary principles 1n
these enquiries: 1t seems possible to explain the general
principles which are actually propounded there as be-
ing merely general and therefore ultimately contin-
gent, and as arrived at by some process of generalisa-
tion from particular observations such as an associa-
tionist theory might explain. That 1s to say, 1t seems,
at least at first sight, that the ultimate basis of such
knowledge as 1s gained in these enquiries 1s the appre-
hension of particular facts, and that the general prin-
ciples propounded are only general, being generalised
from particular statements about particular facts,
which are taken as ulumate. Historically, at any rate,
it was only seen that more than this was involved,
when these enquiries were examined 1n the light of a
previous analysis of physics. It was then seen that
the full success even of these enquiries can only be
explained if 1t 1s supposed that this ‘generalisation’ 1s
really the work of an essentially systematising activity,
working 1n accordance with fundamental laws of 1ts
own, which must be, not general and contingent, but
universal and necessary. It was then also seen that
the observation of fact 1s no more an w/timate basis
for inference in these enquiries than in physics. But
all this 1s 1n the first instance much more easily detect-
able 1n physics. There it is much easier to demonstrate
the incompleteness of ‘generalisation’ or ‘association’
theories of thinking than, for instance, in history; and
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certainly associatronist theories flourished by prim-
arily laying stress on these other enquiries.

So far the emphasis on physics by the Idealistic
logic was all to the good. It was all to the good that in
examining the thinking of other enquiries we should
be led to look i1n them also for the underlying opera-
tions of a synthetic unity of apperception: by this
means we were enabled to descry elements which an
utterly unprejudiced analysis of them might well have
missed, and usually did miss. But there 1s another side
to the picture, which can best be seen, I think, 1n this
way. There 1s an obvious difference between the syste-
matic theorising of physics and that of, for instance,
brology or history, which ought to be noted. Consider,
for instance, a thoroughgoing ‘evolution’ theory as
compared with a ‘conservation of energy’ theory. No
doubt both of them essentially represent phenomena
as forming some kind of systematic unity, each part
has to be exactly what 1t 1s to the smallest detail 1n
order to play its part in the whole, and there are no
residual phenomena falling outside the whole Biology
no more than physics would content itself with an
account of the world which represented it as un-
systematic, or as systematic in part but with a
residue. And every statement in biology, whether
general or particular, 1s as clearly conditioned by the
absolute need for the systematic representation of
phenomena as 1t 1s 1n physics. So far there 1s no dif-
ference between them. But 1n biology nobody thinks
that the linkings of the parts of a systematic theory
have the aésolute validity which they have in physics.
In the latter, dealing as it does with quantities, and
conforming to a fundamental law of quantitative con-
servation, necessary connexions, being apprehended
by mathematics, can be really ‘necessary’ and ‘abso-
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lute’, moreover, as we have seen, they are treated as
such by physics No doubt we do not know whether
certain conditions hold of the particles within a certain
space; but zf those conditions hold, then, for instance,
the probability of collision can be determined aéso-
lutely. In other words, the hypothetical thinking by
which systematic theories are worked out proceeds on
a basis of connexions which are really ‘necessary.” In
biology or history, on the other hand, this 1s not the
case: here the connexions between the various state-
ments which go to make up a umfied theory are not
‘necessary’ but contingent. The whole theory is much
more loosely and imperfectly bound together, and this
1s always recognised to be so in those sciences them-
selves. If a physicist maintains that light 1s affected by
gravitational forces when 1t passes near a body, he can
put forward a number of consequential statements
which he must zecessari/y maintain. He has then only
to verify these statements 1n order to accept or reject
his general thesis, he has no doubt that the particular
statements zecessarily follow from his general thess,
and therefore provide certain tests of that thesis. He
needs no test of whether or not this experiment 1s a
test of this theory. When, on the other hand, a biologist
tries to discover whether mice 1n the third generation
learn to react more quickly in certain ways to the
ringing of a bell, he knows that in his argument to
show that this 1s a test of a principle about the inherit-
ance of acquired characteristics the hinks have by no
means this utter certainty. Here 1t 1s not only that
the mice may behave differently from his hopes, but
he may be wrong in thinking that such and such
behaviour would prove the inheritance of acquired
characteristics. He has thus to face a double difficulty
in his making and testing of systematic theories; and
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he knows that this i1s so. Whereas the physicist, using
mathematics as he does, need not doubt, or seek any
test of, the hypothetical arguments by which he binds
his theory together

In stating this point I have spoken as if we were
dealing here with an aésolute difference, as 1if, that s,
the connexions involved in working out a physical
hypothesis were just necessary, and those 1n a bio-
logical theory just not necessary. As a matter of fact
the point does not 1n 1tself concern us here. It will be
our business in the next section to discuss whether
the difference 1s an absolute one, or ultimately one of
degree What concerns us here 1s a rather different
matter.

We have seen the Idealistic logic come to maintain
that reasoning 1s essentially hypothetical; that when
a conclusion necessarily follows from a premise there
1s always a guiding or controlling condition within
which that necessity holds, and outside it not. We
have also seen that this doctrine was closely asso-
ciated with noticing how the inferences of physics
required the governing assumption of the law of con-
servation and the law of reciprocity. It 1s true that
these instances were only regarded as analogeca/ But
in physics they seemed to be such good instances of
the manner of working of the fundamental laws of
thinking, that it was easy to forget to treat them as
analogies and to come to regard them as 7ea/ -
stances, and the laws 1n question as ey sfood as being
fundamental laws of thinking. Thus 1t was easy to
drop back into the pre-Kantian error of regarding
physical thinking as being an actual manifestation in
real experience of pure formal thinking—that 1s, an
actual manifestation of the working of the pure funda-
mental functions of thought unmixed with any empiri-
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cal element. It was thus easy for the logician to think
that he could throw light on the formal nature of all
thinking by the comparatively simple expedient of ex-
amining actual selected instances of real thinking which
was purely formal in character It 1s true that if the
fundamental position of the Idealistic logic 1s rightly
understood, this 1s a heresy, since the Idealistic logic
arose to teach that @/ thinking has an empirical char-
g¢ter on the basis of a certain @ prz07: formal structure,
and that the battle against scepticism does not require
us, as the pre-Kantians supposed, to maintain that
there are actual instances 1n experience of pure formal
thinking. But the appearance that in physics the ac-
ceptance of certain fundamental laws enables physi-
cists actually to form theories whose links are abso-
lutely binding, being recognised by an & prz07: mathe-
matical 1nsight and owing nothing to empirical
influence, has acted as a constant temptation to fall
into this error. The appeal to physics to provide an
illustration by analogy of how certain functions might
be working under the surface to systematise all par-
ticular judgments, has tended to degenerate 1nto an
attempt to exhibit physics as an actual product of the
pure unadulterated working of those functions—
which would be to reduce physics 1n the Cartesian
manner to pure mathematics, and to go back on the
whole lesson which the Kantian logic was supposed
to have learned from Hume The 1deal of human
knowledge would be being regarded as pure a prior:
intuition owing nothing whatever to experience, and
would be being recognised as actualised 1n physics—
a position which Hume and Kant between them have
shown to be absurd.

This point 1s an important one, because it affects
the whole attitude and method of the logic. If physics
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presents az actual instance of the production of an
absolutely water-tight system of judgments simply by
the application of certain rules—a system of judg-
ments which may not, of course, turn out to be true,
but which 1s absolutely water-tight as a system—then
in order to determine the essential nature of thinking,
logic has only to examine this reasoming as an actual
instance. There 1s all the difference 1n the world be-
tween examining physical argument as an instance of
pure reason and examining 1t as an azalogy of the
working of the purely rational faculues. To see 1n 1t
some 1ndication of the way in which the application
of a category might produce systematic unity 1s dif-
ferent from seeing 1n 1t an 1nstance of a pure principle
of the understanding producing, entirely of 1ts own
motion, an actual system of judgments which 1s abso-
lutely and finally water-tight as a system The use of
mathematics in the building of physical theories has,
as we have seen, encouraged logic to look at physics
in the latter manner. That 1s to say, 1t has encouraged
logic to think that the application of rules alone can
actually 1n real experience enable the mind to produce
systems of judgments, in which thejudgmentsare bound
together with absolute necessity, with no empirical ele-
ment whatever entering into the recogmtion of the ne-
cessary connexions. And the Idealistic logicapproached
its examination of inferences expecting them, and try-
ing to make them, conform to this model. Necessary
connexion, 1t said to itself, can never be unconditioned.
The positwve side of this was the thesis—Provided 1t 1s
recognised that all thinking 1s within certain govern-
ing conditions, the necessary connexions involved are
absolute and without any element of contingency
whatever This was taken to mean that, 1n any actual
piece of reasoning, the particular statements con-
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cerned were, under the limitation of a certain stated
condition (¢ g. the law of action and equal and op-
postte reaction), actually as stated bound together by
absolute necessity. That 1s to say that in hypothetical
reasoning that which was alleged to be necessarily
connected might, as stated, be absolutely necessarily
connected. Thus inference was approached with the
expectation that absolute formal validity might be
found 1in 1t divorced from truth' that the question
whether certain statements are systematically con-
nected must be settled prior to and independently of
the question of theirr truth. The fact that system,
though not, of course, truth, seemed to be produced
simply by the application of rules made it look feasible
for logic to state the rules which essentially governed
the whole process. Actually the analysis of inference
did not bear out this view; and, as we have seen, the
Coherence theory 1n effect abandoned the distinction
between what 1s formally systematic and what 1s true
by identifying truth with coherence.

It 1s arguable that 1f more attention had been paid,
for instance, to biology, all this would never have hap-
pened. Here, as in physics, the fitting of all the facts
1nto one systematic account, for instance an evolution
theory, 1s an essential characteristic of the science;
and the giving an account of reasoning in biology
must not ignore this. It 15 obvious enough that the
formation of such a unitary theory could not be wholly
produced in the mind, or wholly forced on the mind,
by mere numbers of observations. Here, too, it seems
evident that there must be functions of activity in the
mind which are responsible for making its thinking
take the form of system-building. Further, it seems
to be implicitly the faith of the biologist that 1t is its
character as system-building which makes the reason-
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ing of biology capable of contributing to knowledge.
Yet here there 1s no danger of thinking that a purely
rational system-building activity can be separated off
in actual experience, even for the purposes of logic,
from all empirical influences. With the abandonment
of mechanism 1n biology, 1t has become clear that no
recognition of necessary connexions, however hypo-
thetical, are here free from all empirical taint. Here
the assertions of necessary connexion are obviously
through and through dependent on the position of
biological knowledge at the moment Even 1if we waive
all question of ultimate truth, and regard the state-
ments concerned as being as hypothetical as may be,
the statement, for instance, that 2 given change of
environment 1s bound to produce a certain type of
adaptation 1n an orgamsm of a given kind, has,
even as a mere assertion of necessary connexion, none
of the absolute finality and independent certainty
associated with theories which are built by the aid of
mathematical reasoning.

This means that if certain mental functions are at
work producing systematic umity in the thinking of
science, those functions must be capable of working
more under the surface, so to speak, than one mught
at first sight think from an examination of physics.
That 1s to say, while they are undoubtedly there
working to produce unity, there can not, at any rate
in some sciences, be found actual instances in experi-
ence of their working free from all empirical taint.
This must certainly not be taken to mean that they
are not at work.

This doctrine, as we have just represented it, is
fully consistent with the position to which Kant 1n-
troduced the Idealistic logic. Logic was not to be
concerned with giving an account of selected real
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experiences, but of the forms or functions of thinking
operating within real experiences. This 1s a point
which needs to be further examined 1n a subsequent
section. But 1t 1s clear enough already, that, if this 1s
so, it is from one point of view salutary for logic, 1n
pursuance of 1its general method of examining 1n 1ts
own way actual instances of scientific reasoning, to
pay close attention to the thinking of biology or of
history. When 1t concentrates on physics, 1t is m
pressing danger, owing to the overwhelming part
played in that science by mathematics, of regarding
the reasoning of physics as an actual instance 1n experi-
ence of pure rational activity without taint, producing
system by means of the originative, creative power of
the principles of pure reason alone. In biology and his-
tory the synthetic function of reason can equally well
be seen producing the same result, and for the reasons
given there 1s less danger of falling into this pre-
Kantian fallacy.

3. THE IDEALISTIC LOGIC AND MATHEMATICS

We must here return to a further consideration of
mathematics. We have seen again in the last section
that a special problem is raised for logic by mathe-
matical reasoning, in that it seems to show a difference
in kind from other thinking. Earlier philosophers
would have got over this difficulty for themselves by
tacitly taking 1t for granted that the mathematical was
the true reasoning, and that the other disciplines
would in the fullness of time come to conform to the
mathematical type. This line of self-defence is obvi-
ously not open to the Idealistic logic, whose account
of thinking owes its main revolutionary features to an
emphasis on physics in its difference from mathe-
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matics, so that for 1t the boot 1s on the other leg, the
difficulty being to make mathematical thinking square
with 1ts general account. It 1s true that, as we have
seen in the last section, the fact that physics so largely
employs mathematics 1n the construction of 1ts
theories has to some extent improperly operated to
prevent the Idealistic logic from giving full weight to
its own essential principles But this should not con-
ceal the fact that in the Idealistic logic, as in Kant,
msufficient attention has been given to the outstand-
ing special case of mathematical inference itself

The difficulty 1s due, of course, to the existence of a
difference 1n Aznd If this could be fairly shown to be
in the last analysis a difference of degree, the problem
would no doubt become manageable on the principles
of the Idealistic logic. Let us first put it 1n Kant’s
manner. In the mathematical analogy 4: 5 : C: x, the
analogy determines x: 1n other analogies, it determines
only the relation of C to x. From the mathematical
analogy x can at once be discovered without any
further investigation of anything whatever except the
meaning of the terms; the ‘philosophical’ analogy only
enables us to ook for x in nature, ¢ e. to look 1n experi-
ence for something which bears the same relation to
C as B does to A. This 1s the sense 1n which we are
told to approach nature, not as a pupil, but as a master
asking questions. We do not go to nature in search of
%, knowing the full nature of x before we find 1t: we
look for x, not knowing 1ts nature, but guided by the
knowledge that 4 : B -. C: x. Thus the mathematical
analogy enables us to determine x without any taint
of empiricism in the process of discovery: the physical
analogy simply gives us a ‘principle’ or ‘rule’ to guide
an empirical search. Here there is clearly a difference
in kind
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Now Kant and the Idealistic logic base them-
selves on the thesis that the thinking, by which we dis-
cover analogies of this type A : 8 .. C .z, does not
give us a definitive knowledge of objects, but gives us
something which 1s a necessary pre-condition of a
definitive knowledge of objects. It gives us something
which we must have before we can approach nature
as a master asking questions, which approach is obvi-
ously necessary to the possibility of knowledge This
must be borne in mind 1n giving a logical account of
thinking—that good thinking gives not truth, but
something which 1s a necessary pre-condition for the
attaining of truth Thus thinking is not itself an in-
turtion or series of intuitions of reality as 1t 1s, but an
activity without which reality certainlv cannot be ap-
prehended as 1t 1s. This activity has been found to be
systematic 1n essence’ 1t 1s not intuition, or direct ap-
prehension, but constructive activity in accordance
with rules, such as to enable 1t to produce system. This
is what 1t must be, because of the part which thinking
1s seen to play in science’s contribution to knowledge
of reality.

But the trouble 1s that this account does not appear
to square with the facts of mathematical thinking
itself. As we have seen, the signs of the presence of
this systematic activity, where 1t 15 most easily recog-
nised, are the interdependence of all judgments upon
one another and the consequent corrigibility of all
statements. These signs are not 1n evidence 1n mathe-
matics. It does not seem that the synthetic umty of
apperception is necessary to the apprehension of the
final, independently apprehended necessities of
mathematics. Yet 1n the last section we have seen that,
while 1n essentials the Idealistic logic has developed
its account of thinking by turning 1ts back on mathe-
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matics, 1t has misled itself 1n other respects by assum-
ing thinking as such to have some of the very charac-
teristics which mathematical thinking certainly ap-
pears to have, but which the Idealistic logic cannot
really allow to any thinking at all. That 1s to say, 1n
giving an account of analogies of the non-mathe-
matical type, 1t tries to represent them as reducible to
the mathematical type if once they are recognised to be
conditronal. That 1s, the mind 1s represented as capable
of producing systems of the mathematical type oz
condition, these systems being known to be produced,
and not intuited in reality, because they are produced
prior to empurical verification and are often rejected
Thus the system must have been produced: and the
logic asks itself—How can such a system, which may
be true, be produced? And 1t answers that thought 1s
such that 1t can produce absolutely systematic judg-
ments by working in accordance with rules Provided
the statements are recognised to be governed by a
condition, the necessities which bind them may be
absolute Analogical evidence for this 1s produced—
v2z that the arguments of physics are absolutely valid
within the governing condition of the law of conserva-
tion. And this looks all right, untill we see that 1n the
theory of evolution, for instance, the same essential
characteristics of unity and system are shown, but the
necessities are not adsolute. The difference seems to be
due to the fact that the physical theory 1s worked out
by mathematics. Yet the Idealistic logic cannot make
mathematical reasoning square with its account of
thinking.

Thus it looks as if the Idealistic logic was wrong 1n
trying to maintain! that mere obedience to rule could
ensure that judgments should be aédsolutely syste-

1We have already seen that n 1ts detailed account of inference 1t
failed to mamntan 1t
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matic, the connexions between the various parts of
the system being absolute necessities, 1n the sense 1n
which they are so in geometry. It should have main-
tained that this type of obedience to rule ensures the
production of systematic unity in some way or other;
when mathematical reasoning can be employed the
unity 1s absolutely systematic, when 1t cannot it 1s
only empirically and contingently systematic. That 1s
to say, the Idealistic logic does not succeed 1n main-
taining that inference 1s wholly and absolutely accord-
ing to rule, provided only that 1t 1s under a governing
condition; that 1s, that reasoning 1s absolutely syste-
matic provided it 1s hypothetical. Such a thesis had
some appearance of truth if physics alone was ex-
amined; but this appearance 1t derived from the fact
that the reasoning of physics 1s overwhelmingly mathe-
matical, But if the Idealistic logic cannot give a sat-
isfactory account of mathematics, then it cannot
attribute to thinking 1n general these very features of
absoluteness which distinguish mathematical thinking
from otherreasoning" in other words, 1t cannot attribute
to all thinking the very features which 1ts own theory
cannot explain About mathematics the logician has
been trying to have the best of both worlds.

But zs 1t impossible for the Idealistic logic to give a
satisfactory account of mathematical reasoning? We
must now face this question for the last time. Let us
first re-capitulate the reasons why it appears impos-
sible. Let 1t be allowed that 1n, for instance, geometry
1t 1s difficult to say without qualification that the state-
ments are #ue, that is to say, let us allow that a know-
ledge of geometry does not include or carry with it
the knowledge that there 1s a three-dimensional Eucli-
dean space in which physical objects are disposed.
Geometry does not tell us, immediately and indepen-
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dently of all other enquury, that physical nature 1s cer-
tainly disposed 1n Euclidean space, and that therefore
all other statements about physical objects must be
not incompatible with this. So much ground we may
certainly allow to the Idealistic logic in this con-
nexton. When we come to speak 1n the last resort about
the one world which 1s reality—and we may certainly
allow that all statements which are true must be state-
ments about one world or unity—then we have no in-
dependent certain knowledge of the spatial properties
of objects. Our statements about the spatial properties
of odsects must be subject to the same give and take
as other statements, 1n the interests of a systematic
account of reality as one world or unity. In so far as
the reactionary view includes the doctrine that know-
ledge of Euclidean geometry carries with 1t the know-
ledge that physical nature consists of bodies disposed
in Euchdean space, it must be rejected utterly. Even
Descartes did not think knowledge of geometry in
itself carried with 1t the knowledge of the existence of
geometrical objects.

So far the Ideahstic logic need have no difficulty
with mathematics. Its difficulty rather lies 1n the dis-
tinctive absoluteness of the systematic character of
mathematical reasoning. There 1s no clear evidence
that in working out what follows from the axioms in
geometry, the mind is 1n any way system-building:
there 1s no evidence of the underlying operation of
any such thing as a synthetic unuty of apperception,
as we have represented 1t. It 1s true that Euclidean
space is a unity, and that the statements of Euclidean
geometry represent 1t as a unity. But there 1s no evi-
dence here, as there 1s in biology or history,! of there

1T do not instance physics here for the reason explained above, 273
that on analysis1t 1s found to be in a special position, because of 1ts ap-
parently exclusive use of mathematics n the building of 1ts theores
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being any give and take reciprocally between state-
ments in the interests of systematic unity. All the
evidence is that, as the old logic maintained, the
axioms and early propositions stand once for all as orig-
inally stated, and that the later propositions conform
to them; i.e. earlier statements are not iz any dégree
corrigible 1n the light of later knowledge. Similarly
the absolute dependence of a subsequent proposition
on an earher seems to be recognised absolutely finally
once for all, when 1t 1s recognised at all; and 1t does
not wait upon, nor is it mn any way corrected because
of, the subsequent apprehension of further proposi-
tions and necessary connexions between propositions
which is required for a knowledge of the whole
system.

To sum up, there 1s no evidence 1in geometry 1tself
that a knowledge of the system 1s 1n any sense prior
to a knowledge of the parts, or even that the two are
reciprocally dependent. The evidence 1s compatible
with maintaining that knowledge of the parts 1s wholly
independent of a knowledge of the whole, and that a
knowledge of one part may exist and be Anowledge, 1f
knowledge of geometry 1s ever knowledge, indepen-
dently of any knowledge of other parts. As far as the
evidence goes, knowledge of geometry may quite well
come by a series of direct self-guaranteeing appre-
hensions, which add no strength to one another and
are indeed, as apprehensions, wholly independent of
one another. There 1s no sign that geometry implies a
discursive, controlling activity which makes, corrects
and modifies statements in the interests of systematic
unity. There is no sign that the statements of geo-
metry are judgments, 1n the sense given to that term
by the Idealistic logic.

It 1s true that, 1n view of what has been said above
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about Euclidean geometry, 1t 1s difficult to see how geo-
metry can be represented as just a series of apprehen-
sions. It seems that 1t may be regarded as a serses of cog-
nitions, rather than as a discursive, unified, activity 1n
which every act 1s reciprocally dependent on the others,
in geometry each cognition has a certain self-depend-
ence, as we have seen. But 1t 1s difficult to see what 1s
the nature of these self-dependent unitary cognitions.
They cannot be ‘apprehensions,’ in the sense 1n which
we have been using this word 1n the previous chapter
They could only be ‘apprehensions,” I think, if real
objects were disposed in a Euclidean space, and the
nature of that space were being directly apprehended
in geometry. This, as we have said, cannot be main-
tamned ! It seems that equally systematic bodies of
statements can be made on the basis of hypotheses
which are different from the axioms of Euclid, and 1t
1s the absolutely systematic character, common to
these meta-geometries and to Euclid, which we have
to explain,

It seems, then, that we have to this extent the same
ground for saying here, as we said in the case of
physics, that these statements are the work of some
activity 1n the mind, z2z. the fact that we cannot
maintain that the statements concerned represent 1m-
mediate, non-active ‘apprehension.” But though the
statements of geometry are systematic, there does not
seem any ground for saying that the principle of the
activity involved 1s simply the necessity for producing
system. There 1s no sign 1n geometry that that which
makes the earlier statements just what they are is
simply the necessity of making them and the later

Though Cook Wilson, of course, maintained 1t, and would not
otherwise have taught that geometrical statements are ‘statements

of apprehension ’
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statements all fit into a svstem. As we have seen, the
earlier statements have rather the air of being laid
down once for all on their own account, so that the
rest simply have to square with them. Even if it were
the case that the necessity that other statements must
square with certain fundamental initial ones will
necessarily ensure that all the statements are in the
end systematic, 1t could not be said that the need for
system determines all the statements. The imitial state-
ments are determined by something else, and the
later statements are determinedsimply by the necessity
for being consistent with theinitial statements Thus, at
any rate, 1s what seezs to happen in geometry. Even
though we allow that the statements are the work of
some activity of the mind, we cannot find 1n an
analysis of geometry any support for the view that
that activity 1s essentially systematic.?

We are left then, for a defence of the application of
the Idealistic account of judgment to the mathe-
matical judgment, with nothing but a general argu-
ment of this kind.—In other spheres thought proceeds
by producing systems; certainly in mathematics the
statements, which form as a matter of fact a syste-
matic unity, are the work of an active function 1n the

1Kant was quite nght 1in treating our knowledge of space as dif-
ferent from our hnowledge of physical nature He evidently hoped
that by making space dependent upon the mind 1n a special sense—
z ¢ dependent upon the mind 1n a different and more thoroughgoing
sense than the structure of ‘Nature’—to explain the specially defi-
nmitive and apodeictic character of geometry as contrasted with
physics He could then represent the statements of geometry as
dependent, not upon a discursive controling activity, but upon
intuition space 1s a real character of the mind, and 1n intuiting 1t
we are mtuiting a reality as 1t 1s, space is mntuited as a umty, and
there 1s therefore no need for any discursive activity to make the
statements of geometry systematic Obwiously this view is imcom-
plete, and, apart from this, 1t 1s rendered unsatisfactory, I think, by

the existence of meta-geometrnes, but 1t shows an acute awareness
of the difficulty
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mind; we may therefore take 1t that it 1s the essence
of thinking to be systematic here also a mind which 1s
elsewhere active 1n the acquisition of knowledge can
hardly, here and there 1n the course of 1ts experience,
be wkolly passive, at least in the gaining of anything
which can properly be called knowledge I cannot find
m the Idealistic logic any better argument than this!
though the point 1s a vital one seeing that the logic 1s
putting forward an account of thinking as such. It 1s
impossible, I think, to dzsprove this doctrine by an an-
alysis of geometrical reasoning; but there 1s nothing
in such an analysis to support it. On the other hand,
as we have seen, the Idealistic logic must regard any
development of the traditional view as unsatisfac-
tory 1n face of the facts of hypothetical thinking 1n
geometry.

It must be recognised that if we adhere to the Ideal-
1stic view, we are still left with the unexplained diffi-
culty that in mathematics the actual system-building
itself seems to be without empirical taint, while else-
where 1t 1s not. This, as we have seen, 1s a very
serious matter. The Idealistic logic sought to main-
tain that thought was essentially capable, by virtue of
its own nature, of producing system: 1t forced itself
to face enormous difficulties—2zz. 1n explaining how
a system-producing ac#wvzty could play a part in the
growth of Anowledge—in order to base itself on this
doctrine. The doctrine then turns out to be insus-
ceptible of support in those cases where statements, as
they stand, are recognised to be absolutely systematic,
v78. in mathematics. On the other hand, the doctrine

1] do not mean to imply that it 15 an unsound argument Only it
1s not convincing as 1t stands, it is too general and sweeping, like
Kant’s argument from the possibility of the unity of any experience
which can be called mine My point 1s that the Ideahstic logic has
not really contributed anything to implement this general argument
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seems to be almost inescapable in cases where the
statements arc rccognised to be just not systematic as
they stand, e g. 1n biology, or history. The Idealistic
logic 1n actual fact came to gloss over this difficulty
largely because of its emphasis on instances taken
from physics, which, owing to its overwhelming use
of mathematics, 1s a misleading case.

Of non-mathematical judgments and reasoning,
and of the sense 1n which they can be maintained to
be systematic, we shall have more to say, for in this
direction the Iine of development of the Idealistic
teaching 1s more explicit. But the problem of the
special nature of mathematical reasoning we must
reluctantly leave as an outstanding, unsolved diffi-

culty.

4. THE JunGMENT OF PERCEPTION

We now leave mathematical thinking—on whose
special problems the Idealistic logic has tended, half-
intentionally, to turn 1ts back—and return to problems
which fall directly in the main line of development
of that logic. We have already seen that 1t seemed
driven by 1ts own essential doctrines to a thorough-
going Coherence theory, which could allot no place
whatever in the production of knowledge to direct
apprehension of any kind, whether perception or non-
sensuous intuition. This extreme doctrine seemed to
be unsausfactory, because an analysis of scientific
method undoubtedly supports the view that a con-
siderable part 1s played in the acceptance and rejec-
tion of scientific theories by particular observations,
and because the logic has no satisfactory alternative
explanation of the abandonment of one theory for
another, or of one set of categories for another, if this
common-sense explanation is disallowed. The Ideal-
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istic logic 1s bound to pay attention 1n this matter to
conclusions drawn from the analysis of scientific
method, because 1t was 1n this very way that 1t came
itself to revolt from the essential principles of the
traditional logic.

In the course of our preceding argument we saw
that there 1s much 1n scientific method to confirm the
view that all ‘statements of percewved fact’ involve
judgment, that 1t 1s impossible to make a statement of
perception which does not involve the faculty of judg-
ment, and with 1t the whole system-producing appar-
atus, on the necessity of which in the mind the Ideal-
istic logic 1nsists. This granted, 1t 1s dufficult to avoid
the conclusion that any statement of fact 1s through
and through conditioned by the whole or system into
which the act of judgment 1s essentially fitting the fact
stated as a part. That being so, 1t 1s difficult to see how
the whole or system could properly be rejected or
transcended because of 1ts alleged inability to com-
prehend any particular fact. On the other hand, it 1s
impossible, as has just been said, to see how the rejec-
tion of systematic theories and hitherto used categories
can be otherwise explained Further, if the Coherence
view 1s accepted, 1t must be admitted that the de-
velopment of knowledge 1s being wholly explained 1n
terms of generation by the mnd’s activity, with
nothing but a courtesy #d/e allotted to perception or
immmediacy of any kind. And this is surely unbeliev-
able.

Here we certainly seem to have an impasse. It seems,
on the one hand, that statements of percerved facts
cannot be allowed ever to be incorrigible statements
of apprehension, but are always corrigible judgments.
On the other hand, 1t seems necessary to allow that
perceived facts 2z some way play the part of absolutes
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in the development of scientific knowledge, there must
be an irreducible element somewhere 1n such percep-
tions, which 1s taken to be ultimate 1n the sense that
it is rejected on no consideration whatever, but other
things are rejected finally because of 1it. Yet if our
previous argument holds, this irreducible element can
never be sfated as 1itself and irreducible, all the at-
tempted statements being corrigible. We must now
ask ourselves—Is there any reason why there should
not be in perception such an irreducible element,
which might play a part in the acceptance and rejec-
tion of theories, and perhaps more pervasively in the
whole actrvity of judgment, even though there are no
incorrigible, final statements?

It 1s no part of our present intention to conduct a
close psychological investigation of what apparently
goes on 1n the mind when we make a judgment of per-
ception, and to attempt to demonstrate that such an
investigation supports the view that there 1s an 1irre-
ducible nucleus of sheer apprehension, 1n 1itself un-
stateable, but serving to determne our attitude to the
various statements offered to us as statements of what
we have apprehended. We have already seen that
there are at any rate some experiences of which this
1s a plausible account of the appearances—the most
obvious nstances being when I am trying to describe
a pain, or to explain what some unknown object 1n
the distance ‘looks like.” Certainly I shall not try to
determine whether psychological analysis suggests
that all statements of perception are ultimately of this
kind. I rather wish, as usual, to attack the problem
from the other end, and to ask whether there would
be any insuperable Jogical difficulties 1n the way of
maintaining such a view.

Broadly speaking, the objection of which I am think-
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ing, and which would be fatal to any such view if it
applied, 1s the same kind of objection as that which I
have urged above against the Coherence view’s treat-
ment of the statements of mathematics. As soon as we
begin to lay emphasis on anything within experience
which may have a determining influence on the
growth of knowledge without reflecting 1tself in szate-
ments, logic 1s 1n danger of cutting away the ground
from underneath its own feet, and thereby fatally
undermining all its own conclusions. If the truth or
otherwise of a statement, or the validity or otherwise
of an argument, depends on whether or not there has
gone on 1n the mind something whose occurrence or
non-occurrence does not and cannot reflect itself 1n,
or 1n any way affect, the statements as stated, then
any hope of discovering very much from an analysis
of statements 1s clearly 1ll-founded Such an analysis
could give no valuable result unless supported by an
examination by a different method of those processes
or conditions which statements do not reflect, and
which therefore logical analysis cannot reveal. It
seemed to us above that the view that the statement
3% 3=9 has no fixed meaning of its own, but must
be allowed to have, 1n the proper logical sense of the
word ‘meaning,” different meanings at different times
and in different contexts, was open to this fatal ob-
jection. We must now ask whether the doctrine under
consideration at present must be rejected on the same
ground. Actually we shall find, I think, that it
1s not incapable of evading this difficulty.

First we may encourage ourselves with the re-
flection that no logic can give an entirely complete
account, intelligible from beginning to end, of the pro-
cess by which new knowledge comes into being, 1t

must always accept unexplained certain experiences
T
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which may serve as the unit elements of 1ts explana-
tions. As we saw, the traditional logic supposed that
there were immediate apprehensions which could be
stated in a certain form, of which there could be no
test and to which logic could have nothing whatever
to say. Logic could discover how far a series of such
apprehensions could carry us 1n the way of knowledge,
and thus say something about the limits of human
knowledge: 1t could also claim to show up spurious
beliefs, but only by relying on the faculty of immediate
apprehension itself—never by substituting some alter-
native mechanism to do the work of immediate appre-
hension and so testing that faculty, nor by breaking
up the ‘process’ of immediate apprehension 1nto parts
and scrutinising whether the parts were properly
arranged The ‘immediate apprehensions,’ which were
according to the old logic stated in the form .S 15 2,
were always bound to remain utterly mysterious ex-
periences, forever unexplained Moreover, 1t was not
because the whole experience of stating an immediate
apprehension was, if 1t existed, mysterious that the
Idealistic logic abandoned the doctrine It abandoned
1t because the analysis of statements and of the use of
statements 1n reasoning gives us NO reason to suppose
that there are such statements of immediate appre-
hension.

Now 1t 1s surely clear that the Idealistic logic, too,
must have 1ts ‘mystery,” which 1t must frankly accept
as such. In view of its analysis of statements 1t 1s
bound to become convinced that certain things must
have gone on in the production of those statements,
without being able beyond a certain point to represent
to itself an entirely intelligible model or picture of the
manner of their going on. We have already seen that
the act of judging 1s ultimately a mysterious act. The



X1V CONCLUDING REMARKS 307

Idealistic logic has argued that the activity of judging
obeys certain rules—it 1s essentially systematic—and
that 1ts obedience to those rules makes it capable,
although 1t 1s an activity, of contributing to know-
ledge. But that logic may well allow, as in the hands
of Kant, for instance, and of Bradley 1t normally does
allow, that this obedience to rule i1s not the whole
matter It may surely be said, indeed, that in the case
of the judgment of perception 1t 15 0bzrously not the
whole matter And we have represented 1t as 1nitially
a fundamental doctrine of the Idealistic logic—though
as we have seen the thoroughgoing Coherence view
goes back on this—that 1n one respect all judgments
are alike, 2z that the necessity of obedience to rule
1s never wholly constitutive, but only regulative of par-
ticular judgments, there being a further element, z e.
an element of intuition or immediacy of some kind,
within all judgment. In this event, as we have already
argued, no statement ever sfafes the i1mmediacy, in
the sense in which Cook Wilson thought 1t was pos-
sible to state an apprehension, but every statement 1s
the work of the whole activity of judging

If that 1s so, the Idealistic account of judgment
allows for the existence, within the whole experience
of judging, of an element of immediacy, which also,
like the element of activity which 1s under the neces-
sity of conforming to rules, plays 1ts part in deter-
mining the character of the particular judgment 1 do
not therefore see any reason why 1t should be incom-
patible with the doctrines of the Idealistic logic to
explain the whole experience of judgment along the
lines already suggested in connexion with certain par-
ticular perceptual judgments about colour and certain
particular self-conscious judgments about patns and
pleasures. In these instances there seems to be a case,
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on the psychological investigation of experience, for
maintaining that the judgments necessarily involve
a search 1n the mind for a form of statement which
will properly represent the immediate cognition, and
that the production of the statements offered for
acceptance or rejection 1s the work of an activity which
operates on systematic lines As has been said before,
I do not wish to try and show that the account which
1s here offered of these particular judgments can be
shown psychologically to hold of all judgments That
1s not my business here. What I do wish to maintain
is that an account of this kind 1s not inadmissible on
the essential principles of the Idealistic logic.

But, for all that, perhaps 1t 1s advisable here to
pursue the matter a little further from a psychological
point of view 1n regard to these particular judgments,
in order to gain a clearer view of just what the sug-
gested theory 1s. When I feel a pain, 1t certainly seems
reasonable to mantain that I have knowledge of my
own feeling. But when I try to make a true statement
—any true statement—about my pain, it seems that
all kinds of other knowledge become relevant be-
sides this present awareness of my own pain. A person
who has had little experience in this field may believe
at first sight that i1n saying that he has a toothache
he 1s saying no more than he knows; with a little more
experience he may discover that a far closer dis-
crimination than he thought of the exact nature of
the pain 1s necessary to determine whether 1t 1s really
toothache or not: he may even find that he has a
pain which is actually indistinguishable from this one
on occasions when he 1s convinced that 1t cannot be
toothache All the knowledge which is necessary to
the making of a correct statement about his pain does
not come to him automatically and necessarily with



XIV CONCLUDING REMARKS 309

the feeling of the pain. Though the pain of which he
1s speaking 1s his pain, all his statements may well be
untrue as stated. Yet it 1s difficult to believe roundly
that he has no knowledge of his own pain.

No doubt 1t will be urged that this incorrectness of
statement 1s due to the fact that the speaker happens
to be trying to state, not what he knows, but things
that he does not know, ¢ ¢ the cause of his pain, or
the condition of his bodily parts, which 1s not, of
course, directly what he feels, but what he (wrongly
in this case) concludes from what he feels. But this
objection does not seem to help matters, since 1t does
not seem possible under any circumstances to find
any single statement which 1s a pure statement of
knowledge about his own pain. When a man makes a
significant statement about the #afure of his pain as
opposed to speaking of the cause of 1t, he does not even
attempt to say what 1t zs: he says that 1t 1s 1n a certain
respect the same as certain other pains. It may well be
that 2z #he feeling this pain 1s disinguishable from the
others which are said to be the same in this given
respect- it may be that he 1s aware of this all the time,
and that he never thinks for a moment that all these
pains are exactly alike. It may be argued that he must
know what each onezs, 1n order to know whether they
are all alike or different 1n a certain respect. But he
never sfafes or attempts to state, what any one of them
2s. He just says that they are very much like tooth-
ache, or that three of them are, and the remaining one
15 not, and so on Moreover, he always knows that he
might have discriminated more closely than in fact he
did: and he may very well come to say, ‘I cannot
think how I can ever have thought the pain 4 was
like the pain B,’ and so on. If we ask why he asks
himself whether the pain 4 1s like the pain 5, rather
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than whether 1t 1s like the pain C, or indeed whether
it 1s unlike the pain B—that 15, why he asks himself
whether 4 1s X rather than whether 4 15 Y—this
seems to be determined by that very attempt to give a
systematic account of his own experience on which
the Idealistic logic lays stress. But if we ask what
determines whether he shall say that the particular pain
A 15 like the particular pain 2 1n intensity, or unlike—
that 1s, whether he shall say ‘4 1s X’ or ‘4 1s not X'—
then it seems plausible from experience to say that
the answer 1s ulumately determined by his attention
to his own feeling. On the other hand, there seems no
ground for saying that simple attention to his own
feeling can ever of 1itself alone provide him with a true
statement about 1t.

As we saw before, the same seems to be the case if
we analyse a perception of colour. We do not attempt
to state exactly what a particular shade 1s discrimi-
nated to be, but we make a statement on the strength
of our discrimination. The making of the statement
seems to involve both systematic activity and attention
to the immediate element 1n the cognition.

It may be said that these are special cases, and not
typical of the making of statements as such. I do not
think so, but, as has been said before, I do not propose
to conduct a psychological investigation of judgments
of all kinds along these lines. I simply point out that
the Idealistic logic might on 1ts own principles fairly
accept some such account.

The grave objection 1s, I suppose, that 1t leaves the
faculty of judgment a marvellous and mysterious
faculty. That is to say, this faculty plays a vital part
in knowledge in respect of an element 1n it, the work-
ing of which has not been analysed, and which can
therefore not be subjected to test or discipline. In
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regard to the systematic activity of the mind and the
part played by 1t in judgment, something can be done
1n an attempt to discover the rules of its working; and
logic has tried to do this But with regard to this other
element which seems necessary to explain the mind’s
acceptance or rejection of the statement ‘4 1s like B,’
728. the element of immediacy, no account of it can
be given, and logic has no standing to question 1ts
authority.

In estimating the gravity of this objection, we must
remember that even the traditional logic was 1n prin-
ciple 1n the same plight. Even according to the tradi-
tional account, having fully understood the statement,
‘A straight line 1s the shortest distance between two
points,” and having satisfied ourselves that it states
one thing only, and that clearly, we have still to trust
some faculty of immediate cognition to tell us whether
a straight line zs or 2s #of¢ the shortest distance.
Socrates, having cleared up the definitions offered by
those he was questioning, as a matter of fact relied on
some such immediate cognition on their part to tell
them that these were fa/se as soon as they understood
them If i1t 1s a clear and distinct and true statement
that virtue 1s teachable, 1t 1s equally clear and distinct
to say that ‘virtue 1s #of teachable’—clear and distinct,
but false. Logic has always presupposed, though it
may sometimes 1tself have forgotten this, some such
immediate cognition, which 1s reliable but untestable,
of which 1t can give no account, and to whose autho-
rity 1t has nothing to say.

It 1s true that on the view we are offering the
mysterious and unexplained element appears rather
more complicated than that presupposed by the tradi-
tional logic. Socrates supposed, I think, that if and
when he arrived by the aid of his dialectic at the ac-
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ceptable definition of justice, that definition would be
just correct, indeed this 15 imphicit 1n his conception of
definition. He supposed, I think, that when he said
‘Justice 1s a harmony of 4BC,’” he would see that ‘a
harmony of ABC”’ just was justice, not that he was pre-
dicating of justice something which could also be
predicated of some other things, which might be dis-
tinguishable from justice, and might even be dis-
tinguishable as Aarmonzes That 1s to say, he was
thinking that 1n the true definition subject and predi-
cate were 1dentical, z ¢ were an idenuity, not that he
was subsuming the subject under a concept, under
which other things also, different from 1t and from
one another, might be subsumed.! It 1s difficult to see
how he could think this, because unless what he pre-
dicates of justice 1s predicable of other things also,
how can the definition be a significant statement” But
f he thought this, 1t might make the thing look
siumpler. It may seem more reasonable to represent
as the work of a faculty of wmmedracy a real recogm-
tion of identity, ‘4 1s A,’ than a statement of the kind,
‘A 1s of the same colour as B, ¢zz. ultramarine,” when
this statement 1s recognised to have a sense compatible
with the acknowledgment that 4 and 2 and many
other things, which are asserted to be ultramarine, are
distinguishable from one another 1n respect of colour.
Yet this latter is the kind of thing which all ‘im-
mediate’ judgments of perception seem to come to.
Leaving aside the special difficulties about defimitions,
if the traditional logic presumed that the statement,
‘This is ultramarine,’ 1s a statement of apprehension

11 say thus of true defimition only, not of other true statements In
definition per genus ef differentzam the predicate as predicated must
be thought of as predicable of this subject only, and of nothing else
whatever, otherwise the statement would not be a definzfz0m within
the meaning of the doctrine,
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of identity, 1t would seem that 1t deceived itself.
Ultramarine 1s zof the name of the partcular shade
of colour of this thing; 1t 1s predicated of a number of
things which differ perceptibly from this thing in
colour, and which have 1n common with one another
and with this thing no perceptible identical character,
it 1s predicated of them all simply because their
shades of colour are recognised to fall within a certain
range. Seen 1n this light the immediacy which the
traditional logic presupposes 1s clearly not an appre-
hension of identity, nor anything like 1t, 1t 15 a far
more complicated affair than that. The identification
of the ‘‘“mmediate’ and the ‘simple’ has completely
broken down.

Besides this, to be fair to the suggested Idealistic
account, we must remember that the immediacy 1n
question 1s not a whole experience which 1s wholly
immediate, but an element of immediacy within an
experience. There 1s another element in the exper:-
ence, which works according to rules, and without
which also the judgment of perception would not be
possible. Of this element the Idealistic logic has been
giving an account. Without 1t the faculty of im-
mediacy would not be able actually to do what 1t 1s
by 1ts nature competent to do, and what nothing
but itself can do. Logic has given some account of
the formal principles governing the offering to the
mind of statements for acceptance or rejection, of the
accepting or rejecting of them 1t has nothing to say.
So far this 1s like the ‘midwifery’ of Socrates, and the
presuppositions of the Arnstotelian logic. Only Plato
and Aristotle supposethat the faculty of immediacy will
utterly accept or wutterly reject at one flash; and the
Coherence theory, on the other side, finding no in-
stances 1n experience of w#fer acceptance, concludes
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that there 1s no immediacy. What [ am here pleading
for 1s an 1mmediacy, which while i1t never utterly
accepts, yet 1s not nothing If 1t 1s allowed, as the
Idealistic logic allows, that a man may come to a
clearer recognition of the meaning of a statement—
that when he comes to see new implications which he
did not see before, this leads him to understand dif-
ferently the meaning of the original statement—then
I do not see why the reliability of the faculty of im-
mediacy—that 1s, 1ts claim to ée¢ an immediacy—
should be impugned because 1t accepted the offered
statement before and rejects 1t now Indeed, under
such conditions this 1s exactly what would be expected
to happen IfI am asked, ‘Are you sure that you have
a toothache® and I first reply, ‘Yes, I certainly have’,
and then later, having been convinced that 1t 1s more
difficult than I thought to be sure whether a painis a
toothache or not, I correct myself and say, ‘I am not
sure that I have a toothache’—this change on my
part does not prove that I have no exact immediate
awareness of my own pamn. Nor, 1if 1t 1s demonstrated
that gzy statement I may make about my pain 1s ulti-
mately corrigible, does this prove that I have no exact
immediate awareness of my own pain; nor that such
immediate awareness does not play a part i1n my
acceptance as true, or rejection as false, of proffered
statements about my pain.

I do not wish, however, here to attempt to go further
1n this matter than to say this—that the arguments of
the Idealistic logic are not competent to refute the con-
tention that there 1s an element of immediacy in know-
ledge, so long as it is not maintained that the faculty
of immediacy can of itself alone contribute siafements
which are pure statements of knowledge, carrying the
guarantee of immediate apprehension; and further
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that the failure of the thoroughgoing Coherence
theory to give a satisfactory account of the rejection of
obsolete scientific theories, or of the abandonment of
obsolete scientific categories, 1s itself evidence of this.
If there is any truth in this contention, then a sound
theory of scientific method should represent that
method as a disciplined technique for exploiting this
immediacy for the advance of knowledge, just as the
Socratic ‘midwifery’ was a disciplined techmque for
exploiting a vois, and Descartes’ celebrated method
for exploiting a ‘natural light,” both of which were
supposed utterly and finally to accept and approve the
relevant clear and distinct statement, 1f such was laid,
with the aid of the method, beforethem. It 1s no part of
my intention to attempt to carry further the fulfilment
of such an ambitious programme here and now. It 1s
enough to show that the Idealistic logic, rightly
regarded, cannot authoritatively rule such a theory
out of court.

5. Tue IpEaLisTic Locic AnD PsycHoLoGy

The course of our argument has made 1t clear that
logic depends for 1ts very existence on showing that its
subject matter 1s not real experiences, but elements 1n,
or forms of, real experiences, which elements or forms
can themselves never under any conditions become
particular real expertences. In examiming the laws of
thought logic 1s not examining laws, mere conformity
to which wholly and completely constitutes certain
pieces of real experience, ¢.g. demonstrations 1n geo-
metry. Rather it 1s examining the formal laws which
play their part in the determination of the structure of
all experience whatever. It seeks to show that there
must be such underlying formal laws which are rigid
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and universal, because otherwise certain features of
experience just cannot be explained. However much
it may be the case that actual general statements are
general and for-the-most-part, and that in actual
reasoning conclusions are joined to premises by links
of the same imperfect nature, yet underlying this the
reasoning must be based on a formal structure whose
laws are rigid and universal, otherwise 1t could not
contribute to knowledge' 1t could not possibly have
that objectivity, z e. that independence of the subjec-
tive, which 1s the least 1t must have to be called know-
ledge. Logic also seeks to show what these underlying
universal laws are But to show that they exist and to
exhibit what they are, 1t does not seek to find actual
inferences, whose special principles are universal, or
to show the dependence of valid inference on uni-
versal laws by examining these cases. It should not
expect to find any such cases: indeed, as we have seen
1n our discussion of mathematics, the existence of such
cases, rightly regarded, would discredit 1ts whole
theory of inference. When 1t uses the analysis of par-
ticular inferences 1t can argue by ‘analogy’ only, after
the manner of Kant.

If this 1s so, 1t should not be difficult to distinguish
between logic and psychology, nor to prevent quarrels
arising between the two enquiries. It may be freely
allowed that logic takes many a hint from psychology,
as 1n the various arguments from ‘analogy,’ to which
reference has just been made. But 1t should never re-
gard psychological investigation as providing good
and sufficient a»gument in support of a logical doctrine.
Actually, as we have seen, the Idealistic logic has
always been extremely suspicious of psychology. But
as 1t becomes more sure of itself and of the integrity
of 1ts own enquury, it need not be so. Logic seeks to
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discover certain forms within the process of experience
determining the structure of that experience; these
forms are, of course, as such, inaccessible to direct
psychological observation. In estimating the exact
part played by these forms in the development of
actual experience logic actually argues by ‘analogy.’
What this means, as we have seen, 1s this. 1t selects an
actual experience in which the formal element 1n
question 1s most clearly 1n evidence, and examines the
actual experience. On the basis of this, 1t pictures to
itself, as 1t were, a kind of mechanical model of the
working of a supposed activity which 1s purely formal,
in order to gain a clear 1dea of the effect of the formal
element 1n the whole actual experience. Strictly speak-
ing, as we have seen, this 1s not an aergument. It 1s
simply part of the technique of the Idealistic logic for
presenting a clear account to itself of how the formal
element 1n real thinking migkt work, 1if it were capable
of manifesting itself in experience 1n utter purity. The
ultimate grounds of logic for positively maintaining
that there 1s a formal structure within the experience
of real thinking, and that by the means just referred
to logic 1tself 1s throwing light on the character of that
formal structure, are quite other Of these we shall
have something to say in the last section of this
chapter.

In all this we are representing the Idealistic logic
as taking up 1n essentials the same position as that
occupted by Kant in his distinction between tran-
scendental or objective deduction, and psychological
or subjective deduction; only the details of the posi-
tion have now, I hope, become more clearly articu-
lated. The first kind of argument, which is the proper
business of logic, 1s able, according to Kant, to stand
upon its own legs; but 1t is well 1f the second supports
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it. They are thus separate enquiries, which cannot,
with ordinary integnity of discipline, be so arranged
as to square with one another in their results. Logic
can come to its own conclusions, without waiting to
see whether the account given by psychology of such
particular actual experiences as we should commonly
call thinking are compatible with its conclusions. On
the other hand, reflection on the conclusions of logic
could never enable us to determine what oxg/ks to be
the teaching of psychology 1n regard to these experi-
ences No doubt 1n the last resort the teaching of logic
and the teaching of psychology must prove to be
compatible. Actual experience must be represented by
psychology to be such that the formal elements, of
which logic gives 1ts account, can be present 1n 1t as
formal elements But for all that they are separate
enquirtes, and neither of them, by using 1ts own
method or reflecting on its own conclusions, can tell
what ought to be the conclusions of the other It 1s
vital to logic to maintain the essential integrity of the
two enquiries. and we have seen that this 1s all of a
picce with the best teaching of the Idealistic logic
about the nature of thought. In an actual experience
there are elements which determine the part played
by that experience 1n influencing the subsequent ex-
periences of that particular mind, as an individual;
about these logic can, by virtue of its very method,
have nothing to say. This field 1t leaves to psychology,
whose problems of method are all its own and dif-
ferent from those of logic. On the other hand, there
are elements 1n an actual experience which determine
the part played by that experience 1n contributing to
knowledge, ¢.£. 1n adding to our knowledge of physics,
or of history; for the isolation and examination of
these logic seeks to make 1ts own method specially
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adapted. Here psychology should have nothing to
say.

But, as we have seen, it is vital to the Idealistic
logic to maintain that there 1s only one experience,
and that all experience 1s one. Unless this is the case,
logic, arguing as 1t does from the possibility of unity,
has no method left to 1t, and therefore no existence.
Logic cannot allow that there are two Awds of real
experiences' thinking or apprehending, which 1t 1s the
province of logic to investigate, and other experiences,
such as imagining or dreaming, on which empirical
psychology may try its hand. It 1s clearly the business
of empurical psychology, 1if it 1s to investigate any, to
imvestigate e// experiences after its own manner. The
Idealistic logic teaches that unless its subject-matter
1s a unity, 1ts method cannot be scientific. The truth
must be, as we saw Cook Wilson set out to maintain
at the beginning of his argument, that logic and psy-
chology are examining different aspects of one and the
same experience. And 1if there 1s anything 1n the argu-
ment of the Idealistic logic, if we may really take 1t
that experience 1s a unity and may argue from that
basis, this must mean that both aspects are there to
be discovered 1n every moment of experience Even
in the moments of experience when I am demonstrat-
ing a geometrical theorem, logic may not steal my
experiences as pure, unadulterated subject matter for
itself, and keep out empirical psychology It need make
no attempt to do this, because the subject matter of
logic 1s never a whole, real experience. .

I do not think 1t is necessary here to attempt to give
an exact account of the aspect of experience which 1s
studied by empirical psychology. Indeed it would be
premature, as well as presumptuous, to make such an
attempt. As 1n logic, so 1n other disciplines, the ques-
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tion of subject matter cannot be divorced from the
question of method; and until the various schools of
psychologists draw nearer to one another in the
matter of agreement about the main principles of
psychological method, 1t 1s obviously impossible for
one who 1s not a psychologist to have very much i1dea
just where the science stands But it may well appear
that, 1in view of what has already been said in the
course of our argument, some effort ought to be made
by the logician to clear up a Iittle further the problems
connected with the time-series 1n experience.

We have already seen that 1n meeting the situation
raised by Hume, logic allowed the claim of psychology
to determine the rules which govern the time-order of
experiences 1n a particular mind It allowed in effect
that 1n this particular sphere there could be vindicated
against Hume no criticism sufficiently radical in char-
acter to stem the flood of scepticism. In so far as the
distinction between knowledge and illusion was based
in previous philosophies upon the alleged existence
within experience of privileged periods of utterly pure
apprehension or utterly pure thinking, then Hume’s
teaching carried with 1t an unanswerable refutation of
those philosophies. For such a defence of knowledge,
as Cook Wilson recognised, nothing less would serve
than to maintain an aébso/ute difference of kind between
the experiences within the privileged periods and the
experiences of other times. The psychological invest1-
gation of experience shows that this cannot be main-
tained, and in the course of its argument evidently
vindicates its right to pronounce on this particular
point. So much ground logic had to give in taking up
the cudgels on behalf of the claims of knowledge.

The question arises whether 1n so doing logic has
given too much ground, so that 1t finds in the end that
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it has left 1itself no firm standing at all. If logic relin-
quishes all claim o study the time-order of exper:-
ences in particular minds, 1t can only study thinking
by examining an order of the elements within think-
ing which 1s not a time-order. This claim 1t expresses
by saying that it 1s dealing with forma/ elements in
thinking; and it seeks to do this by examining and
classifying statements 1n order to discover the various
poSsible forms of statements and the relations between
these forms, ¢ g. the conditions under which a state-
ment of one form can or cannot be necessarily con-
nected with a statement of another form. This its
method 1s calculated to enable 1t to do. It does not
seek to show in 1ts conclusion that a certain particular
statement 1s not true, or does not follow from a par-
ticular premise, as, for instance, a biologist or a
physicist would show this, 1t seeks only to prove that
a conclusion of that general form can, or cannot,
follow from a premise of this form. It does not seek
to prove a particular biological or physical proposition
1n a manner 1n some way superior to that in which the
biologist or physicist proves it, on the other hand, 1t
does not quite accept such proofs just as they stand,
and leave 1t at that. It seems rather to attempt to
show that the physicist, for instance, 1s 1n effect taking
himself to have proved rather more than a proof of
this particular form 1s capable of proving—though
there may be nothing, at least at present, 1n the par-
ticular work that the physicist himself 1s doing under
his own particular discipline to draw his attention to
this fact.

The prototype of such criticism by the logician is
perhaps Descartes’ teaching that while geometric
proof is valid reasoning par excellence, 1t does not

prove the existence of any object—a limitation 1n 1t
X
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which a mathematician as such might in that day well
have missed This doctrine of Descartes amounts to
saying that while the proof of, for instance, Proposi-
tion i. 47, is good proof, yetif the geometer, as may well
be the case, understands the statement of the conclu-
sion to assert or imply the existence of an independent
world of bodies 1n Euclidean space, his premises do
not support that conclusion. On the other hand, 1t 1s
not, of course, the business of logic as such to supply
a valid proof of the existence of bodies 1n space, or
even an account of all the conditions which such a
proof must satisfy. As Kant puts 1t, logic seeks a
criterion, not of truth, but of a negative condition of
the possibility of truth Logic seeks, simply by atten-
tion to formal considerations, to insist on a proper
attention being paid to the question of what kind of
thing has been proved and what kind of thing has
not; and its value! 1s due to the fact that, because of 1ts
special point of view, it 1s enabled to drive home to the
scientific investigator points which the exigencies of his
immedate situation do not compel him to notice, and
even to some extent operate to preclude him from
noticing.

The question arises whether by taking this ground
logic can maintain itself immune from psychologi-
cal attack, or whether the same considerations, which
enabled empirical psychology in effect to drive the

We must not be tempted to over-estimate the actual effect of logic
on the sciences While 1t 1s undoubtedly true that the less dogmatic
claims, now put forward by many twentieth century men of science
mn regard to the final competence of human reason, under the
scientific disciphne, to give ultimate and complete truth, are n clear
accord with the teaching of the Idealistic logic, this change of heart
15, equally undoubtedly, to be attributed to developments within
science 1tself The twentieth century scientist has i some way be-
become convinced 2z the laboratory that the mneteenth century

scientist thought hus ratiocinations proved more than can in fact be
proved
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old logic from 1its more pretentious position, enable
it also to make the present stronghold untenable. As
has already been hinted, one obvious danger is that
such a logic may find itself driven to subscribe to such
a doctrine of an Absolute, as may bring it into conflict
with the teaching of psychology all along the line.
Is logic, by speaking of forms of thought, and of
Sformal activitres, bound 1n the end to seek to vindicate
the possibility of knowledge by speaking of an Exper:-
ence, which 1s the experience of no individual mind,
but of some Absolute Mind, in which alone true
knowledge 1s possible? If so, it 1s difficult to see how
such a doctrine could fail to have implications about
the nature and experience of particular minds, which
must bring logic at once 1nto conflict with empirical
psychology again But 1s 1t not the case that in relin-
quishing 1ts claim to pronounce upon the time-order,
logic is turning 1ts back on the study of any real think-
1ng by any particular mind, and 1s committing 1tself
thereby to follow a road which must lead to a doctrine
of the ultimate unreality of particular minds and of all
their experiences root and branch?

This 1s a large question. But I do not think the
outlook 1s hopeless. So long as logic really means
what 1t says when 1t asserts that it 1s dealing not with
real experience itself, but with forms of thought, I do
not think it 1s by any means inevitable that it should
slip into regarding these forms as themselves a real
experience, every detail of which is determined wholly
by formal characters There 1s no reason why the
notion of forms of thinking should be confused with
the notion of a real thinking which is purely formal.
There seems no reason why we should lapse into
speaking of Real Thinking in an Absolute at all We
seem to be able to think of mechanical principles as

X2
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the formal principles of physical changes without
thinking that there exists anywhere 1n nature a purcly
mechanical change, and we can increase our know-
ledge of mechanics on this basis, and such increase
in knowledge will assist us towards an understanding
of physical nature. We can recognise that artists
strive after beauty, or that species strive after survival,
consistently with recognising that in actual experience
those strivings will manifest themselves as particular
activities different 1in different cases, and even that the
real activity may be unique 1n each individual case.
When we say that they all conform to the general form
of striving after beauty or striving after survival, we
do not mean that there 1s a great super-individual,
super-Platonic Striving, not after this beauty or that
beauty, or this survival or that survival, but after the
pure Form of Beauty or Form of Survival

No doubt 1t 1s difficult to explain just what 1s meant
by a form. Certainly 1t 1s impossible to define 1t 1n
terms of anything else But this 1s an old and unavoid-
able difficulty, not peculiar to any particular logical
theory There seems no reason to suppose that it 1s
possible for any enquiry to dispense with the word,
or with the distinction between the form and the real
existences of which 1t 1s the form.

This latter distinction has, as we have seen, taken
pride of place 1n the Idealistic logic over the distinc-
tion between form and matter. When we were con-
sidering the teaching of Kant, we saw that it was the
essential inspiration of the beginnings of the new
logic that a distinction between the form and matter
of thought, which was beyond the competence of a
psychological study of thinking, could properly be
drawn by a method which concentrates on the form,
in and for 1itself alone, and claims no corresponding



XIv CONCLUDING REMARKS 325

ability to produce any independent apprehension of
the nature of the material of thought. This 1s just
what the special method of logic was to enable it to
do—to look upon the whole process and descry
within 1t its formal character. Any attempt to conceive
of, or to say anything about, a ma#tfer of thought as
entirely independent of, or distingutshable from, the
particular form 1t may take, has disappeared far 1nto
the background, as totally unnecessary to the pur-
poses of logic, and probably of any other enquiry;
while the form, as distinguishable from any actual
existence 1n which 1t may be found, has come to
occupy the whole picture. The essential character of
a form 1s fixed 1n the mind of the enquirer by dis-
tinguishing 1t, not from a formless matter, but from
the whole real existence of which it 1s the form. -

No doubt the tendency we have noticed 1n the
logician to confuse a form of activity with a supposed
real activity which 1s purely formal 1n character, and
to think that an argument which deduces the one
proves the existence of the other, 1s, as far as 1t goes, a
practical demonstration of an insufficiently clear recog-
mition on his part of the true nature of a form and of
the distinction 1n question. But this confusion 1s surely
avoidable. As we have seen, the confidence which logic
may reasonably have in its ability to avoid 1t rests on
its consciousness of the competence of 1ts own special
method This method, strictly followed, automatically
prevents logic from straying into the field of psycho-
logy, and separates off for 1t 1ts own subject matter. It
1s thus enabled to a large extent, like any other dis-
ciplined enquiry, to carry on its own work within cer-
tamn Iimits without having at the moment any clear
ultimate 1insight into the exact part played by logic
in the whole scheme of human knowledge; and 1t may
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reasonably expect that its understanding of the essen-
tial nature of 1ts own objects will increase as 1ts work
advances. Thus when 1t comes to attempt to give an
answer to those final questions, 1t may turn for its own
guidance to an analysis of its own successful depart-
mental activity. When 1t says therefore that its own
subject matter 1s forms of thought, it does not claim
to be affirming of itself something which 1s either lucid
or self-evidently true, nor 1s it offering an advertise-
ment of itself which can reach the comprehension of
those who have no acquaintance with its own enquiry
in detail Rather, as the crowning phase of its own
activity, it 1s taking stock of itself, reflecting on work
which, up to a point, 1t has been enabled to carry on
without such reflection, and attempting to give a con-
sidered judgment, resting on an insight gained 1n the
course of long detailed activity, about what that acti-
vity 1s actually achieving. Our argument has shown
that an ultimate account of what 1s meant by a form
of thought 1s not a presupposition of the possibility of
the beginning of logical enquiry, but 1s necessarily the
last word to be written at the end of logic. The faith
of the logician that he 1s ever moving along the high-
road towards that last word, and not along a false
track that leads away from it, rests, not upon a clear
intuition of the goal of his journey, but on a well-
founded confidence 1n his method of steering his
course.

6. Tue AutHoORriTY OF LoOGIC

We now come to the final question of authority.
Has logic in its reformed condition any standing to
give authoritative judgments about the validity of
reasoning and the claim of human knowledge to be
knowledge? We have seen that the Kantian logic set
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out to give to science a defence agaist Hume's scepti-
cism such as science was unable to provide for itself.
With the writings of Hume 1t had become clear that
the new science of psychology was going to treat
knowledge as an experience like other experiences;
and treating 1t as such, was going to study the con-
ditions of 1ts emergence as an experience 1n the same
manner as 1t studied the conditions of emergence of
any particular belief in any individual mind, and
further was going to enquire how far the character of
the particular experience which emerges 1s dependent
—as in the case of belief it evidently 1s—on the condi-
tions attendant on 1ts emergence. Hume also made 1t
clear that this enquiry was a perfectly reasonable en-
quiry; and that its investigations would show that
there cannot be between such experiences as are com-
monly called knowledge and such experiences as may
be called belief an absolute difference of £:d, such as
had previously seemed necessary to the refutation of
scepticism. The Idealistic logic therefore looked 1n a
different direction for a valid defence of knowledge.

It claimed to eschew the method of psychology
altogether and to put 1n 1ts place a method of 1ts own.
This method was to enable logic to take scientific
thinking as 1t found 1t, so to speak, and to base its
account of the nature of thinking as such on a careful
examination of scitentific argument as it 1s; and yet at
the end of 1ts enquiry logic was to be 1n a position to
judge authoritatively the limits and validity of that
argument. Logic was not to claim, as 1n the last resort
the pre-Kantian logic seemed to claim, to give a
thoroughgoing & 7077 account of what human think-
ing must be from beginning to end, z.e. to inform the
scientist on @ prior: grounds to what principles any
ratiocination of his must conform. It was to proceed
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empurically, at least to this extent, that 1t was to recog-
nise at the outset that scicnufic raniocination 1s good
reasoning, and was to discover the principles of good
reasoning by reflecting on the said scientific ratio-
cination. But 1n spite of this empirical element 1n its
method, 1t was still to have some authority in pro-
nouncing about the Zwnzts of validity of that very
argumentation, reflection on which enabled it to gain
all the knowledge 1t has of the nature of thought

Obviously the position of logic 1s not very clearly
defined on the face of 1t The question 1s whether
our argument has put us in a position to clear the
matter up a lttle further.

Let us first follow the practice we have adopted
before and consider the matter in Kantian terms.
Kant thinks that it 1s of no use to prove with Hume
that physics 1s one long imposture from beginning to
end, since nobody believes 1t We must therefore take
physics as we find 1t. We must recognise that 1t gives
us knowledge of a natural order of events, and ask
ourselves how such knowledge 1s possible Clearly the
answer must be dependent on what 1s meant by
‘knowledge of a natural order of events.” Yet it seems
that Kant feels that the determination of exactly what
1s meant by this phrase!—in other words, of just in
what sense knowledge of physics 1s really Arowledge—
is what 1s achieved at the end of our logical enquiry,
not something which can be set down as agreed at the
beginning. What, then, 1s Kant doing? What is the
method of his transcendental logic? I suppose there
1s only one possible answer to this question. Kant must
be accepting a provisional answer to his question at

IThe phrase itself is not Kant’s, but is used here for the sake of
brevity and clearness Kant treated physics as being knowledge of
‘nature,’” and he regarded ‘nature’ as bemng an ordered system of
changing objects
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the beginning, and then relying on his method dos%
to make that provisional answer more clearly and
accurately defined, and to provide reasons for its
acceptance as a true answer. Moreover, this seems to
be actually the case. When Kant says that he 1s not
occupying the empirical, and ultimately sceptical,
attitude of asking, ‘Is knowledge of physics pos-
sible?’, but 1s taking it for granted that it 1s so and
asking, ‘Aow 1s knowledge of physics possible?’, he
1s quite clearly himself thinking of ‘knowledge’ of
physics as being something ZJess than Descartes or
Leibniz thought 1t was, but something more than
Hume could allow 1t to be. No doubt at the beginning
he had no very clear 1dea what 1n detail a ‘knowledge’
which fell between these two would be like—except
that even at the beginning he thought that its state-
ments must have a umiversality, and the connexions
between 1ts statements a necessity, which Hume could
not allow; but he had a very clear 1dea,and an absolute
conviction, that a satisfactory account of knowledge of
physics must represent 1t as falling between these two.
Then at the end of his enquiry he had, or might have
had, a much clearer 1dea of what kind of thing such
‘knowledge’ might be—uwzz. a body of statements re-
presenting ‘nature’ as a systematic world of events,
objective 1n the sense that everybody recognises it to
be the same world. In the course of his enquury 1t has
become clear that the great triumph involved 1n the
production of knowledge of physics 1s the achieve-
ment of a number of statements which form a syste-
matic body of statements, and which are acceptable to
everybody,even though in accepting them the mind has
somehow to distinguish between subjective or private
‘appearances’ and objective or ‘natural’ events and
objects. The triumph 1s that this distinction has been
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effected 1n such a way as to render the ‘objective’
capablc of being represented as a systematically
unified world Here we have a more articulated ac-
count of a ‘knowledge’ which falls between what the
rationalists took knowledge of physics to be, z22. a
point by point apprehension of an absolutely indepen-
dent reality, and what Hume eventually declared 1t to
be, v22. a senies of beliefs about an absolutely inde-
pendent reality, which are found on investigation to
have no good claim ezf4er to be true of an independent
reality o7 even to hang together as beliefs 1n anything
but a contingent manner

It 1s not our concern here to estimate how far this
account of the nature of ‘knowledge’ 1s, even in the
end of all, really clear or admissible. Our business here
1s to examine the method Can the method enable
Kant to perform the two-fold task already mentioned,
viz. both to clear up in detail his initial hypothesis in
regard to the nature of ‘knowledge,” and to give
reasons for accepting that hypothesis as a defimitive
account? The method 1s required, as we have seen, to
gve an a przor: answer to the question, ‘How 1s this
“knowledge’ possible?’ In answering that question
Kant has asked himself how particular instances of
such knowledge have as a matter of fact been achieved,
and takes many a hint from this empirical enquiry.
But he 1s not supposed to be using these hints as argu-
ments. Having taken a hint and passed 1t on to the
reader, Kant 1s supposed to be demonstrating that
such knowledge must in the nature of the case have
been arrived at 1n such and such a way. For instance,
having noticed that the argumentation of physics 1s
governed by the law of conservation of energy, Kant
is supposed to show that an attempt to give a syste-
matic account of physical nature must, to be success-
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ful, be governed throughout by one law asserting the
(quantitative)* conservation of something permanent,
or some such law. But considered as a proof, Kant’s
account must owe nothing to the fact that in process
of discovery 1t owed much to reflection on the apparent
method used by physics 1n actual practice. It 1s sup-
posed to be an absolute, unconditioned demonstration
that just this was necessary to the possibility of know-
ledge.

All this, of course, 1s familiar ground. We must now
ask, looking back on the whole of his enquiry, whether
Kant’s method has enabled him to do what he was
supposed to do. We may notice in the first place that
while Kant has argued that a knowledge of necessary
connexion 1s always conditional, or as he puts 1,
knowledge of the conditioned, his method implies that
in logic we can acquire uznconditronal knowledge of
necessary connexion, zzz. that the application of uni-
versal principles by the mind to the given 1s uncon-
ditionally necessary to the possibility of ‘knowledge’
of a unified nature. This 1s, of course, an ominous
sign. If his teaching that knowledge of necessary con-
nexion 1s essentially conditional 1s to be logic at all, 1t
must be maintained of thinking as such, not simply
of the thinking of the physicist or of the psychologist.
And if it 1s true of thinking as such, then Kant’s own
logical doctrine leaves him no loophole for hoping
that the logician himself can discover what 1s #ncon-
ditionally necessary to the possibility of knowledge.

1] put the word ‘quantitative’ in brackets, because 1t scems to me
that the conception of quantity slipped into Kant’s account of this
principle improperly, owing to his preoccupation with physics The
pure formal principle of conservation of a permanent1s more general
than any principle of quantitative conservation The biologist’s
account of change, for instance, presupposes that something 1s con-
served from one generation to another, but not that something 1s
quantitatively conserved
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The defence that logic 1s dealing with mental events
and can for that reason perceive necessary con-
nexions, as, for instance, the physicist cannot, has of
course been implicitly demolished by Kant himself.
Kant would certainly only allow to psychology the
claim to discover conditioned necessary connexions.
If therefore Kant can defend at all his claim to this
kind of apriorism for logic, 1t can certainly not be
on the ground that it 1s dealing with mind rather than
with physical nature

In fact 1t 1s quite clear that the claim of Kant’s
logic to 1ts apriorism 1s closely bound up with its
claim to be dealing with forms of thought. So long as
we are content to deal with forms of experience, and
not with actual experiences, Kant must claim, 1t 1s
possible for us to find absolutely necessary connexions,
in a manner which 1s not possible to the psychologist
in his study of real experiences. We cannot argue a
preore that such and such a particular person could not
have had such and such a real experience unless he
had had certain other real experiences before 1t—as,
for instance, that he could not have understood a par-
ticular lecture unless he had previously studied mathe-
matics. Such knowledge of the necessary dependence
of present real experiences on past real experiences
1s essentially empirical and conditional. But we can
argue from the fact of the production of a theory of a
certain form that it must have been produced by a
mind which throughout 1ts activity was rigidly con-
forming to a certain formal principle. This insight
1nto an absolutely necessary dependence of a certamn
form 1n the result on the conformity of the activity
concerned to certain formal principles, is what logic
claims by 1ts own special method to give us.

I do not think that this modified claim can be ruled to
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be inadmussible @ prz07: It 1sa quite consistent claim as
far as it goes There 1s nothing 1n 1t incompatible with
the teaching of logic itself about the nature of the
enquiry of physics, or of psychology. In its judgments
on psychology the Kantian logic has certainly left open
to 1tself some such differential treatment of logic as
this. In showing that our knowledge of necessary con-
nexions between actual objects and events, and of
actual experiences, 1s always conditioned, the logic
has not automatically precluded 1tself from teaching
that a knowledge of necessary connexions between
formal results and formal activities may be absolute.
But if such a claim cannot be ruled out a priors,
neither can 1t be vindicated & przo7z It 1s not odveous
that so long as we confine our attention to forms we
can have unconditioned knowledge of necessary con-
nexion, even though cursory reflection on mathematics
has inclined many philosophers, Kant among them,
to think that this was so. The only possible vindica-
tion of such a claim by logic must lie 1n the existence
of unequivocal achievements by logic To the exami-
nation of this claim to vindication by results we must
now briefly turn.

Here at once we find ourselves faced again by the
difficulties raised by the fact that logic has an em-
pirical foundation. As we have seen, the attempts of
the Rationalists to conform to the principles of the old
logic were repudiated by the Kantian logic, not
primarily because thinking of this kind evidently
could not produce knowledge, but simply because the
argumentation of science was not as a matter of fact
thinking of this kind. No doubt it later became clear,
as we have seen, that even the teaching of the old
logic depended on an enquiry which was really more
empirical in method than 1t had been thought to be.
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But this development only served to emphasise the
empirical foundation of all logic. /f the thinking of
science may be taken to be valid, then the effect of a
certain formal discipline must be such and such. But
since the recognition of necessary connexion here is
conditioned by the assumption that scientific argu-
mentation 1s valid, how can logic claim on the basis
of such recognition of necessary connexion to give any
judgment on the validity of scientific argumentation?

Evidently 1t can only do this by mamntaining that
in the course of this hypothetical enquiry 1t elicits in
the mind of the enquirer an msight into the formal
mechanism of thought which 1s ultimately indepen-
dent of any hypothesis, z ¢ that at a certain stage the
recognition that if thinking 1s to be valid the working
in such a way must be producing such and such a
result 1s superseded by the defimitive intuition that if
thought s to be valid thought must work n such and
such a way. That such categorical insight mght
supervene on conditional reasoning 1s, of course,
denied by the Idealistic logic in connexion with
scientific enquiries. Is there any reason to think that
its existence must be admitted in the case of logic
itself?

If our previous remarks about the nature of infer-
ence have been sound, there 1s no such reason. On the
principles of the Idealistic logic we have been forced
to regard all logical theories of inference as in the
last resort more or less descriptive accounts of an
operation, which, even considered formally, 1s ulti-
mately mysterious. Having once appealed to the
actual reasoning of science to support its new teaching
against traditional doctrine, the logic can never en-
tirely emancipate itself from constant dependence on
such an appeal. No doubt 1t 1s true that, 1n return for
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this support, 1t can by 1ts own method defend scientific
demonstration, 1n a way 1n which science itself cannot
defend 1t, against the attacks of a positive scepticism
based upon a psychological study of the nature of
belief; and so far it 1s justified as an independent en-
quiry. But 1t does this, not by independently establish-
ing a complete and final account of the nature of
scientific reasoning, marking out once and for all the
exact limuts of 1ts validity, but rather by demonstrat-
ing negatively, by the special method of logic, that
there is more involved 1n that reasoning than can
meet the eye of the psychologist, and by positively
establishing that human reasoning has within 1t a
formal structure which makes 1t not incapable of
validity, that is, of contributing to a knowledge which
is really knowledge, and not merely a more or less
methodical construction of the imagination. No doubt
the Idealistic logic set out with the more ambitious
hope that it could finally exhibit in a wholly & przorz
way both the exact nature of this formal structure,
and the exact manner and limit of the influence which
that formal structure might exert in determining the
character of the real experiences of which it 1s the
form. But we have found no good reason for allowing
that such hopes have been fulfilled. Indeed, rightly
regarded, 1t 1s an essential part of the confessed task
of the Idealistic logic to demonstrate that any claim
to have fulfilled them must certainly be spurious.

But this 1n 1tself 1s enough. It leaves the revolution
a revolution, and still allows logic to be logic, and to
have a certain measure of authority, without impair-
ing its standing as a living enquury. Logic has reduced
its claims a good deal since the days of Kant. But 1t
still gives us against all forms of positive scepticism a
bulwark which nothing but itself can provide
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